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Purpose: This conceptual paper explores the relationship between the generation of
logistics service providers (LSPs), the scope of LSP supply chain performance measurement
system (LSP SCPMS), and the corresponding impact on the supply chain (SC) performance.
We propose that among LSPs applying SCPMSs, the generation of LSPs may affect the scope
of LSP SCPMS, which may influence SC performance. Building on extant research, we
present a conceptual framework, with the agency theory incorporating SC risk management
concept, the resource-based view (RBV) and the rational view, an extension of RBV
incorporating social network theory as the framework’s foundation. The initial hypotheses in
this research proposal are each supported by the respective literature.
Design/Methodology/Approach: As a conceptual paper, it is based on the literature review
focusing on looking for the research gaps and responding to the recent calls in strategy
research.

Findings: The scope of LSP SCPMS and potential ramifications of LSP generation for the
SC performance is an under-researched topic. In the present paper an attempt to consolidate
knowledge on LSP supply chain performance measurement systems and its impact on SC
performance has been made. The study as a research proposal makes a two-fold contribution
to the discussion. First, it distinguishes the research questions and initial hypotheses.
Secondly, a research methodology is proposed where qualitative methods are emphasised.
Originality/Value: This study proposal contributes to a better understanding of the
relationship between the scope of LSP supply chain performance measurement system and its
impact on the supply chain performance, including the context of the LSP generation, which
is proposed as a control variable in the study.
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1. Introduction

Currently, intensified globalization and consequent competitive pressures have
reemphasized the importance of logistics service providers (LSPs) in managing
logistics processes as well as customer and supplier relationships within the supply
chain management. This requires them to develop their business performance
measurement systems (BPMSs) towards the supply chain performance measurement
systems (SCPMSs) the scope of which may depend on the LSP advancement thus
whether it operates as a third-party logistics (3PL) provider, or else as a lead
logistics provider (LLP) or a fourth party logistics (4PL) provider.

However, the research on the topic of LSP SCPMSs remains scarce as it usually
concentrates on SCPMSs of the focal companies orchestrating the supply chains
(SCs). At the same time LSPs have an exceptional impact on SC performance as the
operators connecting the SC links, and since they operate within a portion of or the
whole supply chains of the sectors they serve, they need to develop not only the
internal performance measurement systems (PMSs), but also the external SCPMSs.
Table 1 provides a summary of the abbreviations used in the article.

Table 1. Abbreviations used in the article

Abbreviation Expansion

SC supply chain

LSP logistics service provider

LLP lead logistics provider

3PL third-party logistics provider

4PL fourth-party logistics provider

PMS performance measurement system

BPMS business performance measurement system

SCPMS supply chain performance measurement system

LSP SCPMS logistics service provider’s supply chain performance measurement
system

Source: Own study.

Today, companies must keep their supply chain under control and manage processes
that often exceed their boundaries, if they want to achieve their objectives (Van
Hoek, 1998; Brewer and Speh, 2000). Focal firms cannot become world class
companies by themselves. To an excessively large extent, their organizational results
depend on the partners in the supply chain (Chen and Paulraj, 2004; Li et al., 2005).
To this end, the supply chain performance measurement systems enable the adoption
of the performance metrics that span different firms and processes. While traditional
(internal) PMSs normally target processes and data related to one single firm,
SCPMSs should entail inter-firm performance measures (e.g., the metrics crossing
the boundaries of the firm within the source and delivery processes).

Therefore they pose great challenges in terms of the need to integrate and share data
from multiple firms, the need to coordinate inter-firm processes and infrastructures
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and the relationship management of the external SC partners throughout the
measurement process (Maestrini et al.,, 2017). In such a case performance
measurement becomes more challenging, since it must serve the purpose of several
firms as well as the SC overall. Usually SCPMSs are developed by focal companies
(the main SC actors — leading manufacturers or retailers), however taking into
account the increasing importance of LSPs in managing logistics processes as well
as customer and supplier relationships within the supply chain management, their
role in developing SCPMSs is becoming more and more crucial.

Therefore, this conceptual study provides a research proposal to investigate the
relationship between supply chain performance measurement system of logistics
service providers and supply chain performance by answering the following research
guestions:

Q1: How LSPs handle their SCPMSs including individual internal and external
subsystems taking the individual PMS processes into consideration?

Q2: How the LSP SCPMS scope impacts SC performance?

Q3: How the LSP generation (3PL and LLP/4PL) influences the scope of LSP
SCPMS?

With this conceptual framework, we respond to the recent calls on developing
strategic management theory by joining in the debate regarding the relationship
between PMS/SCPMS adoption and actual performance improvement. As regards
SCPMSs, apart from valuable exceptions (Mahama, 2006; Cousins et al., 2008),
little empirical evidence exists about the actual impact of (external) SCPMSs on SC
performance.

We respond also to the recent calls on developing the performance measurement and
management theory by proposing a research framework to investigate undiagnosed
LSP SCPMSs, including their external subsystems. As regards external SCPMSs,
such as multi-tier SCPMSs and many-to-many SCPMSs, there is no literature and
research evidence or it is anecdotal (Maestrini et al., 2017). To the best of the
Author’s knowledge (after initial search of the relevant databases such as Web of
Science, Ebsco, Emerald, and Scopus), there are only few studies in SCPMS
referring to LSP industry (Choy et al., 2008; Jothimani and Sarmah, 2014), as the
majority of LSP studies refer to BPMS (Wang et al., 2015; Domingues et al., 2015),
unlike SCPMS.

With the proposed conceptual framework we respond also to the recent calls on
developing the performance measurement and management theory which is biased
towards inter-organisational studies (Lehtinen and Ahola, 2010). Performance
measurement literature emphasizes intra-organizational measures, which conflicts
starkly with the emphasis of inter-organisational collaboration dominant in literature
addressing extended enterprises (Lehtinen and Ahola, 2010).
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Finally, we respond to the recent calls on conducting dyadic (or even network)
studies when investigating supply chain performance measurement systems
(Maestrini et al., 2017). As a matter of fact, the different actors involved in an
SCPMS could have different perceptions and experience different results (Purdy and
Safayeni, 2000; Hald and Ellegaard, 2011). Therefore, expanding the unit of analysis
from the single company to the buyer-supplier dyad can provide new insights into
possible misfits in perceptions and relative behaviours (Maestrini et al., 2017). Thus,
in the proposed conceptual framework SC performance will be viewed from a
dyadic perspective i.e.,, LSP’s and LSP partner’s perspectives. The inter-
organisational studies are truly limited in literature on performance measurement.
According to e.g. Mortensen and Lemoine (2008), it is especially unusual to include
LSPs in supply chain performance measurement studies.

2. Literature Review
2.1 Theoretical Foundation

Although there are several theories and frameworks used in PMS and SC literature
(Franco-Santos et al., 2012; Spina et al., 2013), in this paper we adopt a few of
them, namely the resource-based view (RBV) theory, the rational view, including
the social network theory and the agency theory, including the SC risk management
framework.

According to the resource-based view, company’s strategic resources including
tangible and intangible resources play a vital role in a firm to generate sustainable
competitive advantage (Wernerfelt, 1984; Barney, 1991; Teece et al., 1997). One of
the competitive advantage measures is firm performance (Haffer, 2002). A PMS,
likewise a SCPMS, constitutes a bundle of strategic resources which helps
companies to develop organizational capabilities (including dynamic and ordinary
capabilities; see Teece et al., 1997) and enhance organizational learning enabling the
identification of the areas of concern and success through performance monitoring
(Star et al., 2016). In case of LSPs, these capabilities, the development of which is
mediated or moderated by SCPMS, refer to as logistics service capabilities and
capabilities to shape and exploit networks. The quality of these capabilities
determines the LSPs’ success including its performance, however it may also impact
the success of other SC members influencing SC performance.

The traditional resource-based view argues that supernormal earnings result from
resources controlled by a single firm (Barney, 1991). However, the relational view
(Dyer and Singh, 1998), an extension of RBV incorporating social network theory
(Eisenhardt and Schoonhoven, 1996; Granovetter, 1985) has expanded this focus,
with scholarly attention beginning to recognise the importance of resources which lie
outside the firm’s boundaries (Duschek, 2004; Mathews, 2003). With the proposed
conceptual framework, this paper strengthens this theoretical stream.
Complementary resource combinations between partnering firms can be a source of
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their competitive advantage, with the idiosyncratic nature of the relational assets
making it difficult for competitors to imitate (Gulati et al., 2000, via Cousins et al.,
2008). This means that collaborative relationships within individual SCs and SC
networks, which have been rapidly growing across many industries, may lead to the
collaborative advantage.

Thus, since a PMS can be a source of a competitive advantage of a single firme.g., a
LSP, a SCPMS may be considered within a framework of the collaborative
advantage (Dyer and Singh, 1998), rather than one of the competitive advantage, as
influencing a SC performance it may generate advantages to all SC actors. The
collaborative advantage is a resource that requires a long-term orientation and may
ultimately create greater benefits than a traditional zero-sum based approach to
competition (Dyer, 2000). Through cooperation, partners can profit from rents that
can only be generated by working jointly (Cousins et al., 2008). The ability of the
LSP to derive these relational rents is at least, in part, dependent on how effective
the LSP SCPMS is in building and leveraging collaborative partnerships within the
SC. This paper heads at least, in part, towards answering this question as it focuses
on the impact of LSP SCPMS on operational and relationship SC performance.

When it comes to the agency theory (Eisenhardt, 1989; Jensen and Meckling, 1976),
it deals with the problems of creating a contract governing an exchange between
individuals, called ‘agent’ and ‘principal’, who have divergent interest. The
principal-agent problem occurs when agents are motivated to act in their own best
interests, which are contrary to those of their principals. Supply chain partner
relationships closely resemble this kind of problem (Natour et al., 2011). Therefore,
the agency theory may be used to examine such aspects of supply chain management
as supply risk, information sharing or outsourcing across the supply chain (Logan,
2000), where the LSPs play the role of agents. The examples of major causes of
conflict in supply chain relationships are goal conflict, asymmetry of information
and incentive misalignment (Cao and Zhang, 2011, Simatupang et al., 2002).

We assume that one of the mechanisms which may be used to align the interests of
the supply chain partners is performance measurement implemented as part of the
supply chain performance measurement system developed by the LSP who connects
the supply chain links. In this case, the SCPMS establishes information mechanisms
that improve transparency and accountability across the supply chain reducing the
information asymmetry. As such SCPMS may become a tool for supply chain risk
monitoring as the risk in the supply chain can stem from the information asymmetry
and inability to monitor performance (Eisenhardt, 1989).

According to Andreas (2013) having a supply chain risk management strategy is not
a common business practice. One such strategy is to transfer logistics uncertainties
and risks to the LSP (Zsidisin and Ritchie, 2009). Comparing to risks associated with
more independent or isolated decision situations which concern individual SC actors,
the supply chain-related risks are much more characterised by the inter-connectivity
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(Ritchie and Brindley, 2007). That is why some of these risks may be easier to
manage for the logistics service provider because of the integration facilitator’s role
it plays in the supply chain. The failure of a supplier to deliver the right quantity, at
the right time or irregular patterns of demand are the examples of SC risks that LSPs
may easily mitigate and hence improve supply chain performance through its
performance measurement.

2.2 Logistics Service Providers

Logistics service providers, also called third-party logistics (3PL) providers, provide
a variety of logistics related services, including, for instance, transportation,
warehousing, distribution and freight consolidation (Domingues et al., 2015), which
may be supplemented by high added value activities like co-manufacturing, co-
packing, crossdocking, pooling, reverse logistics, after-sales support and customer
service (e.g., customs brokerage) (Jayaram and Tan, 2010). This means that they are
usually associated with the offering of multiple, bundled logistics services, rather
than just isolated transport or warehousing functions (Leahy et al., 1995).

In view of the above, logistics service providers were initially 3PLs. However more
recently, a new generation of providers, called lead logistics providers (LLPs) and
fourth party logistics (4PL) providers, have radically altered the logistics industry.
LLPs and 4PL providers may be 3PLs that diversify their offer, management
consulting firms, supply chain specialists (global supply chain management) or IT
services companies (Fulconis and Paché, 2018). Companies originally specializing
in financial services, IT services and management consulting entered the market of
logistics services by developing competences in information systems and supply
chain planning (Selviaridis and Spring, 2007).

LLPs and 4PL providers notably offer complete logistics service without necessarily
possessing the physical assets (means of transport, warehouses, etc.). They may be
defined as the single connection between a customer and the logistics operators,
being responsible for hiring other 3PL and 2PL, and managing the logistics process
end-to-end (Lu and Su, 2002 cited in Krakovics, 2008). Whether they own the
means of production, warehouses and trucks (the case of LLP) or not (the case of
4PL provider), these LSPs mobilize their logistics engineering competencies to
optimize flows and select the best providers. LLPs and 4PL providers are gradually
becoming orchestrators within individual supply chains and in the supply chain
networks (Fulconis and Paché, 2018).

This means that advanced LSPs are able today to radically transform the
organization and functioning of supply chains. Especially LLPs and 4PL providers
are capable of using their acquired monitoring expertise to implement innovative
logistical architectures without the need to possess multiple physical assets, or
resources (Fulconis and Paché, 2018). These providers are supply chain service
providers that participate rather in supply chain co-ordination than operational
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services (Van Hoek and Chong, 2001). They are highly information based and co-
ordinate multiple asset-based players on behalf of their clients.

In today’s competitive business environment, logistics service providers (LSPs) play
a critical role of the operators connecting the supply chain links in the SCs of their
customers (Liu et al., 2010), affecting the SC performance. LSPs play also a key role
in facilitating supply chain integration (Mortensen and Lemoine, 2008; Knemeyer
and Murphy, 2004) and in some cases even managing entire supply chains (Jayaram
and Tan, 2010). Some researchers claim that a supply chain will not be effective
unless LSPs measure and monitor the company performance in a flow of functions
(such as transportation and warehousing) rather than individual activities (Robertson
et al.,, 2002). To manage the SC of their customers effectively, LSPs need to
constantly analyse the data collected from various sources and convert them into
actionable information. This requires them to develop their business PMSs towards
the SCPMSs.

We assume that the scope of logistics processes as well as SC member relationships
which need to be measured and monitored within LSP SCPMS may depend on the
LSP advancement thus whether it operates as a 3PL provider, a LLP or a 4PL
provider. This means that along with the evolution of logistics outsourcing,
particularly the emergence of 4PL providers whose competency is mainly to monitor
supply chains, specifically supply chain networks (Fulconis and Paché, 2018), there
is also a growing need for LSP SCPMS development.

2.3 LSP Supply Chain Performance Measurement System

The literature on internal PMSs historically unveils a tortuous path between the
system adoption and actual performance improvement (Neely, 2005; Melnyk et al.,
2014). On the one hand, strategy research indicates that the use of performance
measurement systems is frequently recommended for facilitating strategy
implementation and enhancing organisational performance (e.g., Davis and Albright,
2004). This view coincides with the findings of business based research
(Buckingham and Coffman, 1999; Lingle and Schiemann 1996; Haffer, 2014). On
the other hand, there is evidence that PMS can adversely affect performance.

Melnyk et al. (2014) made an attempt to resolve this management and research
paradox by focusing on the issue of ‘fit’. They argue that in today’s dynamic and
turbulent environment, changes in either the business environment or the business
strategy can lead to the need for new or revised measures and metrics. The other
stream of research emphasizes the relevance of ‘integrated measurements’ to
business results improvement which means the necessity to use both the financial
and non-financial measures designed according to e.g., four perspectives of balanced
scorecard for the decision making (Lingle and Schiemann 1996; Haffer, 2014).
However, these findings concern the internal PMSs. In case of SC measurements,
‘integrated measurements’ will mean measurements conducted not only within the



Rafatl Haffer

85

internal PMSs but also within the components of external SCPMSs. As regards
SCPMSs, apart from valuable exceptions (Mahama, 2006; Cousins et al., 2008),
little empirical evidence exists about the actual impact of (external) SCPMSs on SC
performance.

The issue of measuring performance along the supply chain has been raised,
probably for the first time, only in the late ‘90s of the previous century (Van Hoek,
1998). Also one of the first SCPMS frameworks was proposed in 1999 (Beamon),
whereas the previous articles had only focused on the costing models for inter-firm
activities (Cavinato, 1992; Ellram and Feitzinger, 1997).

The definition of SCPMS goes beyond the one of the BPMS. While a BPMS s a set
of metrics used to quantify the efficiency and effectiveness of actions aimed at
supporting the implementation of strategies at various levels, a SCPMS is defined as
‘a set of metrics used to quantify the efficiency and effectiveness of supply chain
processes and relationships, spanning multiple organizational functions and multiple
firms and enabling SC orchestration’ (Maestrini et al., 2017). Thus a SCPMS is a
much more complex system comparing to a BPMS which is usually referred to as
one of the SCPMS components namely the internal SCPMS. In such a case it targets
the source-make-deliver processes performed by a single company. Instead, the
external subsystems target supply chain processes and relationships that involve
suppliers and customers (Maestrini et al., 2017). As regards external subsystems
they could be further complicated when multiple tiers are considered, extending
beyond the buyer-supplier dyad and configuring multi-tier or many-to-many
SCPMSs.

Despite the increased interest in applying and improving SCPMS, the number of
researchers investigating the whole life cycle (design, implementation, use and
review) of SCPMSs is still not sufficient, as most papers focus on the SCPMS
design phase, with particular emphasis on the identification and description of
metrics (Maestrini et al., 2017). In the case of the most sophisticated SCPMSs
equipped with external SCPMSs, such as multi-tier SCPMSs and many-to-many
SCPMSs, there is no literature and research evidence or it is anecdotal (Maestrini et
al., 2017). To the best of the author’s knowledge, there are also only few studies in
SCPMS referring to LSP industry (Choy et al., 2008; Jothimani and Sarmah, 2014),
as the majority of LSP studies refer to BPMS (Wang et al., 2015; Domingues et al.,
2015), unlike SCPMS. At the same time, since LSPs may operate within the whole
supply chains of the sectors they serve, they need to develop not only the internal,
but also the external SCPMSs.

Hence, LSPs, being a strategic SC member of their customers, may develop not only
critical performance indicators set for assessing their logistics operations, but may
also create a PMS for measuring the capability of other members within the chain by
focusing on sub-contracted LSPs and customers’ suppliers (Choy et al., 2008). In
such a case they need to develop the external subsystems of their SCPMSs which
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enable them to orchestrate a whole or a part of SC depending on their advancement
as the LSPs, reflected in three generations of providers: from 3PL through LLP to
4PL.

In view of the above, we propose to define LSP SCPMS, via Maestrini et al. (2017),
as a set of metrics used to quantify the efficiency and effectiveness of SC processes
and relationships, spanning multiple organizational functions and multiple firms and
enabling a logistic service provider to orchestrate a whole or a part of SC. Following
the example of Maestrini et al. (2017), we decompose also LSP SCPMS into the
internal and external components (a LSP supplier PMS, a customer PMS, a
customer’s supplier PMS). In such a case LSP SCPMS may take different forms,
from an internal, through a first-tier and a multi-tier to a many-to-many SCPMS
(Haffer, 2018) as shown in Figure 1.

Figure 1. Definition of LSP SCPMS

the efficiency and effectiveness

the customers' suppliers
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LSP supplier PMS suppliers' PMS
| Scope: processes and relation- [ —
ships with the LSP suppliers Mult-tier LSP
i.e. sub-contracted LSPs suppliers' PMS
Internal SCPMS
: ; First-tier PMS of
Scope: internal SC processes Customer's supplier PMS customers' suopliers
LSPSCPMS N X pp
(ource, make, deliver, return) Seope: proesses and
o ; . : ||
Set of metrics used to quanti and relationship among different (P —
cuanity organisational functions relationships with Multi-tier PMS of

customers' suppliers

of SC processes and relationships,
spanning multiple organizational
functions and multiple firms
and enabling a LSP to orchestrate
awhole or a part of SC

First-tier customers'
PMS

External SCPMS Customer PMS

L

Scope: SC processes and
relationship involving actors
external to the firm

Scope: processes and
relationships with the customers

Multi-tier customers'
PMS

Many-to-many SCPMS

— Scope: processes and

relationships involving multiple
suppliers and multiple customers

Source: Haffer, 2018.
2.4 Supply Chain Performance

Supply chain performance is most often considered in two dimensions, the
operational performance and relationship performance. The SC operational
performance measurements are often classified into four categories, cost, quality,
time and flexibility (Shepherd and Giinter, 2006; Bamford and Forrester, 2010).
These categories find their expression also in the LSP operational (also called
logistics) performance concept. Scholars note that LSP logistics performance, which
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is most typically measured by indicators related to customer service (customer
complaint, customer response time, customer satisfaction, reputation), delivery
operations (operating costs, on-time delivery, frequency of delays), freight safety
(damages, lost freight) and information accuracy (billing/transit/delivery
information), forms the core of the concept of SC performance (Fawcett and Cooper,
1998; Najmi and Makui, 2012; Wang et al., 2015).

However, over 90% of the LSPs studied by Wilding and Juriado (2004) were
considering a further development of measures. Langley and Capgemini (2009)
reported that environmental metrics are gaining in importance among LSPs. When it
comes to the relationship performance it is usually described by such relationship
characteristics as collaboration, commitment and trust (Maestrini et al., 2017),
however, several contributions specifically tackle this last dimension, investigating
how to assess the relationship goodness (Giannakis, 2007; Kim et al., 2010).

3. Research Methodology Proposal
3.1 Research Design

Following the above-mentioned theoretical considerations, the proposed conceptual
framework aims at exploring the handling of the processes of LSP supply chain
performance measurement system and the impact of its scope on supply chain
performance viewed both from the perspective of the logistics service providers and
their key account customers/partners. It is proposed that among LSPs applying
SCPMSs, the generation of LSPs may affect the scope of LSP SCPMS, which may
influence SC performance.

In order to achieve the research objective and answer the research questions we
suggest to conduct an exploratory in-depth qualitative investigation in the form of a
multiple-case study research. According to Orton (1997) and Hyde (2000) the reality
of the case research activity is recognised as a ‘cycling’ of inductive-deductive
approaches in a wide variety of diverse contexts including organizational process
research and international business. Thus, we suggest to use case research for both
theory testing and theory development. In the context of the proposed conceptual
framework, a deductive approach to theory generation means generating a series of
initial hypotheses about the LSP SCPMS characteristics and its impact on
SCperformance and then testing the validity of them using the multiple-case
experiences. An inductive approach to theory generation would involve reviewing
the empirical evidence of the LSP SCPMS cases to generate a series of propositions
or new hypotheses formed from patterns of common experience. The proposed
initial hypotheses are as follows:

H1: There is a positive impact of the LSP SCPMS scope on SC performance.
H2: LSP generation moderates the relationship between LSP SCPMS scope and SC
performance.
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Figure 2 sets out a proposed conceptual framework, constructed from unpacking
initial hypotheses on the LSP generation, the scope of LSP SCPMS and the SC
performance.

Figure 2. Conceptual framework

LSP
generation

H2

LSP Hl  § SC
SCPMS scope performance

\ 4

Source: Own study.

Logistics service providers are important actors for creating logistics performance in
supply chains. Despite that, there has been little previous research into studying how
they handle the SCPMS processes (Forslund, 2012) and what the LSP SCPMS scope
is (Jothimani and Sarmah, 2014). There is also limited evidence showing the impact
of their SCPMSs on SC performance. Therefore we advance a hypothesis 1 (H1).

Basing on the proposed research framework we suggest to gather exploratory
descriptions showing how LSPs handle their SCPMSs including individual internal
and external subsystems taking the individual PMS processes (according to Franco-
Santos et al., 2007; Braz et al., 2011) into consideration. The PMS processes can be
grouped into five categories: (1) selection and design of measures, (2) collection and
manipulation of data, (3) information management, (4) performance evaluation, and
(5) system review (Braz et al., 2011). We expect these exploratory descriptions to
help identify the scope of the LSP supply chain performance measurement system
(LSP SCPMS scope). We use the term LSP SCPMS scope to address the scope of
SC measurements conducted by LSPs.

We use the term SC performance to address two measures of SC, namely, the
operational performance and relationship performance. Actually, in both cases, in
assessing the operational and relationship performance, we suggest to take the
perspective of LSP and its key account customer/partner.

We use the term LSP generation to address two generations of LSPs namely 3PL
provider as well as LLP and/or 4PL provider (Fulconis and Paché, 2018). We
anticipate that along with the increase of LSP generation the demand for precise
information concerning different links of supply chains which are served by LSPs is
getting higher and higher and requires greater development of the external
subsystems of their SCPMSs. To this end we advance a hypothesis 2 (H2). This
hypothesis is supported by the empirical evidence showing that 4PLs implement
ICT-platforms based on web services (Yongbin and Qifeng, 2011, Mehmann et al.,
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2013) which allow them to develop comprehensive supply chain solutions offered to
the customers in modern logistics environment. They may be used to create a
SCPMS for measuring the capability of other members within the chain by focusing
on sub-contracted LSPs, customers and customers’ suppliers (Choy et al., 2008).

Another empirical evidence supporting H2 shows that one of the internal factors
moderating the relationship between PMS and firm performance is organizational
structure (Lee and Yang, 2011). Thus, with hypothesis 2 we suggest to investigate
whether it is true that LSP generation is a moderator of the relationship between LSP
SCPMS scope and SC performance.

3.2 Research Approach

Taking into account research problem which is under discussion we suggest to
mobilize qualitative methods. In proposed research project we are focusing on LSP
SCPMSs thus, although we investigate what is happening in different supply chains,
we take first of all a perspective of LSP industry. Limited empirical evidence about
how LSPs are handling SCPMS processes, which makes the subject of the research
practically undiagnosed, makes exploratory qualitative research very appropriate
option.

We suggest to use a multiple-case study research for both theory testing and theory
development as we are going to test the initial hypotheses and formulate the case
study propositions. Despite the exploratory character of the research we assume that
our initial hypotheses are needed to guide us into the right path. They help us in
narrowing down the scope of the study, putting boundaries of the issue being studied
(Teegavarap and Summer, 2008). As we suggest to use replication logic in case
selection, we expect that cases which confirm an emergent relationship will enhance
confidence in the initial hypotheses and theory. In such a case we suggest to go one
step further and examine the underlying reasons in each case as to why things are
happening and what the theoretical reasons are.

Following the inductive approach we suggest next to formulate case study
propositions i.e. shaping new hypotheses from the data. During the process of case
research, overall concepts and possible relationships between variables will begin to
emerge. This is an iterative process, whereby the emergent frameworks and
hypotheses are compared with the data from each case.

At this stage, it will likely be possible to obtain new or refined hypotheses (e.g.,
regarding the LSP SCPMS scope as compared to the focal firm’s SCPMS scope) and
constructs (e.g., our working definition of LSP SCPMS may be changed) (Voss et
al., 2002, Yin, 2003). Five consecutive phases of the data collection and data
analysis are outlined in Figure 3 on the work plan general outline.
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Figure 3. Work plan general outline

1. Development of research instrument initial item pool

AV

2. Development of research protocol and instruments

AV

3. Case selection and sampling
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4. Field research

A4

5. Qualitative data analysis

Source: Own study.
3.3 Data Collecting Methods
Data collection encompasses the first four phases of the work plan structure.

Development of research instrument initial item pool: The objective of this phase is
developing a database that offers conceptualizations, empirical tests and
dimensionality of relevant constructs namely, LSP SCPMS scope, LSP generation
and SC performance. Therefore we suggest to conduct a typical literature review
with reference to the last two constructs mentioned above. Conducting a systematic
literature review is suggested to determine the knowledge base on the topic of LSP
SCPMS. In order to cover the current body of knowledge the data should be
gathered using the relevant databases such as Web of Science, Ebsco, Emerald, and
Scopus.

Development of research protocol and instruments: The objective of this step is to
design structured interview questionnaires which are expected to be backed up by
unstructured interviews and interactions when conducting multiple-case study
research. Additionally a research protocol should be developed. It contains, but is
more than, the research instruments. It also contains the procedures and general rules
that should be used in applying the instruments, and indicate who or from where
different sets of information are to be sought. We suggest to address triangulation
approach when developing the research protocol and instruments (McCutcheon and
Meredith, 1993). Therefore multiple respondents should be interviewed in each LSP
to capture different viewpoints.

Case selection and sampling: The objective of this phase is creating a sample frame
to help uncover, confirm, or qualify the basic processes and constructs that underpin
the proposed research namely LSP SCPMS scope, LSP generation and SC
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performance. The research sample should be collected from the representatives of
LSP industry. It is worth to identify and generate separate lists for each of two
categories of LSPs, namely 3PLs and LLPs/4PLs. We suggest to examine three large
representatives for each of two mentioned LSP generations. The next step after
gaining access to 6 large LSPs will be gaining access to their partners (e.g., a key
account customer, a key subcontracted LSP, a customer’s supplier). We suggest to
examine one partner per one LSP and select them on the basis of the identified
collaboration between both parties connected with mutual development of external
SCPMS.

Field research: The objective of this phase is to run an exploratory in-depth
gualitative investigation which will take the form of a multiple-case study conducted
with 6 large LSPs. This is the first step of this phase. The second step are in-depth
interviews with 6 LSP partners, one for each LSP examined. Following the research
triangulation approach we suggest to use and combine different methods to study the
same phenomenon. We advise to document the raw data carefully, code them with
standard codes and group by construct category. It is good to code data in three steps
(Corbin and Strauss, 1990): open coding, axial coding and selective coding.

3.4 Methods for Analysing Data
Data analysis encompasses the last phase of the work plan structure.

Qualitative data analysis: This phase is aimed at testing the respective hypotheses
and shaping the new ones through the focus on theory building. We suggest to
conduct two steps of the analysis: the analysis within case data, and searching for
cross-case patterns.

3.5 Reliability, Validity, Generalization

There are several risks which may influence reliability, validity and possible
generalization of the findings in the proposed project. We advise to address these
specific risks on each of the project phases as described below.

Development of research instrument initial item pool: A typical literature review and
a systematic literature review were suggested on this stage. A typical risk connected
with literature reviews is related to the validity of keywords selected for databases
search. In order to address this risk we advise to adopt a research triangulation
approach at each critical step, that is for keyword selection, elimination criteria and
papers retrieval.

Development of research protocol and instruments: A typical risk connected with
this stage is insufficient level of the reliability and validity of case research data. We
suggest to address this risk by designing a research protocol, applying triangulation
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approach when developing the research protocol and instruments and conduct a
pilot-testing for them.

Case selection and sampling: The risk associated with this phase relates to
misjudging the representativeness of a single event and exaggerating easily available
data that may occur in single cases. We advise to address this risk by examining
multiple cases, instead of a single case, that can both augment external validity and
help guard against observer bias (Voss et al., 2002). Taking into consideration the
scope of the research we suggest to use replication logic when selecting cases in
order to increase external validity (Yin, 2003). Multiple cases resemble multiple
experiments which means that multiple-case studies require replication logic, not
sampling logic.

Field research: A typical risk connected with case research is the risk of
inadvertently breaching confidentiality or gathering biased information. We advise
to address this risk by following sound guidelines and a roadmap for operations
management researchers wishing to design, develop and conduct case-based
research (Voss et al., 2002). Following the research triangulation approach we
suggest to use and combine different methods (e.g., questionnaires, interviews, direct
observations, informal conversations, attendance at meetings, surveys administrated
within the organisation, content analysis of documents and review of archival
sources) to study the same phenomenon, which is an underlying principle in
collection of data in case research. In this way data reliability and constructs’
validity may be increased. Another way through which the data reliability may be
increased is using case study protocol and multiple investigators. The accuracy of
the documentation, and at the same time construct validity may be also increased by
letting the key informants review draft case study reports.

Qualitative data analysis: This phase is aimed at testing the respective hypotheses
and shaping the new ones through the focus on theory building. The risk is
connected with data quality and the results connections with hypotheses. We suggest
to address this risk first by following sound and rigorous procedures for case-based
research (as mentioned in the previous phases), second by conducting two steps of
analysis: analysis within case data, and searching for cross-case patterns which is
essential for enhancing the generalisability of conclusions drawn from the cases.

The cross-case analysis and searching evidence for ‘why’ behind relationships
through pattern matching and explanation building will help to increase the internal
validity of the findings. In the theory development research, it is important to review
the emergent theory against the existing literature (Voss et al., 2002). That is why
the proposed research was built on existing theory and should be finished with
confrontation of the research results with literature. This should lead to the increased
quality and validity of the findings. In view of the above, we suggest to apply the
analytical generalization concept to generalize the findings of a study and create
theory concerning examined population i.e., LSP industry.
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3. Conclusion

The proposed conceptual framework may contribute to filling a significant gap in
management theory, related with the LSP SCPMS recognition. While there are
sparse studies addressing focal firms’> SCPMSs, similar research in LSP SCPMS is
vastly missing. The proposed framework fits in the debate regarding the relationship
between the SCPMS adoption and the actual SC performance improvement
(Maestrini et al., 2017) and responds to the recent calls on developing a strategic
management theory and conducting inter-organisational (dyadic) studies when
investigating SCPMSs. It is expected that the research results generated on the basis
of this framework will help to fine-tune and operationalize the LSP SCPMS concept
that we initially defined in the working definition, proposed via Maestrini et al.
(2017).

As a research approach in-depth qualitative investigation in the form of a multiple-
case study is suggested. This will give a chance to gather exploratory descriptions
showing how LSPs handle their SCPMSs including individual internal and external
subsystems taking the individual PMS processes into consideration. The proposed
framework allows us also to look for the differences in the LSP SCPMSs developed
by two different kinds of LSPs namely 3PLs and LLPs or 4PLs. Finally, it enables us
to investigate the impact of LSP SCPMS on SC performance viewed from a dyadic
perspective i.e. LSP’s and LSP partner’s perspectives.

References:

Andreas, W. 2013. Selecting the right supply chain based on risks. Journal of Manufacturing
Technology Management, 24(5), 652-668.

Bamford, D., Forrester, P. 2010. Essential Guide to Operations Management: Concepts and
Case Notes. John Wiley & Sons, Chichester.

Barney, J.B. 1991. Firm Resources and Sustained Competitive Advantage. Journal of
Management, 17(1), 99-120.

Beamon, B.M. 1999. Measuring supply chain performance. International Journal of
Operations and Production Management, 19(3), 275-292.

Braz, R.G.F., Scavarda, L.F., Martins, R.A. 2011. Reviewing and improving performance
measurement systems: An action research. International Journal of Production
Economics, 133, 751-760.

Brewer, P., Speh, T. 2000. Using the balanced scorecard to measure supply chain
performance. Journal of Business Logistics, 21(1), 75-93.

Buckingham, M., Coffman, C. 1999. First Break all the Rules: What the World’s Greatest
Managers do Differently. Simon & Schuster, London.

Cao, M., Zhang, Q. 2011. Supply chain collaboration: impact on collaborative advantage and
firm performance. Journal of Operations Management, 29, 163-180.

Cavinato, J.L. 1992. A total cost/value model for supply chain competitiveness. Journal of
Business Logistics, 13(2), 285-301.

Chen, 1.J., Paulraj, A. 2004. Towards a theory of supply chain management: the constructs
and measurements. Journal of Operations Management, 22(2), 119-150.



Supply Chain Performance Measurement System of Logistics Service Providers vs. Supply
Chain Performance: A Conceptual Framework
94

Choy, K.L., Chow, H.K.H., Tan, K.H., Chan, C.K., Mok, E.C.M., Wang, Q. 2008.
Leveraging the supply chain flexibility of third party logistics - Hybrid
knowledge-based system approach. Expert Systems with Applications, 35(4),
1998-2016.

Cousins, P.D., Lawson, B., Squire, B. 2008. Performance measurement in strategic buyer-
supplier relationships. The mediating role of socialization mechanisms.
International Journal of Operations & Production Management, 28(3), 238-258.

Davis, S., Albright, T. 2004. An investigation of the effect of balanced scorecard
implementation on financial performance. Management Accounting Research,
15(2), 135-153.

Domingues, M.L., Reis, V., Macario, R. 2015. A comprehensive framework for measuring
performance in a third-party logistics provider. Transportation Research Procedia,
10, 662-672.

Duschek, S. 2004. Inter-firm resources and sustained competitive advantage. Management
Revue, 15(1), 53-73.

Dyer, J.H. 2000. Collaborative Advantage: Winning through Extended Enterprise Supplier
Networks. Oxford University Press, Oxford.

Dyer, J.H., Singh, H. 1998. The relational view: cooperative strategy and sources of
interorganizational competitive advantage. Academy of Management Review,
23(4), 660-679.

Eisenhardt, K.M. 1989. Agency theory: an assessment and review. Academy of Management
Review, 14(1), 57-74.

Eisenhardt, K.M. 1989. Building theories from case study research. Academy of
Management Review, 14(4), 532-550.

Eisenhardt, K.M., Schoonhoven, C.B. 1996. Resource-based view of strategic alliance
formation: strategic and social effects in entrepreneurial firms. Organization
Science, 7(2), 136-150.

Ellram, L.M., Feitzinger, E. 1997. Using total profit analysis to model supply chain
decisions. Journal of Costing Management, 8(1), 1-14.

Fawcett, S.E., Cooper, M.B. 1998. Logistics performance measurement and customer
success. Industrial Marketing Management, 27(4), 341-357.

Forslund, H. 2012. Performance management in supply chains: the logistics service
providers’ perspective. International Journal of Physical Distribution & Logistics
Management, 42(3), 296-311.

Franco-Santos, M., Kennerley, M., Micheli, P., Martinez, V., Mason, S., Marr, B., Gray, D.,
Neely, A. 2007. Towards a definition of business performance measurement
system. International Journal of Operation & Production Management ,27(8), 784-
801.

Franco-Santos, M., Lucianetti, L., Bourne, M. 2012. Contemporary performance
measurement systems: A review of their consequences and a framework for
research. Management Accounting Research, 23, 79-119.

Fulconis, F., Paché, G. 2018. Supply chain monitoring: LLPs and 4PL providers as
orchestrators. Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences, 238, 9-18.

Giannakis, M. 2007. Performance measurement of supplier relationships. Supply Chain
Management: An International Journal, 12(6), 400-411.

Granovetter, M.S. 1985. Economic action and social structure: the problem of embeddedness.
American Journal of Sociology, 9(3), 481-510.

Gulati, R., Nohria, N., Zaheer, A. 2000. Strategic networks. Strategic Management Journal,
21(3), 203-215.



Rafatl Haffer

95

Haffer, R. 2002. Systemy zarzadzania jako$ciag w budowaniu przewag konkurencyjnych
przedsigbiorstw. Wydawnictwo UMK, Torun.

Haffer, R. 2014. Business performance measurement systems versus business results and
business excellence. The case of Poland. In: P.K. Chopra (Ed.), Quality,
Excellence and Measurement. A tribute to Professor Gopal K. Kanji. Wisdom
House Publications, Leeds, 269-290.

Haffer, R. 2018. Supply chain performance measurement system of logistics service
providers: a conceptual framework and research agenda. In: D. Dujak (Ed.),
Business logistics in modern management: proceedings of the 18th International
Scientific Conference in Osijek. Josip Juraj Strossmayer University of Osijek,
Osijek, 85-108.

Hald, K.S., Ellegaard, C. 2011. Supplier evaluation processes: the shaping and reshaping of
supplier performance. International Journal of Operations & Production
Management, 31(8), 888-910.

Hyde, K.F. 2000. Recognising deductive process in qualitative research. Qualitative Market
Research: An International Journal, 3(2), 82-89.

Jayaram, J., Tan, K.Ch. 2010. Supply chain integration with third-party logistics providers.
International Journal of Production Economics, 125, 262-271.

Jensen, M.C., Meckling, W.H. 1976. Theory of the firm: managerial behaviour, agency cost
and ownership structure. Journal of Financial Economics, 3, 305-360.

Jothimani, D., Sarmah, S.P. 2014. Supply chain performance measurement for third party
logistics. Benchmarking, 21(6), 944-963.

Kim, D.Y., Kumar, V., Kumar, U. 2010. Performance assessment framework for supply
chain partnership. Supply Chain Management: An International Journal, 15(3),
187-195.

Knemeyer, A.M., urphy, P.R. 2004. Evaluating the performance of third-party logistics
arrangements: a relationship marketing perspective. Journal of Supply Chain
Management, 40(1), 35-51.

Krakovics, F., Leal, J.E., Mendes Jr, P., Santos, R.L. 2008. Defining and calibrating
performance indicators of a 4PL in the chemical industry in Brazil. International
Journal of Production Economics, 115, 502-514.

Langley, C.J., Capgemini, C. 2009. The state of logistics outsourcing: 2009 third-party
logistics. Available at: www.scl.gatech.edu.

Leahy, S.E., Murphy, P.R., Poist, R.F. 1995. Determinants of successful logistical
relationships: a third party provider perspective. Transportation Journal, 35(2), 5-
13.

Lee, Ch.L., Yang, H.J. 2011. Organization structure, competition and performance
measurement systems and their joint effects on performance. Management
Accounting Research, 22(2), 84-104.

Lehtinen, J., Ahola, T. 2010. Is performance measurement suitable for an extended
enterprise? International Journal of Operations & Production Management, 30(2),
181-204.

Li, S., Nathan, B.R., Nathan, T.S., Rao, S.S. 2005. Development and validation of a
measurement instrument for studying supply chain management practices. Journal
of Operations Management, 23(6), 618-641.

Lingle, J.H., Schiemann, W.A. 1996. From balanced scorecard to strategy gauge. Is
measurement worth it? Management Review, 56-62.

Liu, X., Grant, D.B., McKinnon, A.C., Feng, Y. 2010. An empirical examination of the
contribution of capabilities to the competitiveness of logistics service providers: a



Supply Chain Performance Measurement System of Logistics Service Providers vs. Supply
Chain Performance: A Conceptual Framework
96

perspective from China: International Journal of Physical Distribution & Logistics
Management, 40(10), 847-866.

Logan, M.S. 2000. Using agency theory to design successful outsourcing relationships. The
International Journal of Logistics Management, 11(2), 21-32.

Lu, H., Su, Y. 2002. An approach towards overall supply chain efficiency. Unpublished
Master Thesis, School of Economics and Commercial Law, Goteborg University,
Goteborg.

Maestrini, V., Luzzini, D., Maccarrone, P., Caniato, F. 2017. Supply chain performance
measurement systems: A systematic review and research agenda. International
Journal of Production Economics, 183, 299-315.

Mahama, H. 2006. Management control systems, cooperation and performance in strategic
supply relationships: a survey in the mines. Management Accounting Research
17(3), 315-339.

Mathews, J.A. 2003. Competitive dynamics and economic learning: an extended resource-
based view. Industrial and Corporate Change, 12(1), 115-145.

Mehmann, J., Teuteberg, F., Freye, D. 2013. Requirements on a 4PL-Platform in After-Crop
Logistics. In: Proceedings of the Conference Sustainable Agriculture through ICT
innovation in Torino, Italy. Available at:
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/266731986.

Melnyk, S.A., Bititci, U., Platts, K., Tobias, J., Andersen, B. 2014. Is performance
measurement and management fit for the future? Management Accounting
Research, 25(2), 173-186.

Meredith, J. 1998. Building operations management theory through case and field research.
Journal of Operations Management, 16, 441-454.

Miles, H., Huberman, M. 1994. Qualitative Data Analysis: A Sourcebook. Sage Publications,
Beverly Hills, CA.

Mortensen, O., Lemoine, O.W. 2008. Integration between manufacturers and third party
logistics providers? International Journal of Operations & Production
Management, 28(4), 331-359.

Najmi, A., Makui, A. 2012. A conceptual model for measuring supply chain's performance.
The Management of Operations, 23(9), 694-706.

Natour, A., Kiridena, S., Gibson, P. 2011. Supply chain integration and collaboration for
performance improvement: an agency theory approach. In: A. Alnatour, S.
Kiridena, P. Gibson (Eds.). 9th ANZAM Operations, Supply Chain and Services
Management Symposium. Deakin University, Geelong, 503-519.

Neely A., Gregory, M.J., Platts, K. 1995. Performance measurement system design: a
literature review and research agenda. International Journal of Operations &
Production Management, 15(4), 80-116.

Neely, A. 2005. The evolution of performance measurement research: developments in the
last decade and a research agenda for the next. International Journal of Operations
& Production Management, 25(12), 1264-1277.

Orton, J.D. 1997. From inductive to iterative grounded theory: Zipping the gap between
process theory and process data. Scandinavian Journal of Management, 13(4),
419-438.

Purdy, L., Safayeni, F. 2000. Strategies for supplier evaluation: a framework for potential
advantages and limitations. IEEE Transactions on Engineering Management,
47(4), 435-443.



Rafatl Haffer

97

Ritchie, B., Brindley, C. 2007. An Emergent Framework for Supply Chain Risk Management
and Performance Measurement. The Journal of the Operational Research Society,
58(11), 1398-1411.

Robertson, P.W., Gibson, P.R., Flanagan, J.T. 2002. Strategic supply chain development by
integration of key global logistical process linkages. International Journal of
Production Research, 40(16), 4021-4040.

Selviaridis, K., Spring, M. 2007. Third party logistics: a literature review and research
agenda. The International Journal of Logistics Management, 18(1), 125-150.

Shepherd, C., Giinter, H. 2006. Measuring supply chain performance: current research and
future directions. International Journal of Productivity and Performance
Management, 55(3/4), 242-258.

Simatupang, T.M., Wright, A.C., Sridharan, R. 2002. The knowledge of coordination for
supply chain integration. Business Process Management Journal, 8(3), 289-308.

Spina, S., Caniato, F., Luzzini, D., Ronchi, S. 2013. Past, present and future trends of
purchasing and supply management: An extensive literature review. Industrial
Marketing Management, 42, 1202-1212.

Star, S., Russ-Eft, D., Braverman, M.T., Levine, R. 2016. Performance Measurement and
Performance Indicators: A Literature Review and a Proposed Model for Practical
Adoption. Human Resource Development Review, 15(2), 151-181.

Teece, D., Pisano, G., Shuen, A. 1997. Dynamic Capabilities and Strategic Management.
Strategic Management Journal, 18(7), 509-533.

Teegavarap, S., Summer, J.D. 2008. Case study method for design research. In: Proceedings
of IDETC/DTM 2008 ASME 2008 International Design Engineering Technical
Conferences & Computers and Information in Engineering Conference. New
York, USA.

Van Hoek, R.I. 1998. Measuring the unmeasurable - Measuring and improving performance
in the supply chain. Journal of Supply Chain Management, 3, 187-192,

Van Hoek, R.1I., Chong, I. 2001. Epilogue: UPS logistics — practical approaches to the e-
supply chain. International Journal of Physical Distribution & Logistics
Management, 31(6), 463-468.

Voss, Ch., Tsikriktsis. N., Frohlich, M. 2002. Case research in operations management.
International Journal of Operations & Production Management, 22(2), 195-219.

Wang, M., Jie, F., Abareshi, A. 2015. Business Logistics Performance Measurement in
Third-Party Logistics: An Empirical Analysis of Australian Courier Firms.
International Journal of Business and Information, 10(3), 323-336.

Wernerfelt, B. 1984. A resource-based view of the firm. Strategic Management Journal, 5,
171-180.

Wilding, R., Juriado, R. 2004. Customer perceptions on logistics outsourcing in the European
consumer goods industry. International Journal of Physical Distribution &
Logistics Management, 34(8), 628-644.

Yin, R. 2003. Case study research: design and methods. Sage publishing, Thousand Oaks.

Yongbin, H., Qifeng, W. 2011. Study on 4PL Information Platform Based on Web Services.
Journal of Convergence Information Technology, 6(5), 160-168.

Zsidisin, G.A., Ritchie, B. (Eds.). 2009. Supply chain risk: a handbook of assessment,

management, and performance. Springer, Boston, MA.



