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Executive Summary 
Due to the ongoing globalisation and fast changes within the business environment 

companies are forced to adapt more quickly to customer needs. Therefore, they 

depend on reliable suppliers which provide them with the necessary goods and 

services. As a consequence, finding suitable suppliers is of utmost importance for 

companies. To be able to choose those suppliers companies need to establish 

criteria on which basis potential suppliers can be evaluate and select afterwards. 

 

Against this background, this master thesis researches the supplier selection process 

from the end manufacturer’s point of view. Hereby, the focus is laid on theoretical 

supplier evaluation criteria and methods. Due to the lack of investigations in this 

branch of industry the authors have chosen the sporting goods manufacturing 

industry within Sweden and Austria as their field of study. They have been supported 

in their research by the companies the Arctic City Counting House AB, the ATOMIC 

Austria GmbH, and the HEAD Sports AG which provided them with the essential 

empirical data. 

 

Keeping the above mentioned fact in the back of one’s mind, the authors deduce the 

following research question:  

 

On which basis and how do manufacturers of sports equipment in Sweden and 
Austria evaluate and select their suppliers? 

 

Within the theoretical part the reader of this thesis first of all gets an overview of 

supplier-buyer relationships and afterwards is informed about the structure of the 

supplier selection process, starting with the preparation step, followed by 

prequalification and evaluation steps and resulting in the final selection and the 

continuous controlling of the suppliers. In addition, common criteria which are 

necessary to evaluate suppliers are presented. Furthermore, the reader is provided 

with an insight into general evaluation models whereby four common theoretical 

methods are explained in detail (AHP, TCO, DCA, and DEA). Out of this theoretical 

data a conceptual model was created. 

 



  

 

The empirical part consists of practical information which was provided by the three 

researched companies mentioned above through questionnaires and interviews. The 

analysed data concludes that the evaluation criteria which are given in theory are 

also used in practice. In addition, it was discovered that a further criteria category is 

applied within the researched companies. The values of the evaluation criteria 

depend on the goals of the respective company. The theoretical evaluation models 

on the other hand are not used by the examined sporting goods manufacturers. All of 

them use their own methods which are presented in the empirical as well as in the 

analytical part of this thesis. Finally, this thesis ends with a conclusion and with the 

answer of the research question. 

 

Based on this thesis sporting goods manufacturers get an insight in specific supplier 

evaluation methods and thus gain the chance to learn how other companies within 

this industry evaluate and select their suppliers. 
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Introduction 

1 Introduction 
 

In this chapter the reader will be given general information on the supply chain and 

the relationships of the participants. The following problemising part will be narrowed 

down to the particular subject of evaluating and selecting the “right” suppliers and 

leads to the research question. Finally, the authors’ objectives will round off the 

introduction. 

 

1.1 Background 

The business world has always been an ever-changing environment but recently this 

development has picked up pace even more. Due to the ongoing globalisation and 

new technologies companies are confronted with the task to survive in the vigorous 

competition in today’s international market. They have to sustain a competitive 

advantage in regard to other companies and due to the introduction of products with 

short life cycles and the heightened expectations of customers companies are forced 

to increasingly focus on developing a successful supply chain.1

 

A supply chain is a network of facilities and distribution options that performs the 

functions of procurement of materials, transformation of these material into 

intermediate and finished products, and distribution of these finished products to 

customers.2 More precisely, it consists of suppliers, manufacturing centres, 

warehouses, distribution centres, retail outlets as well as raw materials, work-in-

progress, inventory and finished products that flow between the facilities.3

 

Consequently, there are numerous relationships between the participants of the 

supply chain, in which the supplier marks the first stage. In order to manage the 

supply chain efficiently those relationships have to be built on firm ground as they will 

influence the outcome of the whole chain. Therefore it is important to “(…) cooperate 

or interact with suppliers to maximize the productivity at the minimum cost while 

                                            
1 Verweire, K./Van den Berghe, L., (2004), p. 1 
2 Chan, F.T.S., (2003b), p. 534 

1 
3 Chan, F.T.S., (2003a), p. 3349 
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satisfying customer requirements.”4 In this context, the buyer’s products or services 

are heavily dependent on his suppliers’ performances. The importance of choosing 

the “right” suppliers therefore is a task of utmost importance for the buyer,5 which can 

be applied for manufacturers of sports equipment as well. 

 

The sporting goods industry has developed itself to meet future demand by 

innovating new products for new markets. Sports equipment used in golf, winter 

sports, and fitness/gymnasiums like e.g. golf clubs, skis, or home trainers are some 

of the items that have high growth potential in the global market.6 Moreover, sports 

equipment is made up of a variety of different raw materials and parts provided by 

different suppliers. 

 

In case suppliers to the end manufacturer of sporting goods do not perform as 

agreed upon it will first of all have an impact on the whole supply chain of the sporting 

goods manufacturing industry because the supplier is the first link in this chain. Thus, 

the end product will be negatively affected as well.7 Consequently, an end product 

can only be as good as the parts it is made of. Therefore, the sporting goods 

manufacturers need to establish relationships with suppliers which best serve their 

requirements. 

 

1.2 Problemising 

Successful supplier-buyer relationships do not appear out of nowhere but the ideal 

partner has to be systematically searched for by the buyer. When comparing two 

different buyers doing the same business it does not necessarily mean they would 

choose the same supplier. This selection heavily depends on certain criteria a buyer 

is having on its suppliers and it is crucial for the company’s survival to select 

suppliers which can “(…) obtain products at the right cost, in the right quantity, with 

the right quality at the right time from the right source (...).”8 Those criteria can be 

                                            
4 Chan, F.T.S., (2003a), p. 3349 
5 Marsella, C./Rangone, A., (2000), p. 70 
6 http://www.sporting-goods-industry.com/sports-goods-industry/ (22.03.2006) 
7 Lee, E.-K./Ha, S./Kim S.K., (2001), p. 307 
8 Onesime, O.C.T./Xiaofei, X./Dechen, Z., (2004), p. 453 

http://www.sporting-goods-industry.com/sports-goods-industry/
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company related, e.g. financial criteria, and product or service related, e.g. quality or 

on-time-delivery.9

 

In order to avoid unpleasant surprises in regard to supplier performances it is 

fundamental to methodically approach the supplier selection process. This process 

consists of different steps the buying company has to take. First of all, a buyer has to 

set up evaluation criteria. Afterwards, suppliers have to be identified and a rough 

containment has to be made. Thirdly, the remaining suppliers are analysed and 

evaluated. The final step is then to select the appropriate suppliers for the 

company.10

 

The supplier evaluation is a key element of the selection process and it constitutes 

the basis for the final decision on the adequate suppliers. Evaluation on the one hand 

takes place during the decision-making process and on the other hand after the 

selection as continuous supplier performance evaluation. Theory introduces different 

supplier evaluation methods like e.g. the Analytical Hierarchy Process (AHP), or the 

Total Cost of Ownership (TCO). Within the decision-making process those supplier 

evaluation methods are applied for the first time, however, they can also be used for 

continuous evaluation of the supplier base. Each method approaches supplier 

evaluation differently but still brings suppliers into an order in regard to their 

importance for the buying company. The supplier selection process is complicated 

not only because a company has to choose one or more selection methods and 

apply them correctly but also because various criteria have to be considered in the 

decision making process.11 By means of those criteria the evaluation of potential 

suppliers will be carried out. 

 

Criteria and their level of importance vary from company to company. In the context 

of criteria being dependent on and rated by their importance by the single company, 

it is interesting to know if, to what extent and why companies have tailored evaluation 

methods for their needs as well. To be able to investigate into this issue it is 

necessary to choose a single industrial sector. For this thesis the authors chose the 

sporting goods manufacturing industry within Sweden and Austria with the focus on 
                                            
9 Kahraman, C./Cebeci, U./Ulukan, Z., (2003), pp. 382-384 
10 http://www.lieferantenbewertung.de/theorie/th-index_prozess_auswahl.html (08.03.2006) 
11 Onesime, O.C.T./Xiaofei, X./Dechen, Z., (2004), p. 454 

http://www.lieferantenbewertung.de/theorie/th-index_prozess_auswahl.html
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sports equipment and not on sportswear to narrow down the field of research. The 

sports equipment sector is of interest for the authors because the supplier selection 

process in this industry has not been thoroughly investigated before. Furthermore, 

because of the authors’ backgrounds companies in the above mentioned countries 

have been researched. 

 

This leads to the following research question: 

 

On which basis and how do manufacturers of sports equipment in Sweden and 

Austria evaluate and select their suppliers? 

 

1.3 Objectives 

The overall objective of the thesis is to expose, on which basis and how sports 

equipment manufacturers in Sweden and Austria are evaluating and selecting their 

suppliers. 

 

To achieve this objective three sub-objectives have to be reached. Those are stated 

as follows: 

 

• Specify the criteria important for the supplier selection process 

• Illustrate some theoretical evaluation methods 

• Find out how the practically applied supplier selection process is carried out in 

the sporting goods manufacturing industry 

 



Methodology 

2 Methodology 
 

In the methodology part the authors will describe how the research was conducted to 

investigate the problem. The chapter will reason the scientific perspective, strategy, 

and approach as well as the research method chosen for this master thesis and will 

provide the reader with a survey of the researched companies. The authors will 

conclude with a summary of the applied methodology to this thesis. 
 

2.1 Scientific Perspective 

There are two different perspectives one can choose when writing a thesis: the 

positivistic and the hermeneutic paradigm. A paradigm is “(…) a conceptual model 

that is used to communicate descriptions of the component parts of a theory (…) or a 

worldview and how they interact and are interrelated.”12 These two above mentioned 

paradigms are used as distinctly different vantage points, as two extremes.13 The 

major distinctive criteria can be found in Table 1: 
 

Positivistic Paradigm Hermeneutic Paradigm 

Research concentrates on description and 

explanation 

Research concentrates on understanding and 

interpretation 

Vantage point is primarily deductive Vantage point is primarily inductive 

Research concentrates on generalisation and 

abstraction 

Research concentrates on the specific and 

concrete 

Search for objectivity Recognition of subjectivity 

Statistical and mathematical techniques for 

quantitative data processing 

Primarily non-quantitative data 

Researchers take on the role of an external 

observer 

Researchers want to experience what they are 

studying from the inside 

Clear distinction between reason and feeling Both feelings and reason govern actions 

Table 1: Comparison between the Positivistic and Hermeneutic Paradigms14

                                            
12 Kuhn, T., (1962), (quoted by http://www.greeleynet.com/~cnotess/gloss.htm (20.03.2006)) 
13 Gummesson, E., (2000), p. 177 

5 
14 Gummesson, E., (2000), p. 178 

http://www.greeleynet.com/%7Ecnotess/gloss.htm
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The authors chose the positivistic paradigm for this master thesis. On the one hand 

because of the limited time frame the authors only can act as external observers, 

which at the same time indicates a neutral approach to the topic. On the other hand, 

this thesis does not concentrate on developing an understanding for the supplier 

selection process and its evaluation methods and interpreting those, but will rather 

describe and explain why and how those are applied in the researched companies. 

 

2.2 Scientific Strategy 

In order to be able to assign the scientific strategy used in the thesis the authors 

have to investigate three conditions: form of research question, extent of control of 

behavioural events, and the degree of focus on contemporary events.15

 

In general there are different kinds of questions existing such as “who”, “what”, 

“where”, “how”, and “why”. This thesis tries to answer the question how and why the 

applied supplier evaluation methods might diverge from theory. Consequently, the 

survey and archival analysis strategy can be eliminated. The next step is to look, if 

the authors are able to manipulate the relevant behaviour within the researched 

companies. In this case the authors act as external observers and merely sent out 

questionnaires and conducted telephone interviews, which does not influence the 

companies’ performances in any way. Thus, the experiment strategy can be 

eliminated. The final question, if the thesis deals with contemporary events as 

opposed to historical ones, can be affirmed. 

 

After investigating the three conditions the authors came to the result that the case 

study strategy is applicable for this thesis (cf. Table 2). 

                                            
15 Yin, R.K., (2003), p. 5 
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Strategy 
Form of Research 
Question 

Requires Control of 
Behavioural Events? 

Focuses on 
Contemporary Events? 

Experiment how, why? Yes Yes 

Survey 

who, what, where, 

how many, how 

much? 

No Yes 

Archival 
analysis 

who, what, where, 

how many, how 

much? 

No Yes/No 

History how, why? No No 

Case Study how, why? No Yes 

Table 2: Different Research Strategies16

 

2.3 Scientific Approach 

The scientific approach tends to the point of view the author is taking. “In practice, 

only the starting point for research separates deductive and inductive research.”17 

The deductive approach starts with existing theories and tries to find a model which 

enables the researcher to collect empirical data (cf. Figure 1). Finally, the empirical 

data will be compared with the theoretical one. As opposed to the deductive 

approach the inductive one starts with real-world (empirical) data and the researcher 

derives categories, concepts, patterns, models, and eventually theories from this 

input.18

 

The deductive approach is chosen for this master thesis as the authors will start by 

describing the relevant theory. Afterwards, the researched companies will be 

analysed by means of empirically gathered information from questionnaires and 

interviews. Finally, the theoretical supplier selection process and evaluation models 

will be compared with the actually applied ones and it will be investigated how and 

why there might be divergences. 

 
                                            
16 Yin, R.K., (2003), p. 5 
17 Gummesson, E., (2000), p. 64 
18 Gummesson, E., (2000), p. 63 
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Figure 1: Comparison between Deductive and Inductive Approach19

 

2.4 Research Method 

A “(…) distinguishing feature of qualitative methods is that they start from the 

perspective and actions of the subjects studied while quantitative studies typically 

proceed from the researcher’s ideas about the dimensions and categories which 

should constitute the central focus.”20 In this thesis the authors start with the general 

topics of purchasing and procurement as well as supplier-buyer relationships. 

Furthermore, the whole supplier selection process is highlighted starting with the 

study of criteria buyers pose on their suppliers, carrying on with the supplier 

identification, supplier evaluation methods, the actual supplier selection and finally 

the performance controlling. Therefore, the complete process is taken a look at 

theoretically and practically by means of three sporting goods manufacturers. As the 

authors are first of all engaged with some theory on the researched subject and do 

not propose their own ideas on the supplier selection process, the qualitative 

research method is chosen. 

                                            
19 Alvesson, M./Sköldberg, K., (1994), p. 45 
20 Bryman, A., (1989), (quoted by Alvesson, M./Sköldberg, K., (2000), p. 3) 

8 
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2.5 Data Collection 

2.5.1 Time Table 

 

 Weeks 09 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20
                    

 1. Introduction             

 2. Methodology             

 3. Theoretical Part             

 4. Empirical Part             

 5. Analytical Part             

 6. Conclusion             

 7. Summary             

 Table 3: Time Table21

 

2.5.2 Theoretical Data 

Theoretical data plays a crucial role when writing a thesis as it provides the basis for 

being able to gather empirical data later on and afterwards being able to analyse and 

conclude by bringing theoretically and empirically gathered data together. The library 

at Växjö University was a good source for some relevant books on methodology as 

well as general information on logistics and the supply chain. When it came to the 

theoretical supplier selection process and evaluation methods, the internet databases 

such as Academic Search Elite and Elin turned out to be most helpful and provided 

the authors with current scientific articles from scientific journals. Further useful topic-

related information could be gathered by the use of the internet which made available 

some additional data to the authors through search engines and websites. 

                                            
21 own creation 
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2.5.3 Empirical Data 

Empirical data refers to data which is “(…) founded upon experiment and observation 

(…)”22 rather than upon theory. Reliant empirical data is most crucial for the success 

of a thesis as it provides the basis for a later conducted analysis and conclusion.23

 

In order to get a picture of the supplier selection process within the sporting goods 

manufacturing industry in Sweden and Austria, the internet has been searched for 

producing companies in this branch of industry. The company sizes of the detected 

companies range from small to large enterprises as the authors had no intention of 

researching differences between different sized companies. Once some company 

names had been gathered, the first contact was established by e-mail in which the 

intention of the master thesis’ topic was explained and it was asked for the 

companies’ support in obtaining topic-related empirical data. Out of the 22 contacted 

sports manufacturers three – the Arctic City Counting House AB (A.C.C. AB) in 

Sweden and the Atomic Austria GmbH (ATOMIC) as well as the HEAD Sports AG 

(HEAD) in Austria – agreed to cooperate with the authors. This represents a positive 

responsive rate of 13.64%. The contact person at the A.C.C. AB preferred a 

telephone interview and only sent back one question by e-mail as answering it took a 

little while. ATOMIC and HEAD on the other hand, filled out the questionnaire 

completely and additionally, ATOMIC was contacted by phone once. Moreover, the 

companies’ websites have been contacted for further general company information. 

As far as figures are concerned the most recent ones which were available have 

been taken for this thesis. 

                                            
22 http://dictionary.oed.com/cgi/entry/50074227?query_type=word&queryword=empirical&first=1&m ax
 _to_show=10&single=1&sort_type=alpha (22.03.2006) 
23 Gummesson, E., (2000), p. 15 

http://dictionary.oed.com/cgi/entry/50074227?query_type=word&queryword=empirical&first=1&max
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Table 4 provides the reader with a survey of the contact information relevant for this 

thesis: 
 

Company Contact Person Contact 
Date 

Contact Medium 

Arctic City Counting 

House AB 

Lars-Göran Engfors 

(Salesman/Educator for Nordic 

Walking instructors)

29.03.2006 

 

02.05.2006 

First contact by  

e-mail, 

Telephone interview, 

questionnaire 

Atomic Austria 

GmbH 

Thomas Hofer 

(Customer Service), 

Gerhard Wallner 

(Group Manager Purchasing) 

06.04.2006 

 

02.05.2006 

First contact by  

e-mail, 

Questionnaire, 

telephone interview 

HEAD Sports AG Peter Berchtold 

(Sales Manager International 

Trade), 

Bernhard Zwischenbrugger 

(Director of Purchasing) 

06.04.2006 

 

 

20.04.2006 

First contact by  

e-mail, 

 

Questionnaire 

Table 4: Survey of Contact Information24

 

2.6 Scientific Credibility 

2.6.1 Validity 

Validity represents “(…) the quality of being well-founded on fact, or established on 

sound principles, and thoroughly applicable to the case or circumstances; soundness 

and strength (of argument, proof, authority, etc.).”25

To ensure the quality of any empirical social research, the four following tests are 

commonly used:26

 

                                            
24 own creation 
25 http://dictionary.oed.com/cgi/entry/50274591?single=1&query_type=word&queryword=validity&
 first=1&max_to_show=10 (22.03.2006) 
26 Yin, R.K., (2003), pp. 33-34 

http://dictionary.oed.com/cgi/entry/50274591?single=1&query_type=word&queryword=validity&
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• Construct validity: establishing correct operational measures for the concepts 

being studied 

• Internal validity (for explanatory or causal studies only, and not for descriptive 

or exploratory studies): establishing a causal relationship, whereby certain 

conditions are shown to lead to other conditions, as distinguished from 

spurious relationships 

• External validity: establishing the domain to which a study’s findings can be 

generalised 

• Reliability: demonstrating that the operations of a study – such as the data 

collection procedures – be repeated, with the same results 

 

Construct Validity 

The correct operational measures are established by using multiple sources of 

evidence, by establishing a chain of evidence, and by reviewing draft case study 

reports.27 For this thesis multiple sources such as books, articles, journals and the 

internet have been used as well as telephone interviews and questionnaires. Thus 

the construct validity is guaranteed, as all data came either from previous studies or 

from the researched companies themselves. 

 

Internal Validity 

Internal validity occurs in the data analysis phase of research. According to Yin it only 

applies for explanatory or causal but not for descriptive or exploratory studies.28 As 

this thesis deals with describing and explaining the applied supplier selection process 

and its methods within the researched companies, the internal validity is not given for 

this research. 

 

External Validity 

External validity tries to make a generalisation of the results of a study. Essentially 

this means that the output should be applicable to multiple-case studies.29 Even 

though other companies in the sporting goods manufacturing industry might come up 

                                            
27 Yin, R.K., (2003), p. 34 
28 Yin, R.K., (2003), p. 34 
29 Yin, R.K., (2003), pp. 34-37 
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with the same or similar results, due to the small number of researched companies, 

the results cannot not be generalised. 

 

Reliability 

“The objective (…)” of reliability “(…) is to be sure that if a later investigator followed 

the same procedures as described by an earlier investigator and conducted the same 

case study all over again, the later investigator should arrive at the same findings and 

conclusions.”30 Against the background of using the same literature and of the 

conducted interview and answered questionnaires a later researcher should be able 

to come up with the same results, which supports the thesis’ reliability. 

 

2.6.2 Credibility 

Credibility can be defined as “(…) the believability of a statement, action, or source, 

and the ability to believe that statement.”31. Thus it is most important for the writing of 

a thesis that it can depend on reliable sources. As far as this thesis is concerned, the 

credibility is based on the fact that each of the interviewed persons at the respective 

companies has been working in those for 7, 19, and 20 years respectively and is 

experienced in his field of work and responsible for the supplier selection and 

evaluation. 

                                            
30 Yin, R.K., (2003), p. 37 
31 http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Credibility (22.03.2006) 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Credibility
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2.7 Summary of Methodology 

The following table provides the reader with an overview of the deployed 

methodology which should clarify the scientific foundation of this thesis. 
 

General Methodology Thesis Methodology 

Research methodology Case study 

Scientific approach Deductive 

Scientific paradigm Positivistic 

Research method Qualitative 

Theoretical data collection 
Books, scientific journals, scientific 

articles, internet 

Empirical data collection 
Interviews, questionnaire, internet, 

annual reports 

Scientific credibility Construct validity, reliability, credibility 

Table 5: Summary of the used Methodology32

 

                                            
32 own creation 
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3 Theoretical Part 
 

In this part the authors will first of all give a short introduction to the sporting goods 

industry of Sweden and Austria. Afterwards, the purchasing and procurement 

function as well as different attributes of supplier-buyer relations will be introduced. 

The supplier selection process will give the reader a complete overview of the topic, 

whereas the preparation step and the evaluation step will be explained more 

thoroughly due to its importance. The conceptual model for this thesis will finalise the 

theory part. 

 

3.1 Sporting Goods Industry 

The field of investigation for this thesis is the sporting goods manufacturing industry 

and the definition for this industry is given as follows: 

 

“This industry comprises establishments primarily engaged in manufacturing sporting 

and athletic goods (except apparel and footwear). Sporting goods manufacturing 

functions include buying raw materials, designing samples, arranging for the 

equipment to be made from these materials, and marketing finished products to 

wholesalers and retailers.”33

 

3.1.1 Sweden 

Sweden is a country where its inhabitants are able to perform almost every sport. 

The country’s climate makes it possible to play sports of all kind in the summer time 

as well as in the winter time. In the summer time Swedes like jogging, orienteering, 

playing football, golf, or innebandy. In the winter time sports like downhill skiing, 

cross-country skiing, ice hockey, and bandy are most popular in Sweden.34

 

In general, Sweden had a domestic production of sporting goods of about SEK 580 

million in 1998. The most common produced sports equipment was fishing gears. 

                                            
33 http://www.ibisworld.com/industry/definition.asp?industry_id=893 (23.04.2006) 
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34 http://www.sverigeturism.se/smorgasbord/smorgasbord/natrecspo/sports/sports.html (16.04.2006) 

http://www.sportinggoodsbusiness.com/sportinggoodsbusiness/newsletter/email.jsp
http://www.sverigeturism.se/smorgasbord/smorgasbord/natrecspo/sports/sports.html
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Moreover, sporting goods used for track and field sports, gymnasiums, ice hockey, 

water sports and for other outdoor games are produced in Sweden. Most of the 

sporting goods produced in Sweden are exported. The amount of those exports, 

which mainly represented fishing gears, was SEK 878 million in 1999.35

 

Swedish sporting goods are usually branded products. One reason for this is that the 

consumers get the feeling that they get value for their money. For products without a 

well-known brand it is difficult to enter the Swedish sporting goods market, even if the 

quality might be good. Furthermore, most sports equipment manufacturers offer after 

sales services and guarantees to their customers which also makes it hard to enter 

this market. However, there is also a low price market for some Swedish sporting 

goods. Those products, e.g. badminton sets, flippers and snorkel sets, are sold in 

hypermarkets.36

 

3.1.2 Austria 

The number of Austrians who are going in for sports is steadily growing. In 1998, the 

most popular sports in Austria were biking, swimming, hiking and at the fourth place 

skiing.37 Although skiing is not the number one of Austrian’s sports the country is a 

pioneer of the alpine skiing, since this sport came to Austria around 1870. During the 

past years new kinds and the development of alpine skiing have grown e.g. 

snowboarding and carving.38

 

Due to the popularity of skiing in Austria the skiing industry started in small 

carpentries approximately in 1910. Brands like Blizzard, Fischer and Atomic were the 

first skiing goods manufacturers in Austria and in addition with Head represent the 

most successful companies within the market.39

 

Most of the sports equipment produced in Austria are exported and the majority of 

that is represented by skis (80% are exported), snowboards and tennis rackets. 

                                            
35 Sida, (2000), p. 5 
36 Sida, (2000), pp. 7-8 
37 http://www.seilbahnen.at/seilbahnen/brancheninfos/bedeutung/sportundwirtschaft (16.04.2006) 
38 http://www.aeiou.at/aeiou.encyclop.s/s614023.htm (16.04.2006) 
39 http://www.aeiou.at/aeiou.encyclop.s/s612712.htm (16.04.2006) 

http://www.seilbahnen.at/seilbahnen/brancheninfos/bedeutung/sportundwirtschaft
http://www.aeiou.at/aeiou.encyclop.s/s614023.htm
http://www.aeiou.at/aeiou.encyclop.s/s612712.htm
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Equipment for skiing represents a main industrial sector in Austria and reached an 

international leading position with an overall world market share of 60%. For cross-

country skiing the world market share of Austria is 60% and also in the snowboard 

sector Austria has a top position.40

 

The added value of the overall sporting goods industry in Austria was about EUR 356 

million in 1998 which corresponds to 0.2% of the gross domestic product. 

Furthermore, sports in Austria safeguarded altogether 99,400 jobs in 1998 of which 

about 6,022 account for the sporting goods manufacturing industry.41

 

3.2 Purchasing and Procurement 

Each company doing business represents a certain part in a supply chain. Within the 

supply chain materials are bought from upstream suppliers, value is added and the 

product is sold to downstream customers. In this context, purchasing is the function 

which is responsible for acquiring all the materials a company needs. It refers to the 

actual buying while procurement has a broader meaning.42 “It can include different 

types of acquisition (purchasing, rental, contracting, and so on) as well as the 

associated work of selecting suppliers, negotiating, agreeing terms, expediting, 

monitoring supplier performance, materials handling, transport, warehousing and 

receiving goods from suppliers.“43 Over the years, the importance of procurement 

has been discovered as e.g. supply chains are getting shorter due to the increasing 

use of the internet, numbers of suppliers used by a company are reduced, companies 

focus on their core competences and customers are more demanding of products 

and conditions of purchase. In this environment in order to be competitive it is 

important to work together with suppliers which can provide good quality and services 

and generally support the buying company in achieving their goals.44

 

                                            
40 http://www.seilbahnen.at/seilbahnen/brancheninfos/bedeutung/sportundwirtschaft (16.04.2006) 
41 http://www.seilbahnen.at/seilbahnen/brancheninfos/bedeutung/sportundwirtschaft (16.04.2006) 
42 Waters, D., (2003), p. 228 
43 Waters, D., (2003), p. 228 
44 Waters, D., (2003), pp. 230-231 

http://www.seilbahnen.at/seilbahnen/brancheninfos/bedeutung/sportundwirtschaft
http://www.seilbahnen.at/seilbahnen/brancheninfos/bedeutung/sportundwirtschaft
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3.3 Supplier-Buyer Relations 

In recent years, globalisation and the development of new technologies are two 

among many factors which have led to increased competition manufacturers are 

exposed to nowadays. One response for purchasing companies to the pressures on 

margins, generated by this highly competitive and changeable environment, is to 

work together more closely with their suppliers.45

 

3.3.1 Different Types of Relationship 

A relationship is “(…) a state involving mutual dealings between people or parties or 

countries.”46 Business relationships between a manufacturer and its suppliers can 

come in many forms ranging from purely discrete transactions on the one side to full 

partnerships as the other extreme. Literature identifies the distinguishing factors for 

such relationships as the number of transactions, the longevity of the relationship, 

and the closeness between the partners.47

 

The number of transactions as the first factor refers to how often a purchase is made 

within a supplier-buyer relationship. The second factor – longevity – distinguishes 

between arm’s length, short-term, long-term and long-term with-no-end relationships 

as different types of relationships. The next steps would be a joint venture and 

vertical integration in which the parties involved are real partners (cf. Figure 2).48

 

Long- 

Term 

Vertical 

Integration 

Short- 

Term 

Long-Term 

with-no-end

Joint 

Venture 

Arm’s 

Length 
 

Figure 2: Types of Relationships49

 

Closeness, the last dimension, describes how intimate partners in a business 

relationship are interacting with each other.50 They can mainly focus on only 

                                            
45 Ellram, L.M., (1991) (quoted by Humphreys, P.K./Shiu, W.K./Chan, F.T.S., (2001), p. 153) 
46 http://wordnet.princeton.edu/perl/webwn (06.04.2006) 
47 Goffin, K./Lemke, F./Szwejczewski, (2006), p. 192 
48 Goffin, K./Lemke, F./Szwejczewski, (2006), p. 191 
49 in dependence on Lambert, D.M./Emmelhainz, M.A./Gardner, J.T., (1996), p. 2 
 (quoted by Goffin, K./Lemke, F./Szwejczewski, (2006), p. 192) 
50 http://www.askoxford.com/concise_oed/close_1?view=uk (21.04.2006) 
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exchanging money against goods and services or go beyond and involve further 

commitment like the acquisition of common assets.51 Even though commitment might 

involve some potential risks, like e.g. the loss of control over certain activities, the 

foundation of close relationships must be built on benefits for both parties in order to 

create a win-win-situation. Closeness strongly interacts with types of relationships 

mentioned in Figure 2. One can say the farther away a relationship is from being at 

arm’s length the closer it usually is.52

 

Each of those above mentioned factors play an important role and cannot be taken 

into account individually, as e.g. only focusing on the number of transactions does 

not consider the fact that some products may be bought regularly from a supplier 

without a closer relationship between him and the buyer.53

 

3.3.2 The Shift in Supplier-Buyer Relations 

Traditionally, the purchasing function was regarded as a clerical one and the 

supplier-buyer relationships tended to be adversarial and less close than today. The 

primary focus was on minimising the price of purchased goods and services.54 

However, since the 1990s manufacturers recognised their suppliers as an essential 

source to gain a competitive advantage. Thus, manufacturers started to work with 

their suppliers on a more collaborative basis. To work closely with its suppliers can 

bring great advantages for a manufacturer as far as significant improvements of the 

company’s performance in terms of cost reduction, achieving constant improvements 

in quality levels, and enhancing new product design are concerned.55 Nevertheless, 

a company needs to recognise, if close, collaborative relationships to its suppliers is 

really desirable and appropriate, as it is quite laborious to develop and maintain this 

kind of relationship. An approach is to identify the product categories, for which 

special relationships are necessary, due to the importance of components for the 

                                            
51 Goffin, K./Lemke, F./Szwejczewski, (2006), pp. 191-192 
52 Goffin, K./Lemke, F./Szwejczewski, (2006), pp. 191-193 
53 Goffin, K./Lemke, F./Szwejczewski, (2006), p. 192 
54 Humphreys, P.K./Shiu, W.K./Chan, F.T.S., (2001), p. 152 
55 Monczka, et al., (1993) and Admundson, (2002) (quoted by Goffin, K./Lemke, F./Szwejczewski, 
 (2006), p. 189) 
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final product. Especially the purchase of commodity products often does not require 

any close relationship.56

 

A comparison between the traditional adversarial and the new collaborative approach 

towards a supplier-buyer relationship can be seen in the following table: 
 

 

Table 6: Comparison of Adversarial and Collaborative Relationships57

 

Collaborative relationships require a lot of trust and commitment along with the 

willingness to share risks form both sides which entails the necessity of efficient 

communication, open information sharing and continuous inter- and intra-

improvements.58 Moreover, the strength of a relationship is characterised by the 

willingness to adapt to each others needs, the interdependence of both partners, 

mutual satisfaction and the overall co-operation to achieve common goals (cf. Figure 

3).59

 

                                            
56 Goffin, K./Lemke, F./Szwejczewski, (2006), p. 191 
57 Lamming, R., (1993) (quoted by Humphreys, P.K./Shiu, W.K./Chan, F.T.S., (2001), p. 154) 
58 Humphreys, P.K./Shiu, W.K./Chan, F.T.S., (2001), p. 153 
59 Fynes, B./Voss, C., (2002), pp. 592-593 
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Figure 3: Relationship Strength60

 

In any relationship between a buyer and a supplier surplus value – the gap between 

the costs incurred by the supplier and the utility function of the buyer – is created. In 

an arm’s length relationship the supplier’s generic offering is creating this value, 

whereas in a collaborative relationship the level of surplus value will grow, either 

because the supplier’s costs fall or the value of the product to the buyer increases.61 

Ideally, both will happen in order to create a win-win situation for both sides. 

Moreover, in order to benefit from a supplier-buyer relationship, the focus over the 

last few years has been set on performance measurements which will be discussed 

in the following paragraph. 

 

3.3.3 Supplier Performances Measurements 

Since the purchasing function has shifted from being clerical work to becoming that of 

managing inter-company exchanges with responsibility for the selection of 

appropriate suppliers and the maintenance of the entire supply chain, “(…) a 

significant number of firms are reducing the pool of suppliers on which they rely, and 

at the same time are placing more emphasis on long-term cooperative 

relationships.”62 Managing the supply chain base is not an easy task. However, it is 

                                            
60 Fynes, B./Voss, C., (2002), p. 594 
61 Cox, A./Lonsdale, C./Watson, G./Qiao, H., (2003), p. 138 
62 McIvor, R./McHugh, M., (2000), pp. 223-224 
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important for the complete value-adding chain as a failure in coordination between 

suppliers and manufacturer has a severe impact on the supply chain which ultimately 

leads to poor customer service.63 In this context, performance measurement is an 

instrument which manufacturers apply to evaluate the effectiveness and efficiency of 

the suppliers in completing a given task.64 “Effectiveness is the extent to which goals 

are accomplished. Efficiency is a measure of how well resources are utilized.”65 By 

measuring performances strengths and weaknesses can be detected. On this basis 

companies can try to turn their weaknesses into strengths in order to improve the 

performance of the whole supply chain and to ultimately enhance customer 

satisfaction. 

 

In general there are two kinds of performance measurement – financial and non-

financial. The problem for companies is not to come up with a list of suggested 

performance measurements but to reduce this list to a few manageable metrics – the 

key performance indicators (KPI).66 Theory introduces three different kinds of metric 

categories: strategic (e.g. rate of return on investment), tactical (e.g. extent of co-

operation to improve quality), and operational (e.g. manufacturing costs).67

 

The supplier-buyer relationship is a dyadic one and therefore metrics are established 

inter-organisational, meaning that the performance outside one’s own company is 

measured. Nevertheless, the supplier needs to know which the KPIs for the buying 

company are in order to be able to act accordingly, thus, those metrics are also 

measured intra-organisational.68

 

3.4 Supplier Selection Process 

The supplier selection process is responsible for the supplier-buyer connection as the 

decision about which supplier is selected will affect the relationship of the supplier 

                                            
63 Lee, E.-K./Ha, S./Kim, S.-K., (2001), p. 307 
64 Schmitz, J./Platts, K.W., (2004), p. 231 
65 Prahinski, C., Benton, W.C., (2004), p. 42 
66 Neely, A./Gregory, M./Platts, K., (2005), p. 1241 
67 Gunasekaran, A./Patel, C./Tirtiroglu, E., (2001), pp. 82-83 
68 Schmitz, J./Platts, K.W., (2003), pp. 711-712 
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and buyer.69 The basic supplier selection process is built up on a multi-level process 

which is illustrated in Figure 4. 
 

 

 Figure 4: Supplier Selection Process70

 

Preparation 

Before the actual supplier selection process begins important criteria have to be 

defined on which the suppliers should be evaluated. Those criteria should address 

whether a supplier is able to offer the needed quantity in a special time frame. 

Furthermore, criteria which are evaluating the supply profit e.g. quality and price also 

have to be established.71

 

Supplier Pre-Qualification and Analysis 

The supplier pre-qualification contains the supplier identification and the supplier 

limitation. After the buyer has set up the evaluation criteria he can start to identify 

suppliers who are qualified and able to offer the required procurement in general.72 

To find this initial pool of prospective suppliers which should contain about 15 to 20 

candidates the buyer has to search within different sources. Common ways of 

                                            
69 Lasch, R./Janker, Ch.G., (2005), p. 410 
70 in dependence on Lasch, R./Janker, Ch.G., (2005), p. 410 
71 Hong, G.H./Park, S.C./Jang, D.S./Rho, H.M., (2005), pp. 632-633 
72 Lasch, R./Janker, Ch.G., (2005), p. 411 
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gathering information about potential suppliers are to search the internet or to use 

word-of-mouth recommendation.73

 

Once the first qualified suppliers are identified the buyer has to limit the number of 

those candidates as not all of them can be considered. To be able to downsize the 

prospects the buyer has to request for information by which he is able to analyse the 

suppliers and minimise them to a number of three to five most qualified ones. Those 

suppliers have to be the most competent to provide the procurement as required.74

 

Supplier Ranking 

At this step the buyer evaluates the short listed suppliers' efficiency. To assess 

potential suppliers one possibility is to develop a request for proposal where the 

services, activities, and performance targets are communicated. The candidates are 

evaluated by means of the reply to this request wherein the supplier should address 

issues like company background, experience in the process area, strengths, 

availability, certifications, and suggested solutions.75 Other possibilities are to use 

supplier evaluation methods for instance the Analytic Hierarchy Process, Total Cost 

of Ownership, Discrete Choice Analysis (DCA), Data Envelopment Analysis (DEA), 

etc. Those evaluation methods will be discussed in the course of this thesis. 

 

Supplier Selection and Controlling 

The supplier selection characterises the final step within the decision-making 

process. Thereby the buyer decides and selects which supplier among the remaining 

prospects is best qualified for the buyer’s procurement.76

 

Supplier controlling represents a regular examination of the performance of the 

supplier-buyer relationship and can be done simultaneously to the selection of the 

supplier. By this step the buyer is able to reveal shortcomings of the supplier in time 

and can initiate counteractive measures.77

 
                                            
73 ITRG, (2003), p. 6 
74 ITRG, (2003), p. 6 
75 Click, R.L./Duening, T.N., (2004), pp. 103-105 
76 ITRG, (2003), p. 7 
77 Lasch, R./Janker, Ch.G., (2005), p. 411 
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Supplier Relationship Management 

The supplier relationship management is a combination of supplier care, integration 

and development.78 It can be defined as a process which concentrates on managing 

preferred suppliers, finding new ones and simultaneously reducing costs. Moreover, 

supplier relationship management aims at maximising the value of the supply base 

by “(…) providing an integrated and holistic set of management tools focused on the 

interaction of the manufacturer with its suppliers.”79

 

3.5 Evaluation Criteria 

A goal of a company is to select potential suppliers who would serve best its 

interests. To select prospective suppliers it is necessary to judge the suppliers’ ability 

to meet the company’s needs consistently and cost-effectively. This can be done by 

using evaluation criteria and appropriate measures from the buying company’s side. 

However, the criteria should be adequate to its planned level of effort.80

 

Criteria and measures are developed to be implemental to all the considered 

suppliers and shall reflect the buyer’s needs and its supply and technology strategy. 

A company can have several different needs, like good quality or low prices. Each of 

them is different and pursues different goals; therefore every company has different 

needs. It is often difficult to convert those needs into suitable criteria because they 

are often expressed as qualitative concepts, like “short transport time”, while criteria 

should be specific requirements that can be quantitatively evaluated.81

 

3.5.1 Types of Criteria 

Evaluation criteria typically fall into one of four categories: supplier criteria, product 

performance criteria, service performance criteria, or cost criteria, which are 

considered in the following.82

 
                                            
78 Lasch, R./Janker, Ch.G., (2005), p. 411 
79 Choy, K.L./Lee, W.B./Lo, V., (2004), p. 88 
80 Kahraman, C./Cebeci, U./Ulukan, Z., (2003), p. 382 
81 Kahraman, C./Cebeci, U./Ulukan, Z., (2003), p. 382 
82 Kahraman, C./Cebeci, U./Ulukan, Z., (2003), p. 382 
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Supplier Criteria 

Supplier criteria have been developed to measure important aspects of the supplier’s 

business such as its financial strength, the management approach, its technical 

ability, its support resources, and its quality systems:83

 

The financial strength can be important to judge the supplier’s long-term stability and 

therefore ensures a continuous availability of its service or products. Furthermore, a 

solid financial position can affirm a high performance standard. 

 

A compatible management approach is useful for forming a good supplier 

relationship, especially for long-term relationships, because the level of quality, 

service, and costs of a company are directly affected by the abilities of its suppliers. 

 

High technical abilities of the supplier can be important for a buyer because it 

secures the buying company’s aptitude to produce high quality products and 

services, and may ensure future improvements. 

 

The supplier’s support resources are among others its facilities, information system, 

and employees. These aspects are important for the buying company because they 

guarantee the supplier’s ability to serve. 

 

A functioning supplier quality system is also important for a high degree of quality of 

the provided goods and services. In addition, a closer look at the supplier’s 

performance history and its reputation can be useful for finding a suitable supplier. 

 

Product Performance Criteria 

Product performance criteria can be used to appraise important functional 

characteristics of a supplied product and its usability. Certain specifications of a 

product, such as quality, reliability, durability, or maintainability, need to be fulfilled. 

Furthermore, certain requirements such as good handling or environmentally features 

might be required.84

                                            
83 Kahraman, C./Cebeci, U./Ulukan, Z., (2003), pp. 382-383 
84 Kahraman, C./Cebeci, U./Ulukan, Z., (2003), pp. 383-384 
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Service Performance Criteria 

Another set of criteria are service performance criteria which evaluate the benefits 

provided by the supplier’s services. Any purchase involves a certain degree of 

service, such as order processing, delivery, and support. Therefore, a company 

should always include service criteria in its evaluation. Some of the service criteria 

are customer support – which includes timeliness, accessibility, responsiveness, and 

dependability –, follow-up services – such as warranties – and the professionalism in 

which the services are offered.85

 

Cost Criteria 

The costs most obviously related to the product are the so-called “out of pocket 

expenses” such as purchase price, transportation cost, and taxes which are normally 

considered during a selection process. In addition, operational costs like transaction 

processing and costs of rejections may also be included, although it requires a 

certain amount of effort to estimate their value.86

 

3.5.2 Criteria Identification and Weighting 

To be able to select the right supplier it is necessary to identify the important and 

adequate criteria on which the evaluation and selection will be based.87 Furthermore, 

it is essential to weight the chosen criteria according to their importance.88 There are 

several possibilities to identify and weight criteria. The former can be done by market 

surveys, interviews, case studies, or by generating focus groups.89

 

One way to identify key criteria is the use of the Pareto analysis. By means of this 

tool the manufacturer can classify the 20% of his parts which create approximately 

80% of the total costs of purchasing. Afterwards, the key criteria of each of these 

parts have to be identified. Once this is done, they can be weighted. The weights of 

the criteria are determined by comparing the criteria quantitatively by using a 

consistent scale (e.g. from 1 to 10). The higher the weight of a criteria is, the more 
                                            
85 Kahraman, C./Cebeci, U./Ulukan, Z., (2003), p. 384 
86 Kahraman, C./Cebeci, U./Ulukan, Z., (2003), p. 384 
87 Lee, E.-K./Ha, S./Kim, S.-K., (2001), p. 309 
88 Onesime, O.C.T./Xiaofei, X./Dechen, Z., (2004), p. 468 
89 Verma, R./Pullman, M.E., (1998), p. 742 
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important it is. Those criteria that account for approximately 70% to 80% of the total 

sum of the weights in the Pareto curve are identified as the “critical criteria” and 

become the key criteria of each part.90 After selecting the primary suppliers it can be 

useful to identify the weak criteria of those suppliers. Usually not all rating scores of 

the primary suppliers are better compared to the other suppliers. Consequently, 

those criteria are the weak criteria of the primary suppliers. By strengthening the 

weak criteria the suppliers’ shortcomings in dealing with critical parts will be 

eliminated.91

 

Another approach of identifying and weighting criteria is the use of the AHP in 

combination with the Interactive Selection Model (ISM),92 which can also be used for 

the supplier evaluation. It is therefore explained in chapter 3.7.2. 

 

The following figure shows the preparation step of the supplier selection process in 

which at first the necessary requirements for a certain company are identified, e.g. 

high quality. In the next step those requirements are transformed into criteria, e.g. the 

quality has to fulfil a certain norm. Finally, the criteria are weighted and put in an 

order according to their importance for the company. 
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 Figure 5: Preparation Step93

                                            
90 Lee, E.-K./Ha, S./Kim, S.-K., (2001), p. 310 
91 Lee, E.-K./Ha, S./Kim, S.-K., (2001), p. 310 
92 Liu, F.-H.F./Hai, H.L., (2005), p.310 
93 own creation  
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3.6 Decision Methods for Pre-Qualification 

Most methods within the pre-qualification part of the supplier selection process are 

aiming at identifying potential suppliers in the first place and then reducing their 

number to a set of acceptable suppliers. Those methods for the latter one are mainly 

built up on a sorting process and finally on a ranking process.94

 

One approach to the pre-qualification of suppliers is categorical methods. They are 

mainly qualitative models which base their sorting on historical data and the buyer’s 

knowledge about its candidates. Those models are categorising the suppliers’ 

performances into three levels, positive, neutral, or negative. The prospects are rated 

on several evaluation criteria and are finally classified into the different levels.95

 

A further example of a pre-qualification method is the Cluster Analysis. It is a 

statistical method which sorts suppliers into a number of clusters by the use of a 

classification algorithm. Those clusters will be categorised as well and finally the 

candidates in the higher ranked clusters will be evaluated.96

 

Another method for pre-qualifying suppliers is Case-Based-Reasoning Systems 

which are mainly software-driven databases. They provide the buying company with 

useful information and experiences from similar situations from the past.97

 

3.7 Supplier Evaluation Methods 

“Supplier selection and supplier evaluation are closely related activities. The former 

relates to choosing the supplier for the right reasons.”98 The latter on the one hand is 

part of the supplier selection process when it comes to ranking suppliers and on the 

other hand relates to maintaining a relationship with the chosen suppliers over time 

and helping the suppliers identify improvement opportunities as long as it still makes 

sense to do business with them.99

                                            
94 de Boer, L./Labro, E./Morlacchi, P., (2001), p. 80 
95 de Boer, L./Labro, E./Morlacchi, P., (2001), p. 80 
96 de Boer, L./Labro, E./Morlacchi, P., (2001), p. 80 
97 de Boer, L./Labro, E./Morlacchi, P., (2001), pp. 80-81 
98 Ellram, L.M., (1995), p. 18 
99 Ellram, L.M., (1995), p. 18 
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In the following chapter five general evaluation models, which are generic terms of 

the more specific methods, will be introduced and afterwards four special evaluation 

methods are explained in detail. 

 

3.7.1 General Evaluation Models 

Linear Weighting Models 

One way to evaluate suppliers is the use of linear weighting models. Hereby, weights 

are given to the different criteria; the highest weight indicating the most important 

criteria. Ratings on the criteria are multiplied by their weights and summed up in 

order to obtain a single figure for each supplier. On the base of these figures a 

ranking can be generated at which the supplier with the highest overall rating is the 

most suitable. Over time, different modifications of this model were done to better 

serve the different needs. However, one of the problems of the basic linear weighting 

model is its compensatory nature which allows a high rating on one criteria to 

compensate a low rating on another criteria. Several adaptations were made to 

handle this problem. One of them was to specify limits on the compensation for bad 

scores on one or more criteria.100 An example for a linear weighting model is the 

AHP Model (cf. Chapter 3.7.2). 

 

Activity Based Costing 

The Consortium for Advanced Manufacturing-International defines Activity Based 

Costing (ABC) as “(…) a methodology that measures the cost and performance of 

activities, resources, and cost objects. Resources are assigned to activities, and then 

activities are assigned to cost objects, based on their use. ABC recognizes the 

causal relationship of cost drivers to activities.”101 The United States Government 

Accountability Office on the other hand defines ABC as “(…) a set of accounting 

methods used to identify and describe costs and required resources for activities 

within processes.”102

 

                                            
100 de Boer, L./Labro, E./Morlacchi, P., (2001), p. 82 
101 Whittaker, K., (2005), p. 6 
102 Whittaker, K., (2005), p. 6 
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ABC was introduced by Kaplan and Cooper in 1988.103 It consists of two stages of 

which the first one deals with assigning overhead costs to cost activity pools. An 

example for a cost activity pool is machine set-ups. At the second stage, costs are 

assigned from these pools to activities based on the number or amount of required 

pool-related activities.104 An example of ABC is TCO (cf. Chapter 3.7.3). 

 

Mathematical Programming Models 

Mathematical programming (MP) models formulate decisions in the way of 

mathematic objective functions. In general, these models are more objective than 

rating models because the decision-maker can just focus on the objective function. 

Nevertheless, this strength can be considered a weakness at the same time as MP 

models mainly consider the quantitative criteria.105

 

Statistical Models 

Statistical models deal with the stochastic uncertainty related to the supplier 

selection. Even though stochastic uncertainty is present in most types of purchasing 

situations, e.g. by not knowing exactly how the internal demand for the items or 

services purchased will develop, only very few supplier choice models really handle 

this problem. A disadvantage of statistical models is that they only accommodate for 

uncertainty with regard to one criteria at a time.106

 

Artificial Intelligence-based Models 

Artificial Intelligence (AI)-based models are based on computer-aided systems which 

can either be fed with data from a purchasing expert or with historic data. Afterwards, 

non-experts who face similar but new decision situations can consult the system. 

One of the strengths of those models is that it is not necessary to formulate the 

decision-making process. In that respect, the system can cope with complexity and 

uncertainty better than traditional methods, because AI-based approaches are 

designed to be more like human judgement. The user of the system only has to 

provide the system with the characteristics of the current situation, e.g. the 

                                            
103 Khalid, A., (2005), p. 286 
104 Chase, R.B., (2004), p.753 
105 de Boer, L./Labro, E./Morlacchi, P., (2001), p. 83 
106 de Boer, L./Labro, E./Morlacchi, P., (2001), p. 83 
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performance of the supplier on the criteria. The system subsequently makes the 

actual trade-off for the user based on information it was programmed with. At the 

same time, this strength can be seen as a weakness because it also implies that the 

user of the system will not be able to explain the result to others, e.g. to suppliers that 

will not be awarded with the business. This fact makes those models primarily 

suitable for situations where external justification is less important or as a back-up in 

combination with a traditional one.107

 

3.7.2 Analytic Hierarchy Process 

The Analytic Hierarchy Process was introduced by Thomas Saaty in 1980. It 

represents a popular approach to cope with multiple criteria situations and 

determines priority in selecting suppliers.108

 

In the following the design of AHP is explained. First of all, it structures criteria 

hierarchically and divides those into different – mainly three – levels. The levels are 

classified starting with the highest one which is made up of a few key criteria. At the 

second level those measures are split up into sub-criteria and for the lowest level this 

splitting-process is repeated and contains the most specific sub-measures. Figure 6 

illustrates an example of a three-levelled hierarchy of criteria in which the “goal” does 

not represent a level on its own.109

 

 

Figure 6: Three-Levelled Hierarchy 

 

                                            
107 de Boer, L./Labro, E./Morlacchi, P., (2001), pp. 83-84 
108 Bhutta, K.S./Huq, F., (2002), p. 131 
109 Chan, F.T.S., (2003a), p. 3576 
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The second step of AHP is to prioritise the selected criteria within each level. This is 

done by the participating decision-makers as each of them is asked to evaluate each 

set of criteria in a pair-wise manner individually (Table 7). A scale from 1 to 9 is 

provided to weight the criteria numerically. The numbers represent the intensity of 

importance where 1 is equally important and 9 is absolutely important. After each 

decision-maker has evaluated the criteria, the results are brought together and the 

final hierarchy is arranged.110

 

Profitability Criteria 1 Criteria 2 Criteria 3 Criteria 4 

Criteria 1 
 

1    

Criteria 2  1   

Criteria 3   1  

Criteria 4    1 

 ... judgments (2 vs. 1, 3 vs. 1, 4 vs. 1, 3 vs. 2, 4 vs. 2, 4 vs. 3) 

 … reciprocal values 

Table 7: AHP: Criteria-Evaluation-Matrix111

 

Once the criteria have been weighted and structured, the suppliers can be evaluated 

by means of each level of these criteria. Therefore, AHP provides a score sheet 

which enables the decision-maker to record the scores of each supplier. As soon as 

the scores of the suppliers are evaluated for every criteria, in every level the scores 

of each key criteria and its respective sub-criteria are summed up.112 Taking the 

example of Figure 6 this would mean that all scores of quality, accept, rework, 

delivery, on-time, and success are added up. By comparing these end results it is 

relatively easy for the buying company to find out the most appropriate supplier – the 

one with the highest total score.113

 

 

 
                                            
110 Wind, Y./Saaty, T.L., (1980), pp. 642-644 
111 in dependence on Wind, Y./Saaty, T.L., (1980), p.643 
112 Liu, F.-H.F./Hai, H.L., (2005), p.314 
113 Liu, F.-H.F./Hai, H.L., (2005), p.314 
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Table 8 provides the reader with an example of this final step of AHP. 
 

 Quality Technology Service Score 

Supplier 1 + 0.02152 + 0.00688 + 0.00264 = 0.35556 

Supplier 2 + 0.06457 + 0.02887 + 0.03017 = 0.28566 

Supplier 3 + 0.19371 + 0.07211 + 0.01370 = 0.35878 

Table 8: Example of an Overall Score Calculation of AHP114

 

Advantages and Disadvantages of AHP 

One advantage of AHP is that it illustrates how possible changes in priority at upper 

levels have an effect on the priority of criteria in lower levels. Moreover, it provides 

the buyer with an overview of criteria, their function in the lower levels and aim in the 

higher levels. A further advantage of AHP is its stability and flexibility regarding 

changes within and additions to the hierarchy. In addition, the method is able to rank 

criteria according to the needs of the buyer which also leads to more precise 

decisions concerning the supplier selection. A main advantage of AHP is that the 

buyer is able to get a good picture of the suppliers’ performance by using the 

hierarchy of the criteria and evaluating the suppliers on those.115

 

However, AHP also has some weak points which represent disadvantages of this 

model. One of those is the high complexity of this method which makes the use of it 

quite troublesome. Moreover, if more than one person is working on this method, 

different opinions about the weight of each criteria can complicate the work. AHP also 

requires data based on experience, knowledge and judgement which are subjective 

for each decision-maker. A further disadvantage of this method is that it does not 

consider risks and uncertainties regarding the suppliers’ performances.116
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Interactive Selection Model 

The Interactive Selection Model is recommended to handle the supplier selection 

process in a systematic and quantitative manner together with AHP.117 ISM 

determines supplier-buyer relationships and sets up evaluation criteria. This model 

can only be utilised together with AHP as it is introduced to support and improve the 

strengths of the latter method. ISM incorporates not only the buyer’s own needs but 

also the supplier’s willingness to be interactive. Thus, the buying company will be 

able to set up criteria which also consider the degree of accomplishment of the 

supplier.118

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 7: Structure of ISM119

 

ISM is built upon three main elements, the rules of supplier-buyer interactions, the 

formation of criteria, and the implementation of AHP (cf. Figure 7). Within the first 

element some rules of ISM have to be achieved. One of those rules is that both 

parties should be proactive which can be confirmed by a reciprocal measurement. 

The second rule requires that a high value interaction between both companies 

should be given. The last rule is that the perceived values of interactions should be 

accomplished by the joint activities. Once those rules have been implemented the 

supplier-buyer relationship can be defined.120

 

                                            
117 Chan, F.T.S., (2003a), p. 3551 
118 Chan, F.T.S., (2003a), p. 3554 
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This first step of the ISM is followed by the thoughtful formation of evaluation criteria. 

Those criteria should encourage both companies to achieve the perceived values of 

interactions. Formulating evaluation criteria plays a key role in identifying supplier 

performance as this again has an impact on the buyer’s performance. As mentioned 

before those criteria should be set up according to the buyer’s needs as well as to 

the supplier’s desire to be interactive.121

 

The last element of ISM is the implementation of AHP. Once all the evaluation criteria 

are formulated, AHP can start to pair and weight those like it has been described in 

the beginning of this section. By means of the categorised criteria suppliers are 

evaluated according to their performance.122

 

3.7.3 Total Cost of Ownership 

Total Cost of Ownership is an approach to evaluate suppliers which not only looks at 

the price a supplier is offering but additionally to numerous other purchase-related 

costs many approaches tend to neglect.123 In order to be able to apply TCO the 

buying company needs to determine costs which are significant ranging from the 

acquisition to the ultimate disposition of a good or service. Moreover, TCO includes 

e.g. order placement and research and qualification of suppliers.124

 

TCO is based on transaction costs which arise when purchasing goods or services 

from an external source. As transaction costs can vary significantly among suppliers, 

they can be an important decision factor in favour or against a certain supplier.125 In 

this context “(…) TCO provides a consistent supplier evaluation (…) improving the 

value supplier performance comparisons among suppliers and over time. It helps 

clarify and define supplier performance expectations for both the buyer and the 

supplier.”126
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Although, TCO has a lot of benefits for the buying company when it is applied, some 

barriers need to be mentioned as well, as they can hamper its successful use. Table 

9 provides an overview of the most important benefit and barrier aspects which can 

come along with TCO. 
 

TCO Benefits TCO Barriers 

 provides a consistent supplier 
evaluation tool, improving the value of 
supplier performance comparisons 
among suppliers and over time; 

 helps clarify and define supplier 
performance expectations both in the 
buying company and for the supplier; 

 provides a focus and sets priorities 
regarding the areas in which supplier 
performance would be most beneficial 
(supports continuous improvement), 
creating major opportunities for cost 
savings; 

 improves the purchaser’s 
understanding of supplier 
performance issues and cost 
structure; 

 provides excellent data for 
negotiations; 

 provides an opportunity to justify 
higher initial prices based on better 
quality/lower total costs in the long 
run; 

 provides a long-term purchasing 
orientation by emphasising the TCO 
rather than just price 

 complexity may limit its widespread 
adoption; 

 lack of readily available accounting 
and costing data in many 
organisations; 

 may require a cultural change, away 
from a price orientation in 
procurement and towards total cost 
understanding; 

 TCO costs are often situation-specific 

Table 9: Benefits and Barriers for TCO Application127

 

                                            
127 own creation, in dependence on Ellram, L.M., (1995), pp. 7-8 
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Approaches for determining TCO 

Theory suggests two different approaches for determining TCO: the dollar-based and 

the value based approach. 

 

The dollar-based approach basically relies on actual cost data for each of the cost 

elements relevant for TCO. Thus, TCO is made up of the sum of costs of those 

elements. Besides the given product price (direct costs) as one element, costs can 

be allocated by using formulae, which are based on the effort or resource level 

required to support a given activity. In case a certain activity e.g. inspection for some 

elements is required, the formulae will be used and costs will be appointed. 

Therefore, the TCO approach creates an accurate picture of the true costs of doing 

business.128

 

A more complex approach is the value-based one, which combines historical and/or 

estimated future cost data with other historical and/or estimated future performance 

data. The latter kind of data is of qualitative data and therefore a conversion to 

quantitative data has to occur. In order to do so a great deal of fine tuning and effort 

to develop the proper weightings and point allocations are required, so that they 

reflect the TCO. The actual costs spent or estimated to be spent in the future are not 

directly traceable. However, the suppliers’ performance scored within categories on 

the one hand and the points allocated among categories on the other hand reflect the 

buying organisation’s estimates of the cost of various performance discrepancies.129

 

Summed up TCO’s strength is the ability to evaluate suppliers across-the-board and 

to identify the best supplier based on lowest transaction costs and furthermore, the 

effective usage for supplier evaluation along with supplier selection. However, the 

dollar-based approach totally ignores qualitative issues. Consequently, TCO should 

be applied in situations where costs are of high importance and detailed cost data 

are available allowing the buying company to make comparisons between 

suppliers.130
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3.7.4 Discrete Choice Analysis 

The Discrete Choice Analysis “(…) is a systematic approach for identifying the 

relative weights of attributes among which the decision maker tradeoffs when 

choosing an alternative from a possible set of alternatives.”131 It is also known as 

Conjoint Analysis and is used to evaluate alternatives by the use of individual 

preferences. In the case of supplier selection DCA establishes two to three levels of 

performance to characterise suppliers. Moreover, this method evaluates suppliers by 

making trade-offs between those levels. To be able to assess the suppliers the buyer 

has to identify the most important criteria (cf. Chapter 3.5.2).132 In the following the 

criteria which have been set up are split up into different levels.133 Table 10 illustrates 

an example of criteria and their levels of supplier performance. 
 

On-time delivery 
1. Seldom/Few times 
2. Most times 
3. Almost always 

Quality 
1. Poor (more that 5% defective) 
2. God (2% - 5% defective) 
3. Excellent (less than 2% defective) 

Price/Cost 
1. 5% above target price 
2. Approximately at target price 
3. 5% below target price 

Professionalism of Salesperson 
1. not highly professional 
2. Highly professional 

Responsiveness to Customer Needs 
1. Low level of responsiveness (Late, not satisfactory) 
2. Moderate level of responsiveness (Average) 
3. High level of responsiveness (Quick and satisfactory) 

Quality of Relationship with Supplier 
1. Poor 
2. Good 
3. Excellent 

 Table 10: Example of Criteria and Levels134

                                            
131 Verma, R./Pullman, M.E., (1998), p. 741 
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After this set has been completed, the buying company has to rank the criteria in 

regard to their importance for the company. Then, the suppliers are evaluated by 

means of those criteria and their levels. The most preferred supplier can be selected 

by comparing the result of the assessment.135

 

Another example of DCA is described by Verma and Pullman who are defining an 

ideal number of four or more criteria, measured by two or more levels and 16 or less 

suppliers to evaluate. The example considers five criteria and two levels for each of 

them which involves 25 = 32 experimental profiles. Moreover, this example appoints 

design codes (-1 and +1, representing the two levels) to the method. All suppliers are 

now evaluated on those criteria and design codes and are then paired with each 

other to get a better impression of their strengths and weaknesses.136 Table 11 

illustrates an example of a pairing of two suppliers which have been evaluated by 

means of DCA. 
 

Attributes Supplier #1 Supplier #2 

Unit cost of components/ 
raw materials higher than competitors (+1) lower than competitors (-1) 

Quality of components/ 
raw material 

meets minimum quality 
standards (-1) 

far exceeds minimum quality 
standards (+1) 

Delivery lead-time shorter than competitors (-1) longer than competitors (+1) 

On-time delivery always on time (+1) sometimes late (-1) 

Flexibility in changing  
the order lower than competitors (-1) higher than competitors (+1) 

Table 11: Example of Pairing Suppliers according to DCA137

 

3.7.5 Data Envelopment Analysis 

In mathematics linear programming is an important field of optimisation.138 The Data 

Envelopment Analysis is a very common form of linear programming. It is a method 

for evaluating the efficiencies of a homogenous set of decision-making units (DMU) 
                                            
135 Mummalaneni, V./Dubas, K.M./Chao, C., (1996), p. 120 
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by utilising several input and output factors proposed by Charnes, Cooper, and 

Rhodes in 1978.139 A DMU can be every object which is characterised by input (e.g. 

money) and output (e.g. quality). It can be e.g. a hospital, a university, a supplier, or a 

bank. It is important that the DMUs are homogenous so that for instance a hospital is 

not compared with a university.140

 

DEA measures the relative efficiency of each DMU in comparison to other ones. The 

score of a DMU is defined as the weighted sum of outputs divided by the weighted 

sum of inputs.141 A typical statistical approach evaluates producers relatively to an 

average producer. DEA, in contrast, is an extreme point method and compares each 

producer with only the “best” producer.142 Consequently, the purpose of the analysis 

is to find the “best” virtual producer for each real producer. “If the virtual producer is 

better than the original producer by either making the same output with less input or 

making more output with the same input, then the original producer is inefficient. The 

procedure of finding the best virtual producer can be formulated as a linear 

program.”143

 

Strengths and Limitations of DEA 

One of the strengths of DEA is its ability to handle multiple inputs and multiple 

outputs. Furthermore, inputs and outputs can be compared, even though they might 

have different units, which make the DMUs directly comparable with a peer or 

combination of peers. On the other hand this strength is a limitation at the same time 

because DEA is good at estimating the relative efficiency of a DMU but it converges 

very slowly to the absolute efficiency. In other words, it can tell how well one is doing 

compared to one’s peers but not compared to a theoretical maximum. Another 

problem is that since a standard formulation of DEA creates a separate linear 

program for each DMU, large problems can be computationally intensive.144
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After having explained the four most commonly mentioned evaluation methods in 

theory – AHP, TCO, DCA, and DEA – Figure 8 illustrates those in the evaluation step 

of the supplier selection process. 
 

 

 Evaluation Step 
 

Supplier Evaluation  

 

 AHP TCO DCA DEA 
 

 Figure 8: Evaluation Step145

 

3.8 Supplier Controlling 

Once a company relies on a certain pool of suppliers the performance of those 

suppliers need to be controlled on a regular basis to avoid a supply bottleneck. 

Moreover, this continuous supplier evaluation is able to recognise changes in the 

suppliers’ performances over time as well as to react appropriately.146

 

As a company is investing time and effort in choosing the right supplier, it should 

always check if the supplier is still meeting its expectations. In order for the supplier 

to understand and improve on performance, he requires feedback from the buying 

company in form of a performance appraisal after a certain period of time. On the one 

hand, this gives the supplier performance feedback regarding strengths and areas to 

improve on. On the other hand, an appraisal can also verify for the buying company 

whether the decision for a certain supplier was a good one. Those appraisals should 

continue at regular intervals to ensure that the supplier is still doing well and 

supporting the company’s goals. In case, a supplier is not performing well, either 

improvement tactics can be implemented or the supplier-buyer relationship can be 
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terminated. How soon this can occur often depends on the expiry date of the 

contract.147

 

Finding new suppliers is more costly and time-intensive as dealing with old ones. 

Therefore, it is beneficial for both sides that the buying company communicates its 

goals and expectations and its perceived performance of the supplier. For the 

performance evaluation several methods can be used of which some have already 

been described earlier in this thesis. As far as criteria are concerned the supplier is 

usually evaluated based on the same ones which were considered in the decision-

making process, unless priorities for the buying company have changed.148
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3.9 The Conceptual Model 
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Figure 9: Conceptual Model149
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In Figure 9 the reader can find the conceptual model for this thesis illustrated. The 

preparation step is handled company-intern and basically covers the search for and 

classification of criteria potential suppliers have to fulfil. Therefore, the buying 

company first of all has to identify its requirements and afterwards has to derive 

specific criteria which can fall under one of four categories, supplier criteria, product 

performance criteria, service performance criteria, or cost criteria. Finally, the specific 

criteria have to be weighted and ranked according to their importance. This step 

represents the basis for being able to evaluate potential suppliers later on. 

 

Within the pre-qualification step, a certain supplier pool has to be pre-selected which 

fulfil the basic requirements. Only this pool will then be evaluated. The evaluation can 

take place by means of different methods (AHP, TCO, DCA, DEA), which try to 

appoint the performances of suppliers to the established criteria. Even though 

different evaluation methods have different approaches, all of them bring the 

suppliers in a ranking in order to find out the most qualified one(s) which can best 

support the company in achieving its goals. 

 

The final step in the decision-making process is to select the supplier(s) in the top-

position(s). At this point, both supplier and buyer are entering in a business 

relationship. Once this is established, a continuous supplier performance evaluation 

is recommended to be done on a regular basis to ensure that suppliers maintain 

and/or improve their level of performance. 

 

Once the conceptual model is developed, it should be applied on the researched 

companies. Therefore the authors will first of all take a look at the different criteria 

each company has on potential suppliers. In addition, it should be investigated which 

ones are considered the most important ones and which can be rather neglected. 

Afterwards, it will be researched how those companies identify potential suppliers in 

the first place. Next, the focus will be set on the supplier evaluation. Thereby, it will 

be examined, if general evaluation methods have been applied in the respective 

companies. Afterwards, it will be shown if and why they might have been customised 

by the companies and diverge quite a lot from the general ones. Finally, the authors 

will demonstrate if an ongoing supplier controlling is applied within the researched 

companies. 



Empirical Part 

4 Empirical Part 
 

The empirical part will deal with the empirical data the authors collected during the 

interviews and with the help of the answered questionnaires by the Arctic City 

Counting House AB, the Atomic Austria GmbH, and the HEAD Sports AG. First of all, 

the companies will be introduced followed by a section about suppliers and their 

relationships to the respective company. Afterwards, the structure of the conceptual 

model will be continued after, starting with the preparation step which covers criteria 

companies pose on suppliers and concluding with the controlling step of continuous 

supplier performance evaluation. 

 

4.1 Arctic City Counting House AB 

 

Interviewee: Lars-Göran Engsford 

Department: n/a 

Position: Salesman, Educator for Nordic Walking instructors 

Date: 02.05.2006 

 

4.1.1 The Company 

The Arctic City Counting House AB was founded in 1997 by Bo Lindgren who still is 

the owner today. The production and sales of Nordic Walking poles is A.C.C. AB’s 

main business. They also provide spare parts like pole tips or grips for their 

customers. Furthermore, the company invented the so-called ACC foot, which is a 

more durable rubber shoe to the Nordic Walking poles. Due to the possibility to adjust 

on the tip of the rubber shoe depending on the surface one is walking on, it 

practically never has to be replaced.150

 

The company headquarters is located in Boden, Sweden, and – besides the 

production of the A.C.C. AB which is located in Italy – they are only present in 
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Sweden. However, their products are sold through agents in other countries as well. 

A.C.C. AB’s main market is Sweden followed by Denmark. Smaller markets are e.g. 

Germany, the Netherlands, Scotland, but also Australia. The agents are often 

Swedes which have left their country to live abroad and are promoting and selling 

A.C.C. AB’s products in those countries now. 

 

The A.C.C. AB is a rather small company which only employs five people at the 

headquarters in Boden. The most up-to-date financial figures for turnover are 

approximately SEK 12 million with a profit of about 3% of the turnover. 

 

4.1.2 A.C.C. AB’s Suppliers 

At the present time, the A.C.C. AB is working together with six suppliers among 

which one is considered the main supplier. This supplier is situated in Italy and is 

providing the company with metal sticks the final Nordic Walking poles are made of. 

They have been doing business with this main supplier since 2000. 

 

According to Lars-Göran Engsford the company is cultivating a proportion of 

approximately 85% being long-term relationships to approximately 15% being short-

term relationships with their suppliers. Of those relationships he considered many to 

be partnerships in which the A.C.C. AB and the supplier collaborate more closely. He 

also pointed out that personal relations with the suppliers are of utmost importance 

for the company. Moreover, Lars-Göran Engsford claimed that when doing business 

they have to trust and rely on the suppliers. To further strengthen the relationships 

the staff of A.C.C. AB therefore is sometimes meeting for events with their suppliers 

outside the regular business. Besides their already existing business relations with 

their suppliers, A.C.C. AB is always interested in getting involved with more suppliers 

and open to personally meet them first. 
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4.1.3 Evaluation Criteria 

The preparation step marks the first stage for the supplier selection process. The 

A.C.C. AB does not have a special process for identifying requirements and 

formulating them into criteria for their suppliers. However, when asked to answer 

spontaneously to which criteria are important for the A.C.C. AB, Lars-Göran Engsford 

claimed that on-time delivery, quality, personal relations, and price come to his mind 

first and for him are to be seen in this order as far as the level of importance is 

concerned, as well. 

 

Those criteria hardly change over the years. Furthermore, Lars-Göran Engsford 

pointed out again that for him the quality of the product the company buys from its 

suppliers is definitively more important than the actual price. The company always 

keeps the price middle-range but still watches out that the quality is very high. 

 

The following table shows 20 criteria which have repeatedly been mentioned in 

theory as the very important ones. The numbers in the right column of the table 

represents their respective level of importance for the A.C.C. AB, which has been 

assigned to by Lars-Göran Engsford, ranging from 1 – very important – to 8 – 

unimportant. 
 

Criteria Importance (1-8) 

Reliability 1 

Financial position 5 

Delivery lead time 1 

On-time delivery 1 

Product quality 1 

Product price 4 

Transportation costs 8 

Responsiveness to customer needs 3 

Degree of collaboration with supplier 1 

Quality of relationship with supplier 1 

Product availability 5 

Similar management approach 4 
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Criteria Importance (1-8) 

Technical abilities 1 

Supplier quality system 1 

Communication system 1 

Environment-friendly 2 

Performance history 2 

Warranties and claim policies 1 

Reputation 4 

Geographical location 7 

 Table 12: A.C.C. AB – Evaluation Criteria151

 

Once the criteria are identified, a company can start to weight them, which means 

bringing them into an order as far as their importance is concerned. Lars-Göran 

Engsford explained that the A.C.C. AB is not using any technique to bring the criteria 

in an order but those are rather weighted according to personal feeling. 

 

4.1.4 Supplier Identification 

The supplier identification belongs to the pre-qualification step of the supplier 

selection process. Lars-Göran Engsford stated that the company is perpetually 

looking at the market development to identify new product developments but also to 

identify potential new suppliers. Either has really become easier through the use of 

the internet. Nevertheless, their main way to identify suppliers is the “International 

Trade Fair For Sports Equipment and Fashion” in Munich, Germany. This fair is the 

leading one in this industry and is held twice each year – in February and July – one 

for winter sports and one for summer sports.152 Here, the A.C.C. AB has the 

opportunity to talk to potential suppliers face-to-face. In this context, Lars-Göran 

Engsford once again emphasised the significance of personal contact to the 

suppliers. Immediate questions can mostly be answered right away and one already 

gets an impression of the company. In case the A.C.C. AB shows interest in a 

supplier and its product, further negotiations can be carried out later. 

 
                                            
151 in dependence on questionnaire 
152 http://www.ispo.de/englisch/sports_community/presse/home/presse.cfm?NVID=1_7 (03.05.2006) 

http://www.ispo.de/englisch/sports_community/presse/home/presse.cfm?NVID=1_7
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4.1.5 Supplier Evaluation 

In order to be able to choose the supplier most fitting for the company, an evaluation 

of potential suppliers needs to be conducted. As far as the A.C.C. AB is concerned, 

none of the possible theoretical evaluation methods are applied when evaluating 

potential suppliers. The way it is done in this company is by meeting people, talking 

to them and comparing different suppliers when it comes to prices in relations what 

one gets as a total. Lars-Göran Engsford definitively sees the advantage here in the 

personal contact. 

 

In regard to the reasons why the A.C.C. AB is refraining from using supplier 

evaluation methods suggested in theory, Lars-Göran Engsford stressed that, first of 

all, those methods are much too complicated and, secondly, it is not worth the time 

and effort put into going through the whole process the methods are stipulating. In 

order to apply those methods the A.C.C. AB simply is too small in his opinion. 

 

4.1.6 Supplier Controlling 

After the actual supplier selection, which basically means picking the supplier(s), it is 

recommendable to control the suppliers’ performances. Yet, according to Lars-Göran 

Engsford the company does not undertake the task of really evaluating their 

suppliers’ performances continuously. What is done, however, is controlling, if the 

suppliers deliver at the right time, to the right place, at the right quantity, to the right 

quality, from the right source. In case the expectations are not met for a certain 

delivery, there is a contract which allows the A.C.C. AB to penalise the supplier by 

imposing a fine. 
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4.2 ATOMIC Austria GmbH 

 

Interviewee: Gerhard Wallner 

Department: Purchasing 
Position: Group Manager Purchase 

Date: 02.05.2006 

 

4.2.1 The Company 

“Atomic is the world's leading manufacturer of alpine skis.”153 They are part of Amer 

Sports Cooperation, a Finnish publicly listed company which sells and markets sports 

equipment. Brands of Amer Sports are Atomic, Mavic, Precor, Salomon, Suunto and 

Wilson.154 The Atomic Austria GmbH stands for the winter division of Amer Sports 

and their categories include alpine skiing, cross-country skiing, and snowboarding.155

 

ATOMIC was founded by Alois Rohrmoser who launched the business by producing 

laminated wooden skis in Wagrain, Austria, in 1955. About ten years later the 

company started the industrial production of skis and entered the ski racing market. 

Over the following twenty years ATOMIC opened production places all over the 

world. In 1992, the company started to produce snowboards under the brand 

Oxygen. Today, ATOMIC is well known for producing the most technologically 

advanced ski equipment in the world which makes the company the world’s top 

market and technology leader in all segments of winter sports activities.156

 

The production facilities of the company are spread all over the world. The 

headquarters of ATOMIC is situated in Altenmarkt, Austria. Further production sites 

are located in Germany, Switzerland, France, the United States, and Canada.157 

                                            
153 http://www.amersports.com/annual_reports/en_US/Amer_2005_report2_en.pdf (24.04.2006) 
154 http://www.amersports.com/annual_reports/en_US/Amer_2005_report2_en.pdf (24.04.2006) 
155 http://www.amersports.com/annual_reports/en_US/Amer_2005_report2_en.pdf (24.04.2006) 
156 http://www.amersports.com/amersports/main/article1.jsp?CONTENT%3C%3Ecnt_id= 

10134198673962409&FOLDER%3C%3Efolder_id=2534374302754579&ASSORTMENT%3C%3 
East_id=1408474395903789&leftnav=true&bmUID=1147525343818 (24.04.2006) 
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157 http://www.amersports.com/amersports/main/article1.jsp?CONTENT%3C%3Ecnt_id=10134198673 
962409&FOLDER%3C%3Efolder_id=2534374302754579&ASSORTMENT%3C%3East_id=14084
74395903789&leftnav=true&bmUID=1145887465392 (24.04.2006) 

http://www.amersports.com/amersports/main/article1.jsp?CONTENT%3C%3Ecnt_id=10134198673%0B961596&FOLDER%3C%3Efolder_id=2534374302754407&ASSORTMENT%3C%3East_id=1408474395903762&leftnav=true&bmUID=1145885977957
http://www.amersports.com/amersports/main/article1.jsp?CONTENT%3C%3Ecnt_id=10134198673%0B961596&FOLDER%3C%3Efolder_id=2534374302754407&ASSORTMENT%3C%3East_id=1408474395903762&leftnav=true&bmUID=1145885977957
http://www.amersports.com/amersports/main/article1.jsp?CONTENT%3C%3Ecnt_id=10134198673%0B962409&FOLDER%3C%3Efolder_id=2534374302754579&ASSORTMENT%3C%3East_id=1408474395903789&leftnav=true&bmUID=1145887465392
http://www.amersports.com/amersports/main/article1.jsp?CONTENT%3C%3Ecnt_id=10134198673%0B962409&FOLDER%3C%3Efolder_id=2534374302754579&ASSORTMENT%3C%3East_id=1408474395903789&leftnav=true&bmUID=1145887465392
http://www.amersports.com/amersports/main/article1.jsp?CONTENT%3C%3Ecnt_id=10134198673%0B962409&FOLDER%3C%3Efolder_id=2534374302754579&ASSORTMENT%3C%3East_id=1408474395903789&leftnav=true&bmUID=1145887465392
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ATOMIC’s main global markets are Europe (62%), North America (25%), Japan 

(11%), and other markets (2%).158

 

The company’s products are divided into different brand names. Besides the 

trademark Atomic (alpine skiing, cross-country, snowboarding), Dynamic (alpine 

skiing), Volant (high-segment skiing), Oxygen (Snowboarding) and Koflach 

(mountaineering) also belong to ATOMIC’s brands.159

 

In 2005, ATOMIC kept occupied about 833 employees and had a return on capital 

employed of 20.6%. In 2003, the company registered a turnover of USD 116.5 

million.160 Moreover, ATOMIC denoted an increase in net sales by 4% to EUR 214 

million in 2005 of which 81% accounted for alpine ski equipment, 6% for cross-

country, 5% for snowboarding, and 8% for other products (cf. Figure 10).161

 

81%

5%6%
8%

Alpine ski equipment Snowboarding

Cross-Country Other
 

Figure 10: ATOMIC Net Sales 2005162

                                            
158 http://www.amersports.com/annual_reports/en_US/Amer_2005_report2_en.pdf (24.04.2006) 
159 http://www.amersports.com/amersports/main/article1.jsp?CONTENT%3C%3Ecnt_id=10134198673 

962408&ASSORTMENT%3C%3East_id=1408474395903789&leftnav=true&resetNav=true&bmUI
D=1145432956718 (24.04.2006) 

160 http://www.skipressworld.com/eu/de/daily_news/2003/10/amer_gruppe_steigert_umsatz_und_ 
gewinn.html?cat=Business%20News (24.04.2006) 

161 http://www.amersports.com/annual_reports/en_US/Amer_2005_report2_en.pdf (24.04.2006) 
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(24.04.2006) 

http://www.amersports.com/amersports/main/article1.jsp?CONTENT%3C%3Ecnt_id=10134198673
http://www.skipressworld.com/eu/de/daily_news/2003/10/amer_gruppe_steigert_umsatz_und_gewinn.html?cat=Business%20News
http://www.skipressworld.com/eu/de/daily_news/2003/10/amer_gruppe_steigert_umsatz_und_gewinn.html?cat=Business%20News
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4.2.2 ATOMIC’s Suppliers 

ATOMIC has about 800 suppliers which are providing the company with various 

kinds of materials. Ten suppliers out of this big pool are main suppliers of the winter 

sporting goods manufacturer. The products which they are delivering to ATOMIC are 

surfaces, coverings, foam, fibre glass, edges made of steel, steel sheets, aluminium 

and granules. ATOMIC cooperates with 80% of their overall suppliers on a short-term 

basis. Out of the remaining 20% of the company’s suppliers, which are connected to 

ATOMIC with a long-term relationship, only few are regarded as actual partners. 

 

4.2.3 Evaluation Criteria 

Before suppliers can be pre-selected or evaluated every company needs to set up 

special criteria. Therefore the company first has to identify important evaluation 

measures. ATOMIC determines those internally. Departments which are integrated in 

this identification process are Research and Development, Quality Assurance, 

Production, and Purchasing. Each of them is setting up specific criteria which are 

important for the respective department. Thereby ATOMIC manages to consider the 

needs of the above mentioned relevant company divisions. By collecting all those 

criteria the company is able to select the most appropriate supplier which is capable 

of fulfilling the requirements of each department. 

 

After the evaluation criteria have been identified the company needs to rank them in 

order of their importance for the evaluation. The following table illustrates evaluation 

criteria and their respective importance for ATOMIC. In the questionnaire the range of 

the importance of those criteria starts with 1 which demonstrates a high value and 

ends with 8 which illustrates unimportance of the relevant criteria. According to 

Gerhard Wallner most of the listed criteria, especially reliability, delivery lead time, 

on-time delivery, product quality, product price, product costs, product availability, 

performance history, and warranties and claim policies are key criteria to ATOMIC 

and none of them are considered to be unimportant (cf. Table 13). 
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Criteria Importance (1–8) 

Reliability 1 

Financial position 3 

Delivery lead time 1 

On-time delivery 1 

Product quality 1 

Product price 1 

Transportation costs 1 

Responsiveness to customer needs 2 

Degree of collaboration with supplier 3 

Quality of relationship with supplier 2 

Product availability 1 

Similar management approach 4 

Technical abilities 3 

Supplier quality system 3 

Communication system 3 

Environment-friendly 3 

Performance history 1 

Warranties and claim policies 1 

Reputation 3 

Geographical location 4 

 Table 13: ATOMIC – Evaluation Criteria163

 

4.2.4 Supplier Identification 

As soon as a company has identified its evaluation criteria the next step of the 

supplier selection process is to identify potential suppliers. Gerhard Wallner 

mentioned that ATOMIC searches the internet and consults the current supplier pool 

to be able to find suppliers. 

 

                                            
163 in dependence on questionnaire 
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4.2.5 Supplier Evaluation 

Once the evaluation criteria are set up and potential suppliers are identified, the 

company can initiate the evaluation of the candidates. Literature proposes a number 

of theoretical methods like AHP, TCO, DCA, DEA and many more by which suppliers 

can be evaluated. However, ATOMIC does not use any of those methods. The 

company evaluates its suppliers with the help of a method which has been tailored by 

the company according to its needs. This is one main reason for ATOMIC why they 

rely on their own method and do not make use of a theoretically existing one. In 

addition, Gerhard Wallner stated that ATOMIC is able to count on this program as it 

is developed internally and especially for suiting the company. 

 

According to Gerhard Wallner ATOMIC evaluates their suppliers mainly by means of 

on-time delivery, adherence of the demanded amount of material, adherence of 

quality parameter and price development. To be able to evaluate the potential 

suppliers with the aid of those criteria, ATOMIC needs data of the previous 

performances of the candidates. Once the information about the suppliers has been 

gathered, the company is able to assess them according to those four main criteria 

but also according to those mentioned in Table 13. Corresponding to the result of this 

evaluation each supplier gets a final rating. The ratings of the assessed suppliers are 

then compared with each other and by doing so ATOMIC is able to identify the most 

qualified supplier. 

 

Gerhard Wallner also referred to advantages of the used method. One is that the 

company is able to discover and select potential suppliers in the first place. Hence, 

the method is not only used for evaluation. By looking at the candidates’ previous 

performances ATOMIC is able to pre-select those which are obviously suitable. 

Those which are not fulfilling the needs of the winter sporting goods manufacturer in 

the first place are eliminated before the actual evaluation process begins. As a result 

of this pre-selection ATOMIC is able to only focus on a small number of potential 

suppliers to evaluate. Due to the already limited number of candidates the evaluation 

process can be done in a more detailed manner to ensure that the company is going 

to select the most appropriate one(s) in the end. A further advantage is that ATOMIC 

agreed on this method as it suits the needs of their supplier selection. Moreover, 

Gerhard Wallner mentioned that within the ski equipment manufacturing industry only 
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a certain number suppliers are available for supporting those sporting goods 

producers with the needed main materials. In his opinion, this is an advantage as 

ATOMIC is able to get data about previous performances from own experiences. 

 

4.2.6 Supplier Controlling 

After the suppliers are selected it is important for most companies to regularly and 

continuously evaluate the performances of existing supplier. ATOMIC also sees a 

great importance in this and thus is conducting a performance assessment. 

Therefore, the company evaluates the delivery performance and the delivered quality 

of each supplier in a weekly manner. 
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4.3 HEAD Sports AG 

 

Interviewee: Bernhard Zwischenbrugger 

Department: Purchasing 

Position: Director of Purchasing 

Date: 20.04.2006 

 

4.3.1 The Company 

HEAD was founded under the name HEAD Ski Company, Inc. in Timonium, 

Maryland, United States in 1948 by Howard Head who is the inventor of the first 

laminated metal ski as well as the first metal tennis racket.164

 

 "The fact is I had no plans for the skis. They just happened. After that 

 I had no plans for a tennis racquet. It happened."165

 

The company is a global manufacturer and marketer of sporting goods and, over the 

years, has earned a reputation as a leader in developing innovative, high quality and 

technologically advanced sports equipment. HEAD’s operations are split into four 

divisions: Winter Sports, Racquet Sports, Diving, and Licensing. Within these 

divisions the four well known brands 

 

• Head (ski and boots, snowboard equipment, tennis and squash 

racquets), 

• Tyrolia (tennis balls and racquetball balls), 

• Penn (ski bindings), 

• Mares/Dacor (diving equipment) 

 

have been created or acquired. 

 

                                            
164 http://americanhistory.si.edu/archives/d8589.htm (23.04.2006) 
165 Howard Head quoted by http://americanhistory.si.edu/sports/exhibit/removers/tennis/index.cfm  
 (23.04.2006) 
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HEAD is geared towards any kind of sportily active person ranging from the absolute 

beginner to the professional athlete. Nowadays, HEAD products are sold in over 80 

countries around the world with the major markets located in Europe (largest market), 

the United States and Japan. Currently, HEAD has more than 2,900 employees and 

manufacturing operations in ten locations in Europe and the United States. In 2005, 

the company generated a net revenue of USD 446.9 million, which represents a 

decrease of 4.3% compared to the previous year, and earned a profit of USD 174.4 

million.166

 

4.3.2 HEAD’s Suppliers 

According to Bernhard Zwischenbrugger, HEAD has around 1,200 suppliers of which 

50 are main suppliers. They provide the company with the necessary raw material for 

the in-house produced skies. In addition, some suppliers provide HEAD with 

miscellaneous, already finished commodities such as snowboards or rackets for 

tennis, squash, racquetball, or badminton. As already mentioned in Chapter 3.3.1 

there are different kinds of relationships. The relationships HEAD cultivates with its 

suppliers are to 90% long-term relationships and only the rest are on a short-term 

basis. Most of the long-term relationships are even considered as partnership. 

 

4.3.3 Evaluation Criteria 

It is essential for a company to have suitable suppliers which best serve the 

company’s interests. Therefore, the selection of fitting suppliers is an important 

procedure. To be able to select suppliers the company has to identify its needs and 

phrase them in form of criteria. 

 

Some criteria frequently mentioned in theory are shown in Table 14. Bernhard 

Zwischenbrugger evaluated the importance of the given criteria according to their 

importance for HEAD, ranging from 1 – very important to 8 – unimportant. 

 

 

                                            
166 http://library.corporate-ir.net/library/12/123/123990/items/184742/Head%20NV%20Annual%20
 Report%202005.pdf (01.05.2006) 

http://library.corporate-ir.net/library/12/123/123990/items/184742/Head%20NV%20Annual
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Criteria Importance (1-8) 

Reliability 1 

Financial position 4 

Delivery lead time 2 

On-time delivery 1 

Product quality 1 

Product price 1 

Transportation costs 3 

Responsiveness to customer needs 1 

Degree of collaboration with supplier 2 

Quality of relationship with supplier 2 

Product availability 1 

Similar management approach 4 

Technical abilities 2 

Supplier quality system 3 

Communication system 2 

Environment-friendly 5 

Performance history 3 

Warranties and claim policies 2 

Reputation 6 

Geographical location 3 

 Table 14: HEAD – Evaluation Criteria167

 

As shown in the table above reliability, on-time delivery, quality of the product, price 

responsiveness to customer needs, and product availability are the most important 

criteria for HEAD. In addition, Bernhard Zwischenbrugger stated some requirements 

which the company demands to be fulfilled. Those are capacity, general service, 

creditworthiness, and the potential to develop. 

 

                                            
167 in dependence on questionnaire 



Empirical Part 

60 

4.3.4 Supplier Identification 

After selecting and weighting criteria a company needs to search for suitable 

candidates. There are different ways to identify potential suppliers. HEAD searches 

for those among its current suppliers, uses word-of-mouth propaganda, and searches 

the internet. In addition, HEAD contacts trade magazines and visits trade fairs to find 

appropriate suppliers. 

 

4.3.5 Supplier Evaluation 

According to Bernhard Zwischenbrugger, HEAD does not use a certain general 

method for evaluating its suppliers. They use their own method which is carried out 

as follows. HEAD has certain main criteria which are price performance, quality 

performance, logistic performance, and technological performance. 

 

The price performance is divided into price comparison, payment and delivery terms, 

and initiative for cost reduction. Examples of payment and delivery terms are at which 

short notice HEAD has to pay their suppliers, or who is responsible for insurance of 

the goods. Initiative for cost reduction means how hard the supplier tries to cut its 

costs and as a result of this how much he is lowering the price. 

 

The quality performance is split up in quality performance/reclamation, reclamation 

handling and certified quality management systems such as ISO 9000. The quality 

performance/reclamation includes the quality of the supplied product and the amount 

of reclamations. Reclamation handling measures how fast and easily reclamations 

are dealt with. Certified quality management systems ensure that not only a quality 

management politic exists but that it is also enforced. 

 

The logistic performance is portioned out in delivery accuracy regarding deadline, 

delivery accuracy regarding quality, and flexibility/degree of service. Delivery 

accuracy regarding deadlines deals with the problem of the products arriving at the 

right time, whereas the delivery accuracy regarding quality handles the product 

arriving in the promised quality. Flexibility/degree of service shows how co-operative 

the supplier is regarding changes at short notice or how high his offered service is. 

 



Empirical Part 

61 

The last parameter is technological performance which is divided into innovation, 

capacities, and cooperation. The innovation represents the supplier’s capability to 

fast adapt to new technologies or him being innovative, whereas the capacities show 

the maximum amount of production possible. Cooperation means the degree of the 

relationship the company already has with its supplier. 

 

Each of the prior criteria is weighted by HEAD and points are being assigned to each 

of them depending on the performance of the respective supplier. The obtained 

points of each supplier are added up and being compared with each other and the 

requirements of HEAD. Afterwards, the candidates are ranked and divided into three 

categories, A – preferred vendors, B – accepted vendors, and C – restricted vendors. 

The preferred vendors are the ones which HEAD uses as main suppliers and with 

whom they try to establish a long-term relationship. The accepted vendors are used 

when a product is not available from the preferred vendors. The restricted vendors 

are rarely used and if used at all, this only happens under strict conditions. After the 

suppliers are ranked they are informed about the result and obtain a feedback. 

 

HEAD chose the presented evaluation method because they claim that the 

theoretical models are too complicated and that they do not meet the company’s 

needs. Furthermore, HEAD does not see any disadvantages in their own method and 

in their opinion the advantages of their evaluation method is that the annual 

evaluation results can be compared with each other. 

 

4.3.6 Supplier Controlling 

After the selection of the adequate suppliers it is necessary for a company to control 

and evaluate the performance of its suppliers regularly. As mentioned above, HEAD 

continuously evaluates their suppliers on a yearly basis. Moreover, the weights of the 

different criteria are not being changed over time. Consequently, the evaluation 

results of the different years are comparable and thus, the performance development 

of a certain supplier can be revealed. By virtue of the results HEAD possesses a tool 

which enables them to come to an agreement in regard to required actions at the 

annual meetings with their suppliers. 
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5 Analytical Part 
 

In the analysis part the authors will compare theory with practical data which have 

been provided by the researched companies. By doing this the single steps of the 

supplier selection process – preparation step, pre-qualification step, evaluation step, 

selection step, and controlling step – will be analysed. The analytical part will be 

concluded by a final conceptual model. 

 

5.1 Supplier-Buyer Relationships 

In the theoretical part, different types of relationships have been exposed. Those are 

ranging from a one time purchase, which represents an extremely short-term 

relationship between a buying company and its supplier, to vertical integration which 

also involves investments in certain assets and is a real long-term construed 

relationship. The researched companies each are cultivating long-term as well as 

short-term relationships. At the A.C.C. AB and HEAD long-term relationships are 

more dominant than short-termed ones. ATOMIC on the other side mostly has short-

term relationships with their suppliers. Out of this information the authors cannot 

make general conclusions about a connection between the size of a company and 

the proportion of long-term relationships. 

 

Every manufacturing company has a certain amount of key suppliers who usually can 

be found within the long-term supplier pool. A.C.C. AB’s key suppliers are made up of 

17% of their total number of suppliers. At ATOMIC it is 1.3% which symbolises the 

lowest percentage of key suppliers within the researched companies, as HEAD’s 

represent 4.2%. Conclusively, one can say that the bigger the company, the lower 

the proportion of key suppliers in those companies. Due to the A.C.C. AB only having 

six suppliers of which only one is considered a key supplier, the percentage here is 

extremely high. However, the A.C.C. AB is continuously looking for new potential 

suppliers and therefore in the future the proportion of key suppliers will probably 

decrease. 
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5.2 Supplier Selection Process 

The selection process is made up of the pre-selection step which deals with 

evaluation criteria, the pre-qualification step which includes the supplier identification, 

the evaluation step in connection with the actual supplier selection and finally the 

controlling step. Those stages will be analysed in the following paragraphs. 

 

5.2.1 Evaluation Criteria 

Before one can start searching for suppliers, it is essential to detect company 

requirements. Therefore, it is useful to get different focus groups, e.g. departments, 

involved in order to see the needs in the whole picture. Out of those requirements the 

company can formulate evaluation criteria on which suppliers are judged. 

 

Due to their size and the small number of employees it is easy for the A.C.C. AB to 

discover company requirements and put them into criteria. Additionally, their criteria 

hardly change over the years. ATOMIC on the other hand is a larger company and 

therefore the identification of criteria is more laborious. Here, the Research and 

Development, Quality Assurance, Production, and Purchasing departments are 

involved and consequently each department’s needs are considered. When it comes 

to HEAD, it was not mentioned which departments are actually engaged in the 

process of identifying evaluation criteria. 

 

Theory distinguishes between four different categories of evaluation criteria: supplier 

criteria, product performance criteria, service performance criteria, and cost criteria. 

Within the questionnaire the researched companies have been asked to assign point 

to certain given evaluation criteria ranging from 1 – very important – to 8 – 

unimportant.
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Supplier criteria are referring to certain company abilities one can see in the following 

table. 
 

Criteria A.C.C. AB ATOMIC HEAD Average 

Communication system 1 3 2 2 

Financial position 5 3 4 4 

Geographical location 7 4 3 4.67 

Performance history 2 1 3 2 

Reputation 4 3 6 4.33 

Similar management approach 4 4 4 4 

Supplier quality system 1 3 3 2.33 

Technical abilities 1 3 2 2 

Total Average 3.17 

Table 15: Supplier Criteria168

 

Taking the average of all three researched companies, one can see that the 

communication system, performance history, and technical abilities are considered to 

be the most important ones within the supplier criteria. Technical abilities represent 

the ability to actually manufacture required products. The more up-to-date the 

supplier’s technology is the cheaper and more accurate the production can usually 

be carried out. Due to the short life cycles of technology, it is significant for a 

company to have suppliers with the newest technology which enables them to offer 

high-quality products. Furthermore, communication needs to be easy and fast in 

order to avoid misunderstandings between the manufacturer and its suppliers. On 

basis of the performance history, a company can get an impression of how well a 

supplier is operating. 

 

The worst ranking according to the respective companies is the geographical 

location. This ranking supports the recent development of companies outsourcing 

business sectors to foreign countries where the production can often be performed 

cheaper. 
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The second type of criteria – product performance criteria – indicates the functional 

characteristics and the usability of a product.  
 

Criteria A.C.C. AB ATOMIC HEAD Average 

Environment-friendly 2 3 5 3.33 

Product availability 5 1 1 2.33 

Product quality 1 1 1 1 

Total Average 2.22 

Table 16: Product Performance Criteria169

 

According to the answered questionnaires product quality is considered to be the 

most important one within the product performance criteria (cf. Table 16). Product 

quality is always a major issue as it has a direct impact on the end product of the 

sporting goods manufacturers and can have a negative effect on A.C.C. AB’s, 

ATOMIC’s, or HEAD’s reputation. 

 

Environmental friendliness has been ranked as least important within the product 

performance criteria. However, with an average of 3.33 it is still a central aspect for 

the researched companies. 

 

Regarding the product availability a high divergence can be discovered. The A.C.C. 

AB rated this criteria with a medium level of importance, whereas ATOMIC and 

HEAD both consider it to be of great importance. A possible reason why this criteria 

is not as important to the A.C.C. AB is that this company might have higher inventory 

than the other ones and thus does not need the product to be available at the 

supplier’s at once. 
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The next set of criteria is the service performance criteria. Those evaluate suppliers’ 

services and its benefits for the buying company. 

 

Criteria A.C.C. AB ATOMIC HEAD Average 

Delivery lead time 1 1 2 1.33 

On-time delivery 1 1 1 1 

Reliability 1 1 1 1 

Responsiveness to customer needs 3 2 1 2 

Warranties and claim policies 1 1 2 1.33 

Total Average 1.33 

Table 17: Service Performance Criteria170

 

Within Table 17 on-time delivery and reliability have been regarded as the top 

criteria. On-time delivery ensures a smooth process flow without any bottlenecks. 

Coming along with on-time delivery is the reliability of the supplier’s service 

performance. This includes any kind of agreement regarding the right time, right 

place, right quality, and right quantity of an ordered product. Consequently, to be able 

to rely on suppliers enables the buying company to manage its planning process 

more effectively and efficiently. 

 

Even though the responsiveness to customer needs is the bottom ranking, it is 

however still essential for the three researched sporting goods manufacturers, 

because the assigned number of points is quite high. 

 

The last theoretical category is represented by the cost criteria. Those are product 

related costs which occur during the production and transportation to the buying 

company. 
 

Criteria A.C.C. AB ATOMIC HEAD Average 

Product price 4 1 1 2 

Transportation costs 8 1 3 4 

Total Average 3.0 

Table 18: Cost Criteria171
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In the questionnaire the product price and transportation costs have been considered 

of which the former criteria has been ranked higher (cf. Table 18). This criteria shows 

a divergence of importance between the A.C.C. AB and the other two sporting goods 

manufacturers. One reason for this is the fact that the A.C.C. AB emphasises on the 

quality of the product and is also willing to pay a higher price for it. The latter one 

being of lower importance than the first one is probably due to the fact that 

transportation costs in regard to the single product are usually relatively low. 

Outstanding in this criteria part is that the A.C.C. AB rated the transportation costs as 

unimportant whereas ATOMIC considered those as very important. A.C.C. AB’s 

production site as well as its main supplier are located in Italy. Thus, a possible 

reasoning why the sporting goods manufacturer considers the transportation costs as 

irrelevant is due to the fact that those two parties are located in the same region. 

Consequently, this means that the transportation costs might be relatively low. 

 

Table 19 lists two evaluation criteria which have been suggested in theory, yet they 

cannot be placed in any of the above mentioned categories. In the authors opinion 

the degree of collaboration and the quality of the relationship are dependant on both 

interacting companies and therefore have a special status. In this thesis, the category 

will run under the term “relationship criteria” and can only be taken into consideration 

when searching for suppliers in the current supplier pool. Both criteria within this 

category have been rated almost equally high as far as the degree of importance is 

concerned. 
 

Criteria A.C.C. AB ATOMIC HEAD Average 

Degree of collaboration with supplier 1 3 2 2 

Quality of relationship with supplier 1 2 2 1.67 

Total Average 1.83 

Table 19: Relationship Criteria172
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Finally, when comparing the total averages of the five evaluation criteria categories, 

the authors found out that service performance criteria with a total average of 1.33 is 

seen at the most significant one, followed by relationship criteria (1.83), product 

performance criteria (2.22), cost criteria (3.0), and supplier criteria (3.17). 

 

The reason for the service performance criteria being in the top position can be that 

the sporting goods manufacturers as buying companies have to stand out from the 

crowd of competitors with their products and services. As the suppliers are the 

upstream link within the supply chain, the end manufacturer is dependent on the 

service performance level of the supplier. Therefore, the sporting goods 

manufacturers put their emphasis on this category because the bottom line is that it 

can provide them with a competitive advantage. 

 

When it comes to weighting the evaluation criteria theoretical methods are e.g. the 

Pareto Analysis or APH in combination with ISM. However, the ranking process at 

the A.C.C. AB is not using any suggested methods but merely weights their criteria 

according to personal feeling. ATOMIC and HEAD did not share information on how 

the criteria are weighted within those companies. Nevertheless, HEAD stated that the 

weightings have been defined for once and always to be able to compare the results 

later on. 

 

The analytical evaluation criteria part is concluded by an overview of the ranked 

average importance of each criteria (cf. Table 20) which neglects the above 

mentioned categories. 
 

Ranking Criteria Average 

1. On-time delivery 1 

 Product quality 1 

 Reliability 1 

2. Delivery lead time 1.33 

 Warranties and claim policies 1.33 

3. Quality of relationship with supplier 1.67 

4. Communication system 2 

 Degree of collaboration with supplier 2 
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Ranking Criteria Average 

4. Performance history 2 

 Product price 2 

 Responsiveness to customer needs 2 

 Technical abilities 2 

5. Product availability 2.33 

 Supplier quality system 2.33 

6. Environment-friendly 3.33 

7. Financial position 4 

 Similar management approach 4 

 Transportation costs 4 

8. Reputation 4.33 

9. Geographical location 4.67 

Table 20: Ranked Average Importance of Evaluation Criteria173

 

5.2.2 Supplier Identification 

After the evaluation criteria have been determined, potentially qualified suppliers 

need to be identified. Theory describes this process as first of all searching for 

suppliers, which can be done e.g. via internet, within the current supplier pool, by aid 

of third-party consultants, and word-of-mouth propaganda. The candidate pool 

should then be downsized twice to a manageable size of about three to five. Those 

are the ones which are most likely to be able to fulfil the company’s requirements. 

 

Out of the three researched companies, only ATOMIC actually downsizes the 

number of suppliers, once potentially suitable ones are detected. ATOMIC searches 

for suitable suppliers within their current supplier pool and additionally consults the 

internet. The A.C.C. AB on the other hand only identifies suppliers one by one at the 

trade fair in Munich. This makes it unnecessary to downsize the number of suppliers. 

The identification of suppliers at HEAD is done by searching among current 

suppliers, using word-of-mouth propaganda, searching the internet, contacting trade 

magazines, and visiting trade fairs. Therefore, they are utilising the most possibilities 
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to search for suppliers out of the three companies. About the following supplier 

limitation HEAD did not give particulars. 

 

As a result one can say that the two larger companies, ATOMIC and HEAD, are 

using ways of searching for suppliers which have been suggested theoretically. 

Moreover, HEAD is consulting two additionally ways, whereas the A.C.C. AB solely 

visits the number one trade fair for sports equipment to find appropriate suppliers. 

 

5.2.3 Supplier Evaluation 

The supplier evaluation ranks the suppliers within the supplier selection process 

according to their appropriateness for the company. Theory proposes several 

evaluation methods to help companies in selecting the “right” supplier. They are 

divided into Linear Weighting Models, ABC, MP, Statistical Models, and AI-based 

Models. The specific methods the most mentioned are AHP in combination with ISM, 

TCO, DCA, and DEA which have been taken a closer look at in this thesis. 

 

However, when looking at the researched companies the authors found out that none 

of them actually applies any of the suggested methods. The A.C.C. AB, for example, 

had never even heard of those theoretical methods. They are evaluating the potential 

suppliers by meeting them on the “International Trade Fair For Sports Equipment and 

Fashion” in Munich in person. Afterwards, the A.C.C. AB compares prices in regard 

to the total value for the company. However, the interpersonal component has to be 

right. The reasons for the A.C.C. AB not to use any specific evaluation methods are 

that on the one hand those are much too complicated for the company and on the 

other hand they regard themselves as too small to get any benefits out of those 

methods. As the company only consists of five employees they might be too busy to 

really look into how those complex methods have to be applied in the company. 

Moreover, they do not have the know-how for an elaborate supplier selection. That 

probably would require either an additional employee or further education within this 

area. 

 

ATOMIC’s proceeding is tailored to the needs of the company and does not involve 

any of the theoretical methods. Their process starts with the gathering of 
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performance data from the past about on-time delivery, adherence of the demanded 

amount of material, adherence of quality parameter and price development. Those 

are the main parameters ATOMIC evaluates their suppliers on. The criteria they are 

evaluating with are seen as almost equally important. Each supplier is assessed by 

those criteria to which will be assigned points according to the level of fulfilment. By 

means of those points a total can be calculated and finally, this is compared to the 

other totals. ATOMIC trusts this method because it has been developed internally 

and is tailored to the company’s requirements. Furthermore, this method can be used 

for the pre-selection step as well which means that the pre-selection and the 

evaluation step can be carried out with the aid of only one method. This 

demonstrates an advantage as the theoretical evaluation methods cannot 

necessarily be applied in the pre-selection step. One possible reason why ATOMIC 

does not rely on theoretical methods might be that those are too complex. 

Additionally, they probably do not see the need to change their existing supplier 

evaluation process because until now they have not had any bad experiences. 

 

As far as HEAD is concerned they also use their own method. Their main criteria 

categories are price performance, quality performance, logistic performance, and 

technological performance which have several sub-criteria. Those criteria underlay a 

certain weighting which has been determined by HEAD. Points are assigned to the 

single criteria depending on the supplier performance and are multiplied with the 

weighting factors. Other than at ATOMIC’s the suppliers are not ranked individually 

but are allocated to one of three different supplier categories ranging from preferred 

to restricted vendors. Also the third researched company claims that the theoretical 

evaluation methods are too complicated and do not meet the company’s needs. 

According to HEAD, they do not see any disadvantage in their method and therefore 

there does not seem to be a need to change that process within the company. 

 

Conclusively, one can say that even though neither of the researched companies 

applies any of the theoretically proposed evaluation methods ATOMIC’s and HEAD’s 

approach shows certain similarities. However, HEAD actually seems to weight their 

criteria and does not rank the single suppliers but rather divides them into three 

different levels of preference. Moreover, their approaches appear to be a utility 

analysis as many of the single steps are the same as in that analysis. 
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The utility analysis belongs to the benefit-cost-researches. It is a method for 

systematically preparing the decision-making process of project alternatives. 

Moreover, it analyses different alternatives in order to rank them depending on the 

preferences of the decision-maker regarding the goal-system. Therefore, the result of 

the utility analysis is relative and not monetary.174

 

This analysis is divided into three steps. The first one is the formulation of criteria 

which depend on the targets and preferences of the decision-maker and the selection 

of alternatives. In the second step these criteria are evaluated depending on their 

importance. This is accomplished by assigning evaluation factors to each criteria. 

The third step is the decision-making step. Here, the evaluation factors of the criteria 

are multiplied with the degree of performance of each alternative. These partial 

results for each alternative are added and compared with each other. Finally, the 

alternatives are ranked.175 Even though two of the applied methods lean towards the 

utility analysis, it has not been mentioned as an evaluation method in theory. 

 

5.2.4 Supplier Controlling 

The final step of the supplier selection process, once the suppliers are actually 

selected, is the supplier controlling. This process represents a continuously carried 

out supplier performance measurement evaluation. Therefore, it is inevitable to set 

up certain KPIs on whose basis the supplier performances are measured. Those 

KPIs can include or solely consist of criteria which have been determined within the 

supplier selection process. The supplier controlling is intended to help maintain a 

good relationship with the chosen suppliers over time and to help the suppliers 

identify improvement opportunities. 

 

Nevertheless, the A.C.C. AB does not undertake the task of really evaluating their 

suppliers’ performances continuously. This is surprising for the authors as due to 

their limited number of suppliers the supplier controlling should be rather easily 

conducted and probably would not be too time consuming. Moreover, by not 

controlling their suppliers the A.C.C. AB misses the opportunity to detect areas the 

                                            
174 http://www.laum.uni-hannover.de/ilr/lehre/Ptm/Ptm_BewNwa.htm (14.05.2006) 
175 http://www.4managers.de/01-Themen/..%5C10-Inhalte%5Casp%5Cnutzwertanalyse.asp?hm= 

1&um=N (14.05.2006) 
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suppliers could improve in which consequently can be beneficial for the A.C.C. AB. 

Penalising suppliers for bad performances usually does not force them to improve 

their service but merely to maintain their level of performance. 

 

ATOMIC, however, considers supplier controlling as so important that it is conducting 

a delivery and quality performance and on a weekly basis. According to ATOMIC, 

they cultivate about 80% short-time relationships. This leads to the assumption that 

due to the weekly supplier controlling the suppliers often change and long-term 

relationships are not desirable or appropriate for certain supplier-buyer relations. 

 

HEAD only evaluates their suppliers’ performances on a yearly basis. Those 

evaluation results indicate the performance development of a supplier. As the criteria 

and their weighting are never changed by HEAD over the years, the evaluation 

results are comparable. Due to the fact that HEAD has about 1,200 suppliers the 

supplier controlling would be really complex to accomplish at shorter intervals. 

Nevertheless, HEAD sees the great importance of a continuous supplier controlling. 
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Figure 11: Final Conceptual Model 176
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The final conceptual model (cf. Figure 11) starts with the criteria step again. 

Company requirements are established and formulated into criteria. At this point, the 

authors introduce a new category of criteria – the relationship criteria – whose single 

criteria describe relationship-related issues like degree of collaboration or quality of 

relationship with a supplier. Those attributes have been revealed as being relevant 

by the researched companies within the empirical data collection and together with 

the other criteria are weighted and ranked according to their level of importance. 

 

The following step is the pre-qualification step in which the number of suppliers is 

already cut down to a smaller quantity. Only the remaining suppliers are being 

evaluated. Within the actual evaluation step of the researched companies it has been 

detected that they do not use any of the proposed evaluation methods but rather 

develop and rely on their own approaches of evaluating potential suppliers and 

determining the most suitable one(s) for the companies. 

 

Once the companies have decided on one or more suppliers, they have reached the 

selection step and both parties enter into a business relationship. Finally, a 

continuous supplier performance evaluation is carried out by the companies, even 

though the degree on how thorough this is done and at which time intervals it is 

carried out, differ from company to company. 
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The conclusion chapter will focus on answering the research question and discussing 

the results of the thesis. Moreover, it will illustrate the extent of generalisation of the 

results and the relevance of the chosen topic. Finally, this chapter will end with 

reflections and comments towards the work and suggestions for further research. 

 

6.1 Results 

This paper makes a contribution to the supplier selection process in theory as well as 

in practice by means of the sporting goods industry in Sweden and Austria. By 

comparing theoretical approaches of this process with actually applied ones the 

authors tried to answer the following research question: 

 

On which basis and how do manufacturers of sports equipment in Sweden and 

Austria evaluate and select their suppliers? 

 

The supplier selection process in general starts with the preparation step in which 

companies have to identify and weight evaluation criteria. Comparing the findings of 

the empirical part with theory each of the three researched companies are identifying 

those criteria. When it comes to the weighting of those, theory introduces some 

methods which can help companies to manage this part of the preparation step. 

However, if the companies are weighting their evaluation criteria they are not using 

any of the proposed methods. One, for instance, is weighting those according to 

personal feeling. The next step within the supplier selection process, the supplier pre-

selection, is applied by each researched company as proposed in theory. 

 

The answer to the first part of the research question – “On which basis do 

manufacturers of sports equipment in Sweden and Austria evaluate and select their 

suppliers?” – is represented by the preparation and pre-selection step. Moreover, the 

authors came to the conclusion that this basis does not only exist in theory but is also 

applied in practice. 
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When looking at the second part of the research question – “How do manufacturers 

of sports equipment in Sweden and Austria evaluate and select their suppliers?” – 

the authors were able to find major differences between theory and practice. Theory 

suggests a number of evaluation methods, for instance AHP, TCO, DCA, or DEA. 

However, none of the three researched sporting goods manufacturers uses those but 

each of them developed a method which satisfies their respective needs. For the 

authors it was quite obvious that the A.C.C. AB would probably not apply a 

theoretically proposed method because of their small company size and thus it did 

not seem to be profitable. Nevertheless, when it comes to the two larger ones, 

ATOMIC and HEAD, the authors expected at least one of them to use a theoretical 

supplier evaluation and selection method as one could assume that large companies 

already have some experience with those methods. Yet, both of them apply a method 

which is quite simply structured and does not adhere to the complexity of the 

theoretical ones. Conclusively, one can answer the second part of the research 

question therewith that generally every researched company uses some kind of 

method for evaluating and selecting their suppliers but those methods are no 

theoretically proposed ones. 

 

In general, the authors came to the conclusion that all of the researched companies 

use a similar approach of the whole supplier selection process although some steps 

of it seem to be more important to the respective companies than others. 

Furthermore, the authors recognised that the preparation step – the setting up of 

evaluation criteria – seems to be as or even more important to the three researched 

companies that the evaluation step itself. Due to this reason the criteria part 

represented the main element of the analytical part. 

 

6.2 Generalisation 

The goal of this master thesis was to analyse whether the supplier selection process 

in general and the supplier evaluation methods in particular are the same in theory 

than in practice. Within the three researched sporting goods manufacturers the 

authors were able to recognise that the main steps of the theoretical supplier 

selection process are also applied in practice. Moreover, by means of those three 

sporting goods manufacturers one can see that the theoretically proposed supplier 
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evaluation methods are not used. Although the results within those three companies 

are nearly the same, no generalisation can be made. This is due to the fact that the 

analysis of this thesis is based on a rather limited number of sporting goods 

manufacturers within the two researched countries, Sweden and Austria. 

 

6.3 Relevance 

By taking supplier selection as a topic for this thesis the authors chose a subject 

which will always be present within the business world. Due to the fact that almost 

every company is part of a supply chain and thus is also dependent on suppliers and 

their products, it will always be of great importance to select those suppliers which 

are able to fulfil the buyers’ needs. Consequently, it is important for those buyers to 

find good ways to evaluate and finally select their suppliers. By taking a closer look at 

the sporting goods industry in connection with the supplier selection process this 

thesis provides a research field which has not been thoroughly investigated before. 

 

Moreover, the authors wanted to see if the theoretically applied supplier evaluation 

methods are also relevant in practice which can be neglected for the three 

researched companies. Nevertheless, one of those sporting goods manufacturers 

was showing high interest in this topic and asked for a copy of this master thesis. 

This thesis should demonstrate a good basis for them to possibly apply one of those 

theoretical supplier evaluation methods. Recapitulatory, one can say that the authors 

chose a very relevant topic, especially regarding the company which might consider 

using one of the models in the future. 

 

6.4 Reflections 

By choosing the sporting goods industry of Sweden and Austria the authors entered 

a sector which has not been researched in-depth before and thus seemed to be even 

more interesting. Yet, it was quite difficult to enter this industry as the authors sent 

out several inquiries and questionnaires and only few of those addressed companies 

agreed to answer to these requests. The results of this thesis could have been more 

representative, if more sporting goods manufacturers had answered to the 

questionnaires which have been sent out. Although just three companies were willing 
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to support this research it was interesting to be able to talk to some of them and to 

get an insight into this sector anyway. 

 

6.5 Further Research 

Within the scope of this master thesis the authors found consensuses as well as 

differences within their researched field. Although this study and the topic were very 

interesting for the authors, it would have been desirable to analyse this topic with the 

help of more companies within this sector. Taking this thesis as a basis one can 

research more companies not only within Sweden and Austria but also within other 

countries. 

 

Another suggestion is to extend this research area to other industries than just the 

sporting goods manufacturers. Moreover, within those sectors it can be even more 

interesting to analyse how companies of different sizes, small-, medium- or large 

scale enterprises, approach the supplier selection process and in particular the 

supplier evaluation. 

 

This thesis studied the supplier selection process within a dyadic relationship, more 

precisely between an end manufacturer and its suppliers. Further research can be 

done by taking other parts or even the whole supply chain into consideration. It can 

be interesting to take a closer look at the requirements and approaches of different 

links of the supply chain. For instance, one can refrain from the dyadic relationships 

and compare the approach to the supplier selection process of the first buyer and the 

wholesaler. 

 

A further proposal is to not only research the decision making process of the supplier 

selection but to additionally look at the supplier development. Within this area 

performance evaluation criteria and methods can be of interest in connection with the 

topic of this master thesis. 
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Appendix 
 

Questionnaire 
Supplier Selection 

 

 

Within the scope of our master thesis we are writing about the topic “Supplier 

Selection – A Study of the Supplier Selection Process within the Sporting Goods 

Manufacturing Industry”. Hereby we only focus on sports equipment and not on 

sports wear. To be able to accomplish this thesis we are dependant on empirical data 

which can support our research. Therefore we would really appreciate your help by 

filling out this questionnaire. 

 Thanks a lot for your support! 

 

Personnel information 

 

Name:  

Company/Department: 

Position: 

Email: 

How long have you worked for this company? years 

 

 

1. How many suppliers are supplying your company at present?  

approximately: 

 

2. How many out of those suppliers are your main suppliers and which materials are 

they supplying you with? 

 

3. How do you identify potential suppliers in the first place? (Multiple marking 

possible.) 
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Search the internet  

Search among current suppliers  

Third party consultants  

Word-of-mouth propaganda  

Others (Please name them.): 

 

4. What kind of relationships do you have with your suppliers? (Please enter a 

percentage.) 
 

Duration % 

Long-term relationship  

Short-term relationship  

 

5. Would you term the long-term relationships as partnerships? 
 

Yes, all  

Yes, many  

Yes, few  

No, none  

 

Supplier Requirements 
 

6. Please assign a number to each of the following criteria according to their 

importance for your company, ranging from 1 – very important to 8 – unimportant. 
 

Criteria 1-8 

Communication system  

Degree of collaboration with supplier  

Delivery lead time  

Environment-friendly  

Financial position  

Geographical location  

On-time delivery  
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Performance history  

Product availability  

Product price  

Product quality  

Quality of relationship with supplier  

Reliability  

Responsiveness to customer needs  

Reputation  

Similar management approach  

Supplier quality system  

Technical abilities  

Transportation costs  

Warranties and claim policies  

Further possible criteria:  

 

7. How do you proceed for identifying important criteria suppliers have to fulfil in your 

company? 

 

8. How is the criteria weighting process been carried out within your company? 

Please describe this process. 

 

Supplier Evaluation 
 

9. Do you use certain general methods for evaluating your suppliers (Linear 

Programming, Activity Based Costing, Mathematical Programming, Statistical 

Analysis, Artificial Intelligence-based methods)? 
 

Yes   Please continue with question 10. 

No   Please continue with question 14. 
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10. Which specific evaluation methods are you applying in your company? (Multiple 

marking possible.) 
 

Analytic Hierarchy Process  

Total Cost of Ownership  

Discrete Choice Analysis  

Data Envelopment Analysis  

Others (Please name them.): 

 

11. Have those methods been customised to fit your company? If yes, what has been 

changed and why? 

 

12. Which advantages do the respectively applied methods for your company? 

 

13. Are there any disadvantages? Which? 
 

  Please continue with question 18. 

 

14. How do you evaluate your suppliers? Please describe this process. 

 

15. Which advantages do the respectively applied methods for your company? 

 

16. Are there any disadvantages? Which? 

 

17. Why have certain general evaluation methods not been applied? 
 

  Please continue with question 18. 

 

18. Are you conducting regular continuous supplier performance evaluations for your 

current supplier base? 
 

Yes  

No  

 

19. In which time intervals and how are they carried out? 

 

Thank you very much for the completion of this questionnaire! 
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