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Management summary 
During this research we have conducted qualitative and quantitative interviews. The qualitative part 

of the study was conducted in order to gain a better understanding about if and which small 

companies suffer from long payment periods, what the potential causes are and how this affects the 

company’s behaviour. From these qualitative interviews, we distinguished four company types: 

conservatives, strugglers, small ambitious companies and stars. This division is done among two 

dimensions: the experienced need to improve the company’s cash position and the company’s 

intention to invest. Therefore the conceptual model uses the current average payment period and 

future innovation as predictors for the expected benefits supply chain finance has to offer.   

Payment periods have been extended in the last years. This has caused that small suppliers suffer 

from financing problems and feel like acting as banks for their larger clients. In this study we found 

that large well-known companies induced the extending of average payment periods which affected 

payment periods throughout the supply chain and clients who have higher power compared to their 

supplier are more able to extend this period. Besides that, relationships characterized with more 

commitment, are more likely to also be characterized with longer payment periods. The predictors 

trust and customer satisfaction were not found significant. 

The predictive accuracy for the average payment period is however limited.  The reason why the 

coefficient of determination of average payment period was rather low for tested models is likely 

because of the inaccurate measure of this variable: most of the companies indicated an average 

payment periods of either 30, 45 or 60 days, while this variable is likely to be distributed more 

continuously, assuming that this variable is computed by all clients which all have different paying 

habits. This indicates that small companies have little knowledge about their exact average payment 

period. This may also declare why the coefficient of determination of expected SCF benefits is 

rather low, even though the average payment period is a significant predictor the expected SCF 

benefits.  

The other predictor for these expected benefits, future innovativeness, was not found significant. 

We selected this variable as predictor for expected benefits, because of the financial resources such 

innovations need. We assume that no significant relation was found because firms which are already 

innovating and planning to innovate, are able to do so with their own financial resources: risk averse 

behaviour is common in small companies nowadays, as indicated during the qualitative interviews. 

Hence, companies with a lack of financial resources will not plan to innovate. This might also be 

the cause of the absence of significant relations from the predictors of both future and past 

innovativeness. Only ‘extroversion’ and ‘need for achievement’, personality characteristics, were 

found significant. Also, past innovation seems to be the best predictor for future innovativeness, 

strengthening the idea that small companies are willing to innovate if they already are able to do so 

without reforming any process. 

Regarding the adoption of supply chain finance, we found that small companies are mostly risk 

averse: there is no significant relation with the expected benefits and the amount of discount small 

companies are willing to give. For that reason, we advise two strategies to diffuse supply chain 

finance among small companies. First, the benefits should be made clear and insight on the current 

average payment period should be provided to those companies who theoretically have the highest 

need for supply chain finance (the strugglers and small ambitious companies). The other companies 

(stars and conservative companies) should be persuaded by example using a pilot program at similar 

companies.    
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1. Introduction 
This research contributes to the existing literature. First, we gained insights regarding financing 

problems experienced by small suppliers in the South-East region of the Netherlands and 

distinguished four types of companies. Second, we developed a model to predict the 

experienced financing problem and related this to the potentials of SCF, based on the theoretical 

implications of it. These potentials were summarized in a newly developed construct, making 

it possible to measure to what extent a company expect that SCF is convenient in his situation. 

This report searches answers to the question of how to diffuse supply chain finance through 

supply chains by addressing the smallest companies. The reason why we think this quest is 

relevant for practical as well as theoretical purposes is explained in the problem statement which 

can be found in Chapter 2. In the subsequent chapter, Chapter 3, we briefly address the objective 

of the research and present the research questions of which the answers will help to reach this 

objective.  

To provide a better understanding of the topic of interest, a literature review about the problem, 

supply chain finance and its diffusion is given in Chapter 4. In the methodology part, Chapter 

5, this literature review is extended by introducing the variables for the conceptual model, which 

are largely based on the findings of the first phase of this study, the qualitative phase. The 

research is split up into two phases. The precise motives for this can also can be read in the 

Chapter 5, but the main reason is that due to the immaturity of SCF literature, there is no 

accurate measure available of the perceived potentials of SCF, let alone for the specific type of 

company treaded in this study. Hence, we had to gain insights from practitioners to come up 

with items which were analysed in a factor analysis resulting in a new construct named 

‘perceived SCF potentials’. 

After introducing the methodology, we present the results in Chapter 6. This chapters contains 

the results of both the first and second phase. To not draw conclusions to fast, we address the 

limitations of the research in Chapter 7 after which we interpret the results in Chapter 8, 

consisting of a general conclusion, the managerial implications drawn from this conclusion and 

suggestions for future research.  
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2. Problem statement 
Small and medium sized enterprises (SMEs) are companies employing up to 500 people. 

Although the majority of these firms may be less visible and known than multinationals, the 

importance of them cannot be overstated as they considered important for job creation and 

economic growth by both researchers and policy makers (Winborg & Landström, 2001). This 

importance is also recognized by the Dutch government. Being called the ‘engine of the Dutch 

economy’ by the current Dutch minister of economic affairs and ‘the Dutch economy’s 

backbone’ by its predecessor  (Rijksoverheid, 2010, 2014), there seems to be little reason for 

SMEs to complain about recognition. Though, as some figures indicate (see for instance CBS 

(2011a)), more solutions should be provided to give them access to finance and stimulate their 

businesses since getting a loan nowadays everything but easy. 

External finance is an important resource for small businesses. Problems in accessing external 

finance may lead to restrained development and growth (Winborg & Landström, 2001), which 

not only affects the individual company, but also has its effects on the entire economy.  

The reason why SMEs struggle getting external finance, is because financial service providers 

experience great funding risk due to information problems, making it expensive for SMEs to 

lend money (Carb-Valverde et al., 2009; Hussain, 2006; Oakey, 2003). Because of asymmetric 

information and capital market failures, small technology firms especially have to rely on 

internal funds (Revest & Sapio, 2012).   

According to Berger and Udell (2002), a reduction of information asymmetry could lead to a 

better access to external finance. However, this will require more communication which comes 

with costs and is, especially in case of the smallest companies, not always cost efficient. 

Moreover, small business owners often have superior information and knowledge about (new) 

markets, making it very difficult to provide financial service providers accurate information 

and small businesses may be restrained in giving information because they fear that information 

leaks to competitors (Winborg & Landström, 2001). 

The lack of access to external finance led to different bootstrapping methods. Winborg and 

Landström (2001) indicated 32 of such methods, including private-owner bootstrapping 

methods, use of subsidies, delaying, relationship-oriented methods etc. To develop a more 

sustainable solution, we have to understand why exactly SMEs are in need of external finance 

and what could reduce this need. A part of the problem is believed to be the trend of extension 

of payment periods, which decreases the working capital of the supplier. Consequently, 

companies have to lend more money or invest less. To overcome this problem, a new financial 

innovation has been introduced: supply chain finance (SCF). What SCF exactly is and what the 

implications of this service are, will be explained in the next chapter. But a theoretical solution 

will not become practiced if companies do not adopt it. For SCF, this is also the case: SCF is a 

rather young product and has not been diffused to a great extent yet. 

Innovation diffusion is not a new topic in the literature. However, SCF has some exclusive 

properties making classical adoption theories less applicable. As the name implicates, SCF is 

something that is not adopted by only one company, but should be integrated at a (part of) a 

supply chain (SC). Unlike most innovations, either product or process, SCF is about innovating 

the process of debt collecting for companies and involves a third party, a financial service 

provider. Most companies will therefore have no experience in adopting comparable 

innovations.  
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Although research has been done on the topic of SCF diffusion and adoption (i.e. Wuttke et al. 

(2013) and Jongejans (2014)), we still have limited knowledge about it. This is especially the 

case for the smallest companies in the SC, because they are not only less studied, but also have 

different behaviour in strategic decision making (Brouthers et al., 1998).  

In order to diffuse SCF to a larger extent and formulate a strategy to do so, it is important to 

also understand the decision making process of the smallest companies in the SC. Hence, the 

problem statement reads: 

Problem statement: There is a lack of understanding regarding the small suppliers’ adoptive 

attitude towards supply chain finance, impeding the diffusion of supply chain finance trough 

supply chains. 
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3. Research questions and objectives 
Given the problem statement in the previous chapter, the objective logically follows and reads:  

Research objective:  Formulate a marketing strategy for SCF by gaining understanding in 

attitude of small suppliers towards SCF regarding their expected benefits, including what 

influences these expectations and how they value the benefits. 

To reach this objective, three research questions were formulated: 

Research question 1: What kind of companies will be most likely to benefit from SCF, and 

why? 

Research question 2:  What kind of companies will be most likely to adopt SCF, and why? 

Research question 3:  How can the likelihood of SCF adoption be increased?  



11 

 

4. Literature review 

4.1  Financing and information use: a need for innovation 
Firms are always looking for new ideas and with exploiting resources. Financial resources 

enables a firms to realize these ideas and to innovate. Companies are always in need of such 

resources in order to invest in all kind of projects or to just execute every day activities. Absence 

or lack of financial resources therefore slows down a company’s growth. Although there are 

possibilities to get loans and other ways to raise external finance, companies often struggle 

finding these resources and face funding problems (Oakey, 2003). For example, according to 

Oakey (2003), companies experience great barriers to external financial resources in private 

sector funding because of funding risk experienced by this sector, causing that loans are not 

provided or only against high interest rates (Hussain et al., 2006). These interest rates are largely 

based on risk estimations done by a financial service providers. Since these risks are perceived 

as even larger during the ongoing crisis, which largely exposed the weaknesses of the current 

banking system (Basel Committee, 2010), SMEs have even more trouble in getting loans (CBS, 

2011a), especially in The Netherlands, since in contrast with other countries, companies here 

rely less on alternative sources to raise loans (CBS, 2011b).  

A recent study done by Trönnberg and Hemlin (2014) shows that decisions made by loan 

officers are based on various information pools, including soft information (e.g. relationships) 

and hard information (e.g. financial information). According to Trönnberg and Hemlin, these 

officers especially experience difficulties when analysing soft information. Since such 

difficulties might influence the interest rates in a negative way, should convince loan officers 

by supplying new or more complete information. As a result, a large number of innovations in 

the field of information systems occurred (Hauswald & Marquez, 2003). Also a large number 

of literature was published on various financial innovations, which aim to promote liquidity and 

create diversification (Allen & Carletti, 2006). However, given fact that viable propositions are 

still rejected (Hussain et al., 2006), we may conclude that there still is a need for innovations in 

the financial market which enables companies to have better access to financial resources.      

4.2  Supply chain finance 
The ease of access to external finance and its costs varies much between companies. Recall that 

financial service providers make use of information (both hard and soft) to determine their risk 

premium. It is easy to imagine that a large company with a proven track record and a good 

relationship with the bank is more likely to be offered a low interest rate. A new innovation in 

the financial sector, supply chain finance (SCF), also referred to as supplier finance or reverse 

factoring, makes use of these companies’ low interest rates from which more companies can 

benefit. The general thought behind this technique is that relatively risky suppliers can make 

use of the trustworthiness of their bigger client, enabling them to release working capital faster. 

Although companies have adopted this financial innovation, the majority has not, even though 

the theoretical benefits seem to be evident for all parties involved.  

SCF is part of Supply chain management (SCM). SCM has been recognized as an important 

practice for today’s companies as it increases competitiveness. Although SCF is still and 

emerging subject in both practice and the academic domain, gaps between the two are still large 

(Storey et al., 2006) and not fully understood or optimized, because most of the attention in 

SCM research has been paid to inventory and information flows, neglecting the financial flows 

(Pfohl & Gomm, 2009).  
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SCF is a relatively new subject in research literature. Also it is still at a developmental phase at 

a practical level. Though, according to researchers (for example More and Basu (2013)) it has 

great potentials which are not yet utilized by many companies. Opportunities for this financing 

technique are still to be discovered. The reason why SCF seems to have so much potential is 

because of collaboration between companies and unlike many conventional financing 

techniques, SCF goes beyond the search for one sided organizational opportunism, but is “an 

approach for two or more organizations in a supply chain, including external service providers, 

to jointly create value through means of planning, steering, and controlling the flow of financial 

resources on an inter-organizational level.” (Hofmann, 2005, p.3).  

Other researchers, like Pfohl and Gomm, also empathize the inter-organizational aspect of SCF 

and provide the following definition: 

  “SCF the inter-company optimization of financing as well as the integration of 

 financing processes with customers, suppliers, and service providers in order to 

 increase the value of all participating companies.” (Pfohl and Gomm, 2009, p.151). 

The main difference between SCF and a standard approach, is that the financial institution 

directly pays the invoice when it has been approved by buyer. A schematic representation of 

this is given in figure 1. 

 

FIGURE 1 TRANSACTION WITH AND WITHOUT SCF. ADOPTED FROM WUTTKE ET AL. (2013) 

 

As shown in figure 1, the bank pays a discounted amount to the supplier. Although this amount 

is lower than the original amount, it is paid immediately. The reason why a discounted payment 
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can still be beneficial for the supplier is due to the fact that the company can address this money 

much earlier. 

So, in SCF the supplier makes use of the buyer’s relatively low interest rate. In summary, the 

idea behind a SCF approach is that the various companies involved can benefit from a larger 

source of information, which gives better understanding of investment risks and therefore 

decreases the cost of capital (Pfohl & Gomm, 2009; Gomm, 2010; Zhang et al., 2008). Besides 

this implication of SCF, it also increases financial value by decreasing cash flow duration and 

stocks (Gomm, 2010).  

4.3  Diffusion of SCF 
The general thought behind SCF is that relatively risky suppliers can make use of the credit 

worthiness of their bigger client, enabling them to release working capital earlier at low costs. 

Although some companies have adopted this financial innovation, there are still many who did 

not, even though the theoretical benefits seem to be evident for all parties involved. In the 

supplier’s case, these benefits are more effective management of receivables, a potential 

reduction of outstanding sales up to +50%, access to lower cost of finance and a greater 

visibility of when invoices will be settled making a more accurate planning possible (Deloitte, 

2009). Besides these great potentials, SCF is a technique which is relatively easy to understand. 

This raises the question why it has not been adopted in a wider expanse.   

Research shows that trust is an important factor for suppliers to decide whether or not to accept 

a SCF structure (Jongejans, 2014).  It is however not clear from existing literature why this 

factor is such an important one. It might indicate a lack of understanding of SCF, which causes 

that companies only adopt SCF if they trust that the buyer has no hidden intentions or is 

motivated only by opportunistic reasons.  

Due to the fact that SCF is a relatively new concept, the exact drivers of its adoption are believed 

to be rather dynamic. Existing literature on this topic (e.g. Wuttke et al., 2013) primarily 

focusses on a push strategy. This might however be problematic since it is also believed that an 

obtrusive approach has no or limited impact on SCF adoption (Jongejans, 2014). As the 

adoption rate of SCF grows, so does the debate on how to get more companies involved in SCF 

programs. For obvious reasons, at first the big companies were targeted, but the effect on the 

total diffusion seems to be limited. Although I am not aware of any empirical research on pull 

strategies for SCF, practitioners do question the effectiveness of a top down approach. In a 

LindedIn discussion on the topic one poster states: 

“SCF cannot work for SME's if driven top down. Why? The corporates apply too much 

leverage, squeeze the SME margins who have no place to go except....bankruptcy.....or 

change customer and possibly market strategy.”  

In contrast to what the statement above suggests, SCF could be beneficial for all parties 

involved if it is executed properly. First, it enables the buyer to keep their payment period long 

or to extend this period. Second, the supplier gets paid earlier at a cost which is lower than the 

cost of a loan to raise the same amount of cash. Third, the financial service provider gets a 

percentage of the amount for provided services. Given these potential benefits it is important to 

adopt a diffusion strategy for SCF which optimizes these benefits and makes sure that the 

parties involved are aware of them.  
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To take SCF to the next level is to gain more understanding regarding the adoptive behaviour 

and motives of SMEs and apply it for a new diffusion strategy, especially those of the smallest 

suppliers since these companies are typically located further upstream the supply chain and 

therefore further away from the large enterprises facilitating in SCF programs. 
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5. Methodology 

5.1  Philosophy of management science 
There is an ongoing debate among scholars regarding the aim of scientific management 

research. While some advocate for more scientific rigour (descriptive research), others claim 

that there is no use for producing knowledge for knowledge’s sake as long as there are no 

practical implications. The second group advocates for more relevant or prescriptive research. 

This debate is more than about the aims of the research, but implicitly is also about the question 

whether social sciences should (and could) be treated in the same way as the successful natural 

sciences (e.g. Scherer, 2003). The root of the problem lays in the difference of the objects to be 

researched: there is high complexity of human behaviour, there is limited possibility for 

experiments and a natural-science-approach lacks the hermeneutic understanding of 

phenomena which is inevitable for analysing human behaviour (Humphreys, 2003; Schutz, 

1954). On the other hand, quantitative methods do have advantages in statistical generalizability 

(Numagami, 1998).  

Although the debate seems to be everlasting, scientists through the years have tried to find a 

balance, for instance by providing a number of criteria research should meet (e.g. Shrivastava, 

1987). Also design like approaches which aim at developing general knowledge applicable for 

specific problems  have been developed (e.g. Van Aken, 2005). Other improvements regarding 

die applicability of scientific research could be made by increasing the interaction between 

practitioners and academics as summarized in Van Aken (2005) and emphasized by many other 

scholars including Daft and Lewin (1990). Acknowledging the validity of the arguments of both 

camps, this research also tries to find a balance between rigour and relevance.  

This study tries to do this by splitting up the research in two phases: a qualitative interview 

phase and a more quantitative second phase. First, a theory-driven model was developed to 

ensure the descriptive quality of the findings in the first phase, i.e., to meet an acceptable degree 

of scientific value, the interviews in the first phase must have a valid theoretical foundation. 

Once there is scientific foundation, interaction with practitioners was sought so that the theory-

driven claims can be adjusted towards a more practical valid model, i.e. using field gathered 

data and qualitatively ‘understand’ these data as interepretivists suggest to do research. This 

process is often referred to as verstehen in the philosophy of science (Schultz, 1954). The aim 

of this is to improve the quality of fit of the research with relevant problems. The next step then 

is to scientifically validate the model and develop understanding on the potentials for SCF and 

its diffusion in a more quantitative way and combine this with prescriptive implications.  

Applying this method of methodological triangulation, i.e. using qualitative and quantitate 

measures, not only narrows the rigor and relevance gap, but also generates multidimensional 

insights (Mangan et al., 2004), increasing the quality. Or as King et al. (1994) sate: 

“[interpretivist work can] help us ask the right questions and even give us additional confidence 

in our conclusions. But only with the methods of scientific inference will we be able to evaluate 

the hypothesis and see whether it is correct.” (King et al. (1994, pp. 40, 42) as cited in Lin 

(1998, pp 163)).   

5.2  Phase 1: interview phase (qualitative) 
During the first interview phase, the exploratory phase, the emphasis is on the development of 

understanding of the needs of suppliers regarding the implications of SCF. This can be 
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summarized with the following questions: 1. Is there a need for more cash in the company? 2. 

Can this be met by shortening the payment times of buyers? 3. What are the other possibilities 

to release cash? A more detailed outline can be found appendix A in which the outline of the 

semi structured interview is given. However, as the aim of this interview is also to develop new 

insights using a inductive qualitative approach, the content and direction of it will largely 

depend on the information provided by the interviewee, who should be confronted with broad 

issues, after which the interviewer narrows the topic till specific information is provided 

(Cooper & Schindler, 2011). Constrained by time, 18 of these interviews were conducted.  

5.3  Phase 2: surveys (quantitative) 

Based on the knowledge we have gained from the literature review, and what we have heard 

from practitioners during the interviews (see the results chapter), a model is made with two 

dependent variables of interest: the potentials of SCF and the perceived value. While these 

constructs are not yet available from existing literature, a factor analysis on a number of 

potential items will be conducted. These can be found in the questionnaire presented in 

appendix B. After gathering the data, the model was tested using the student version of 

SmartPLS 3. 

It has to be stated first that the model is not only based on previous research, but also heavily 

relies on the first phase’s findings in this research. Again I would like to refer to the results 

section of this report for these findings.    

5.4  Introducing new model variables 

5.4.1 Innovativeness 

As discussed, an important relation we predict is that innovativeness is linked to the demand of 

SCF in the sense that innovations need some kind of investment and the financial resources for 

such investments could be released by SCF’s implications. Miller and Friesen (1983) provide 

us a three item measurements construct of product innovation and a two item measurement 

construct of risk taking. However, we should be cautious in adopting these constructs because 

they may have limited relation with actual investments needed. Also a construct consisting of 

only two items can lead to problems with identification of the model (Hair et al., 2010, p.699).  

A confirmatory factor analysis done by Wang and Ahmed (2004) resulted in a 20-item 

measurement construct of  innovation, including the items given by Miller and Friesen (1983). 

It distinguishes five types of innovativeness: behaviour-, product-, process-, market- and 

strategic innovativeness. As already argued, too many measurements can have serious 

influences on the requirements of the sample. The study however does reveal that many items 

related to innovativeness have little direct relation to required investments, but are rather 

indicators of, for instance, the room for creativity within the firm. Hence, a less demanding yet 

theoretical appropriate measure is needed and the study of Wang and Ahmed shows that the 

items of choice should be selected carefully. Such a selection was also done by Kmieciak et al. 

(2012), who used Wang and Ahmed’s (2004) analysis, along with additional literature, to 

compose a number of constructs and test them on internal consistency. A number of these items 

are selected to measure past or actual innovative behaviour and future or intended innovative 

behaviour. 
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5.4.2 Environmental challenges  

From the interviews we have learned that some companies want to invest in innovations in a 

short time frame and others do not. The underlying explanation for this is multidimensional. 

Besides the fact that different companies react differently on information, a major reason why 

innovations occur, is that they are a reaction on what Miller and Friesen (1982) call 

environmental challenges. The variables related to the environment are environmental 

dynamism, heterogeneity and hostility. For the precise content of these variables, see the 

questionnaire in appendix B, which contains the constructs as they were kindly provided by Dr. 

Miller.  

5.4.3 Management maturity 

What distinguishes innovative from conservative firms, for a large extent lays in the way they 

deal with the information about the environment (Miller and Friesen, 1982). The construct 

‘scanning’ predicts innovativeness by looking at the consciousness about the environment. 

When there is little consciousness and/or interest in understanding this environment, it is 

unlikely that there is much willingness to react on it too. Another variable used by Miller and 

Friesen (1982) is the information control of the own firm. 

5.4.4 Entrepreneur’s personality  

How information is used, differs from firm to firm. The difference of small firms compared to 

most large firms, is the way that they are managed. Small firms have to be treated differently 

than large firms because of their extremely limited amount of resources, influencing 

management style (Carland et al., 1988). In their studies, Miller and Friesen (1982) look were 

decisions are made, i.e. the centrality of decision making. However, these measure is less useful 

for the type of firms used in this research, since most companies will not have many 

management layers and often even only one manager, the company owner. For this reason, 

many decisions made by the company can directly been tracked back to the owner’s opinion 

and his personality. Lee and Tsang (2001) made a questionnaire and tested personality against 

firm growth. From this article I adopted the following variables: need for achievement, internal 

locus of control, self-reliance and extroversion, respectively. In the same study Lee and Tsang 

also tested firm growth with education level, but also argued that this relation is less significant 

for very small firms because of their simplicity. Therefore this variable was excluded from the 

questionnaire. 

5.4.5 Relationship quality  

Although the term ‘relationship quality’ could easily be misunderstood and be seen in a too 

narrow sense, this variable measures the ease and willingness of switching by buyers between 

suppliers. A number of determinants were given by the interviewees conducted in the first phase 

of this research. For instance, some companies make use of (long term) contracts, often as way 

to earn back development costs. Other determinants found are product specific knowledge at 

the supplier, unique resources at the supplier (such as customized molds), but also the number 

of similar companies or competitors. During the interviews it became clear that the 

‘obviousness’ to choose for a certain supplier influences the way of doing business in several 

ways. For instance, when there are many competitors, a frequently used method to select a 

subcontractor is to send several requests for quotations and then select (one of the) low bidders. 

When only a few firms can deliver a product or service it, is more likely that buyers select a 

supplier based on its capabilities. The price is then agreed on in a later phase in the ordering 

process. So, if a supplier has many competitors, their margins are squeezed and firms will act 
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more opportunistic in order to survive, while fewer competitors result in a more sustainable 

relation. Walter et al. (2003) give the following model to determine relationship quality (figure 

2):  

 

FIGURE 2 FUNCTIONS OF INDUSTRIAL SUPPLIER RELATIONSHIPS AND RELATIONSHIP QUALITY 

(WALTER ET AL., 2003) 

To measure the concepts above, we use the questionnaire which was also used by Walter et al. 

(2003) to measure commitment, trust and satisfaction. Because the original questionnaire was 

designed to measure relationship quality from the buyer’s perspective, the questions were 

adjusted such that the measure is from the supplier’s perspective. Thus, the measurement is 

slightly adjusted while sustaining the original factors as suggested by Walter et al. (2003).  

5.4.6 Power distribution 

Power distribution is an important aspect in any subject on firm relations. During the surveys it 

was often said (for instance by company A, G and P) that larger companies are worse payers 

than smaller companies. Also, a potential cause of this became clear: Many of the interviewed 

companies declare that they want to stick to payment agreements themselves (for their own 

suppliers) as a form of investment in goodwill and relationship quality; being small (relatively 

unimportant) clients gives them little room to behave opportunistic. Important clients on the 

other hand do have this possibility. Another yet illustrating example is company B, whose 

biggest client ensures 40 percent of the total turnover and enforced lower prices. As a result of 

the use (or misuse) of power, some companies do not even want do business with large 

companies such as ASML, like company P and O.  

It must however been said that big companies do not necessarily have much power. We define 

power as a direct function of the dependency of the supplier on a particular. Big companies 

though are believed to exploit this position in a larger extend because of their more rationalized 

way of doing business which emerged from the interviews. To give a more valid measure of 

power distribution (instead of company sizes), Cox (2001) gave a framework presented in figure 

3.  
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FIGURE 3 THE ATTRIBUTES OF BUYER AND SUPPLIER POWER (COX, 2001) 

This model from Cox (2001) already gives a more illustrating and complex representation of 

power distribution. In fact too complex for the research design in this study because it is not 

possible in the scope of this research to present reliable measures for the presented attributes. 

Therefore, we use Zhao et al. (2008) who, based on earlier work from Brown et al. (1996), 

provide an questionnaire in which five distinct forms of power: expert-, referent-, legitimate-, 

reward- and coercive power. Including these five constructs though would make the required 

sample size undesirably large (see Hair et al. (2010, p.662)). Therefore we use the construct of 

coercive power, which is in relation with power use to extend payment periods, the most 

representative form of power in this case. 

5.4.7 SCF Adoption 

While the constructs described above are derived from previous research, a measure for SCF 

adoption is not yet available. Consequently we have to think of such a measure ourselves. By 

doing so, we distinguish between two objects of measure: the perceived potentials of SCF and 

the actual percentage of discount companies are willing to give in a theoretical case in which 

an order is not paid after 60 days, but immediately.  

For the perceived SCF potentials, we analyse 10 items with a principal component analysis. 

This number is based on the potential determinants of adoption believed to be relevant. Also, 

some researchers recommend about 10 respondents per variable (Field, 2009). From this we 

expect to distract a relevant construct for perceived SCF potentials. For the other SCF measure, 

the actual discount percentage, we only use this value so that the number of variables remains 

limited.  
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5.5  Conceptual model 
Based on the variables presented above, a conceptual model is presented in figure 4. To avoid 

illegibility of the model, the hypothesized relations (see table 1) of related constructs are 

summarized in only one arrow, while we hypothesize relations between all constructs in which 

between an arrow is drawn. So, in fact a total of 26 relations are hypothesized. The ellipses 

represent constructs which are adopted from literature, while the squares represent model 

variables designed for this study.  

In the model, two predictor variables were used to predict the expected SCF potentials: the 

average payment period, and the intended innovativeness. These variables were used because 

they also represent the axes as in table 1 in the next chapter: the experienced need for a better 

cash position and the experiences urgency to invest.  

TABLE 1 HYPOTHESIZED RELATIONS AND DIRECTION SIGN 

 Past / actual 

innovativeness 

Future / intended 

innovativeness 

Payment behaviour 

/ average payment 

period 

Expected SCF 

potentials 

Allowed discount 

Environmental  

dynamism 

H1 + H2 +    

Environmental 

heterogeneity 

H3 + H4 +    

Environmental 

hostility 

H5 + H6 +    

Scanning H7 + H8 +    

Controls H9 + H10 +    

Need for 

achievement 

H11 + H12 +    

Internal locus 

of control 

H13 + H14 +    

Self-reliance H15 + H16 +    

Extroversion H17 + H18 +    

Customer 

satisfaction 

  H19 -   

Trust   H20 -   

Commitment   H21 -   

Power 

distribution 

  H22 +   

Past / actual 

innovativeness 

 H23 +    

Future 

innovativeness 

   H24 +  

Average 

payment 

period 

   H25 +  

Expected SCF 

potentials 

    H26 + 
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FIGURE 4 CONCEPTUAL MODEL 
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5.6  Sample 

5.6.1 Phase 1 

For the first phase of this study, we aimed to visit a variety of small companies in the region of 

Eindhoven. Because we focused on small companies, we aimed at visiting companies with a 

maximum of 20 employees. The selection of companies was done manually, using Google 

Maps, which gives sufficient possibilities to detect companies because this service uses data 

from the chamber of commerce, meaning that the information is not biased by company size, 

the existence of a company website or any other characteristic that could affect the visibility of 

the firm. The companies eligible for this research were called and asked if they were willing to 

cooperate with a interview for approximately 45 minutes and then, if allowed were visited at 

the company itself.  

5.6.2 Phase 2 

For the survey, a pursued number of n = 100 was selected based on three reason. First, this 

number was called by an expert as a minimum to test the presented model. Second, due to time 

restrictions in combination with a low forecasted response rate, this number could probably not 

be much higher. Third, the student version of SmartPLS 3 which was used for this study is 

constrained by a maximum of 100 cases.  

Because of the large quantity, the selection of potential companies was done someone from the 

Rabobank. To guide his search, we made use of the SBI (Standaard Bedrijfs Indeling, which is 

translated as standard industrial classification), a classification table updated every 15 years or 

so which resembles internationally used classification models. The latest version can be found 

in CBS (2013), which distinguishes 21 main branches, divided into a large number of sub 

braches. The major benefit of using this classification table is that organization such as the KVK 

(Kamer van Koophandel, which translates as ‘chamber of commerce’) also use of it, making it 

possible to gather additional information, such as demographic information available from the 

KVK.   

The sample should contain small companies: the number of employees should be less than or 

equal to 25 to truly represent small companies and to ensure that the conclusions from the first 

phase are not biased compared to the second phase. Also, the companies should somehow be 

eligible for SCF, meaning that they are B2B and fabricate or treat intermediate goods. The 

codes for companies for this research shown in appendix C and were selected from CBS (2013).   
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6. Results 

6.1  Phase 1 
During the first phase of this research, 18 companies in the region of Eindhoven were visited 

after contacting a total of 61 companies. A summary of the companies can be found in figure 

5. This phase of the study was designed in order to gain understanding of the potential benefits 

of SCF and how shorter payment periods might influence a company’s behaviour. To 

understand the difference in attitude between the companies, we distinguished four types of 

companies based on two variables: the experienced urgency to invest and the experienced need 

for a better cash position, as shown in figure 5. An overview of the interviewed companies is 

shown in table 2, page 28. 
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FIGURE 5 IDENTIFIED COMPANY TYPES 

6.1.1 Small conservatives 

At first sight, theoretically all of the visited companies could have some benefit from SCF as 

argued in the literature review. However, far from all of the interviewees were enthusiastic 

about the service. The roots of this attitude were often seems to be emotional rather than 

rational. For instance, the owner of company E explained that the way he runs his business for 

a large extend is based on his feelings (which say ‘no debts allowed’) and even on the way he 

was raised. Similar opinions can be found at company B, P and R. What these companies have 

in common, is that they are owned and controlled by one single person, they are small and 

perhaps most important, they have no or limited ambition to grow, to find new costumers or to 

expand their activities.  

As they consciously stick at the early stages of the firm life cycle, they do not invest much. 

Also, the early stages of the firm life cycle are characterized more with embedded ties (Hite & 

Hesterly, 2001), which according to Coleman (1988) should mean less opportunistic behaviour, 

our in this case, better paying behaviour.  

The clients are typically well known and trusted, which reduces the experiences risk of losing 

them. Although, like in any market, there is competition, the trend is to not switch for 

opportunistic reasons. Companies tend to value reliable and honest behaviour in these relations. 

As a matter of fact, companies are not afraid to reject orders from powerful companies if they 

use conditions they do not like. Company O’s answer on the question what kind of companies 

they deliver to, was that their main customer base existed of small companies, companies with 

owners they know well and companies they could somehow offer more added by designing a 

solution to a specific problem. On the successive question if they also delivered to companies 

such as VDL, ASML, etc. i.e. large companies, the owner responded that generally speaking, 

delivering to such companies is a sign that the firm is doing not very well, because of the small 

margins you can make on those orders, making them only attractive if you are short on other 
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more profitable offers. When asking the same questions to company P, the owner responded 

that he had bad experiences with large companies regarding the trustworthiness and sticking to 

the contract, especially when it comes to paying in the agreed payment term. Hence, he does 

not accept any offers from them anymore.     

Besides eliminating large companies from the client portfolio, another reaction is to increase 

prices for them. The question how these companies are able to survive in a capitalistic market 

is maybe relevant for a different study, but it seems to relate with the environments in which 

the lowest possible price is less important because of a niche market (company O and I), less 

or non-commercial branches served (company O and P) and high levels of flexibility that are 

offered (company L).  

In summary, the demand for SCF is unlikely to arise because there is no need for more liquidity, 

or there are few problems with payments are experienced or there is no interest in changing 

things in general, including the debt collecting process. In summary, conservative companies 

can be described as: 

 Embedded ties with clients 

 No willingness to change things (in general) 

 Not looking for profit maximization, but rather for continuity 

 Small by definition 

 Business strategy is a reflection of the owner’s personality and vision 

6.1.2 Strugglers 

On the surface, these companies look like the conservative companies as described above. 

However, unlike the conservatives, these firms choose, either on purpose or not, to act in an 

environment much more competitive and rougher. Remember that conservative companies 

responded that they have little interest in working for large companies because of the small 

margins they could make from their orders and the bad payment behaviour. Strugglers are 

typically companies who do (have to) accept these offers. 

Typically these companies were struck by the financial crisis. Reasons for this, as suggested by 

the firms themselves, included that small production companies often are used by firms to 

increase their flexibility. Hence, they were among the first to see the amount of orders decline 

when production peaks also disappeared. Also, as these companies are not in the earliest stages 

of the company life cycle anymore, ties in there network are less embedded and clients are not 

eager to pay bills on time. Especially large companies make use of their power and dictate their 

conditions to these struggling companies. Firms belonging to this group need money to repay 

their loans or to be able to pay their own suppliers on time. Investments are delayed because of 

a lack of resources. SCF could help these companies, not only with faster cash flows, but also 

to reduce stress levels. However, if it is due to the rough environment they are in or not, the 

strugglers tend to be cynical about new financial products and are easily put off by the fact that 

a percentage of the original amount of money is going to the financial service provider. 

Although these companies want to do investments in the future, this is not there first concern. 

In summary: 

 Competitive environment 

 Little unique differentiations 

 Hard times during crisis 
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 Experience a high need for more cash in order to service 

 Experience being squeezed by larger companies 

Regarding the topic of interest, they have variable interest in SCF. On one hand they question 

if SCF can really help them and is not too ‘expensive’ (distrust), on the other hand they often 

deal with clients with bad paying habits and they are calculative, so they might be interested if 

it could reduce an significant stress decrease and it has only a small reduction of the original 

price, because there is a urgent need for a better cash position. 

6.1.3 Small ambitious companies 

The third category contains companies which may be acting in though business environment, 

but somehow managed to get a better bargaining positions compared to the strugglers. You 

could argue that these companies are ‘evolved strugglers’, as the strugglers more or less aim to 

get in this position. For instance, company G is a company which did many innovations on 

automation of processes and tries to differentiate on this such that they can offer lower prices. 

In G’s case, this resulted in more fixed orders, but also some cooperative product development 

with clients. Such added value helps the continuity of the company. However, this does not 

mean that these companies by definition enjoy a comfortable position in terms of short payment 

periods.  

Since the here described companies act in a competitive environment, there is always the fear 

of losing clients. Also, clients tend to squeeze the margins. This causes that there is always an 

perceived need for innovation in order to not lose the race: in more mature markets 

differentiation shifts to price which inevitably leads to cost reducing innovations (Khan & 

Manopichetwattana, 1989) like automation (as show in company G). However, firms in the 

upper right quadrant of figure 5 often are frustrated by long payment periods and that they 

experience barriers to bank loans, frustrating their need for cash. Due to the more mature phase 

these companies are in, they typically have a relatively good understanding of the business 

world. SCF therefore is seen as a potential solution for a part of the problems they face. 

Moreover, these companies show a better understanding of how SCF could potentially help the 

entire supply chain because in a way they are the proof of how the current situation limits 

potentials and opportunities. In summary: 

 (Try to) offer unique value 

 Relatively competitive environment 

 Always Looking to innovate 

o For price reduction 

o For new products / markets 

 Experience a high need for more cash in order to innovate 

 Frustrated by little bank support and misuse of power positions of clients 

The small ambitious firms also have variable interest in SCF, but understand its value for the 

chain and have a constant need for new investments and innovations. Bad paying habits of 

clients cause that these investments cannot always be done. 

6.1.4 Stars 

The final identified group contains companies which have a good bargaining position. This 

positions is acquired by a high degree of specialization. A high degree of information 
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asymmetry between supplier and buyer can help to get into this position. Company D for 

instance declares that many of their initial orders are specified by engineers working on metal 

products themselves, while D makes plastic products. This asymmetric knowledge distribution 

causes that it occurs that D advices on drawings made by the client. Because of the specific 

knowledge D has, it also helps with product development which contributes to the relationship. 

Besides that, D has little rival companies and high tech production giving power to the 

company. It may not come as a surprise that company D experience little problems regarding 

their customers paying habits. Like the conservatives, the stars seem to favour to do its 

investments with cash for the simple reason he is able to do so. Though, unlike the 

conservatives, they experience more importance to innovate as they want to be on the edge of 

innovation.  

 Offers unique value 

 Asymmetric knowledge distribution with client (in favour of the star)  

 Good cash position 

 Looking for new opportunities 

In summary, stars have no interest in supply chain finance because they have no clients with 

bad paying habits and although they are always looking for opportunities and investments, the 

cash positions does not have to be improved. 

6.1.5 Conclusion phase 1 

Based on the interviews, four company types were identified which summarize behaviour and 

characteristics predicted to be related with the potentials of SCF. These types are based on two 

continuous variables: the experienced urgency to invest and the experienced (urgent) need for 

a better cash position. To make the first variable measurable, a literature study was conducted, 

resulting in the innovativeness constructs and its predictors. Since the second variable (need for 

a better cash position) can only be realised by shortening the payment period when using SCF, 

the average payment period is was taken also taken as a predictor for SCF’s potentials and 

adoption. For a more extensive explanation, see the methodology section.  

We indicated no relation with industry type and payment period or attitude towards SCF. We 

think this is mostly due to the fact that the small companies visited are more specialized in a 

certain operation or process, than they are in a certain type of industry, i.e., most companies 

have very diversified portfolios. For example, company D, considered the most specialized 

company from the sample, supplies to bicycle manufacturers, medical industries and everything 

in between. Likewise, K delivers to the construction industry and aeroplane industry (and 

everything in between).      
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TABLE 2 COMPANY OVERVIEW PHASE 1 

Firm Employees Estimated 

turnover 

(€) 

Activities Client 

size* 

Company 

Type 

Average 

Payment 

Period 

(days) 

Remarks 

A 10 650.000 Metallurgy + Struggler / 

Ambitious  

30 Some very fast payers. 

Large companies have 

worse habits. 

B 1 / 2 100.000 Metal 

Finish 

0 Conservative 60  

C 6 670.000 Metallurgy + Struggler 60  

D 15 3.700.000 Plastics ++ Star 30 Tries to be state of the art  

E 3 500.000 Metallurgy  Conservative 60  

F 6 800.000 – 

1.000.000 

Metallurgy + Struggler 60 – 90 Outdated machinery 

G 20 3.200.000 Metallurgy ++ Ambitious 75 – 90 Automated processes and 

large clients 

H 10 640.000 Wires + Ambitious 45 – 60 Fast grow since new owner 

I 1 130.000 – 

140.000 

Metallurgy ++ Conservative / 

Star 

30 Owns one very precise 

machine, but no ambitions 

to grow 

J 14 1.700.000 Metallurgy / 

Design 

0 Struggler / 

Ambitious 

60 Time consuming projects. 

Many peaks and through 

(hard to forecast) 

K 7 1.000.000 Metallurgy + Ambitious 30 - 60 Very good business after 

being a struggler. Cannot 

find new employees. 

Reluctant to new 

investments (afraid for new 

through) 

L 7 600.000 Metallurgy 

(production 

and 

technical 

solutions) 

0 Conservative / 

Ambitious** 

40 - 60 See footnote 

M  2 - Metallurgy - Conservative / 

Struggler 

45 – 60  

N 3 900.000 Electro 

technical 

solutions 

0 Ambitious / 

Star 

45 One of the owners is able to 

invest large amounts of 

private money 

O  2 1.000.000 Metallurgy 0 Star / 

Conservative 

30 Own solutions for railways 

and coffee machines / in 

house knowledge  

P  7 450.000 Metallurgy - - Conservative 30 / 45 Does no business with 

companies like ASML (due 

to bad paying habits) 

Q  3 - LED 

applications 

+ Ambitious / 

Star 

45  

R 1 / 2 100.000 / 

150.000 

Metallurgy - - Struggler 60  

* Estimation of the presence of large companies in the SC.  

** This paraxial combination is due to the fact that the company is not actively seeking to grow, but is willing to 

do so if ‘it happens to be that way’. Today’s clients steer the company. 

6.2 Phase 2 

6.2.1 Descriptive statistics 
For second phase 285 companies were approached in the Eastern region in North Brabant and 

Northern Limburg. 102 Companies completed the survey (n=102, response rate = 36%). The 

geographical locations of these companies are represented in figure 6. 
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The companies selected were companies 

which all made a physical product (sub-

assemblies) such as all kind of metal and 

plastic products for the business to business 

market. The majority (46%) of the companies 

mainly does business locally, 32% nation-

wide, 16% in the Benelux region and 

Germany and the remaining 6% in Europe and 

the rest of the world.  

The number of participating companies with 

N employees is represented in figure 7. As can 

be seen, about 23% of the companies has only 

1 employee, 49% has N≤6 employees and 

75% has N≤11 employees. 2 (2%) of the 

companies have N˃30 employees. The 

average number of employees is 8. 

 

For any managerial implications, it is important to understand position in the SC of small 

companies. For this purpose, we asked them how frequent they deliver directly to large 

companies (such as ASML, Philips, VDL, car builders, etc.). We also asked this for indirect 

cases. The response rates can be found in Appendix C. From the results it is evident that a large 

percentage of the business done can be traced back somehow to large companies, while most 

the actual contracts made are with smaller clients, suggesting that the relational distance with 

large companies is relatively large.  

FIGURE 6 GEOGRAPHICAL LOCATIONS OF THE 

RESPONDENTS 
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The respondents indicated an average payment period of 46 days. 2 Companies indicated an 

average payment of 90 days. Figure 8 shows the number of companies per indicated average 

payment period. Remarkably, the graph shows high peaks for 25 to 30 days, 41 to 45 days and 

for 56 to 60 days. From those peaks, 94% of the respondents indicated either 30, 45 or 60 days 

as the average payment period. Since it is likely that most companies have a mixed customer 

base who have different paying habits, this indicates that most companies have limited 

information about the exact paying behaviour of their customers. 

6.2.2 Demand for financial innovation 

The problem statement driving this study was clear about why there is a need for innovations 

regarding financial processes. To test if this assumption, a number of questions about the need 

of the respondent was added to the survey. In figure 9, the respondent rates are given for five 

questions:  

1. I am willing to spend much money if this means that I do not have to approach clients 

to get payments on time. 

2. I am willing to spend much money if this means that I receive payments immediately. 

3. Long payment terms are a threat to my company. 

4. Long payment terms slow down my company’s growth. 

5. Bankruptcies are a big threat to our company. 
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Clearly, most companies agree with these questions, indicating a strong need for financial 

innovations. The relevance of this information lays in the conclusions to be drawn from the 

results. Knowing that there is indeed a need for financial innovations, could expose gaps 

between theory and practice and any misunderstanding about SCF and its implications. In the 

next section, a measurable concept of expected SCF potentials is given. Also, the respondents 

were asked to give a discount percentage for SCF in the case of a 60 days payment term. A 

obvious mismatch between these results and figure 9 will have consequences on how SCF 

should be marketed. An approximate rate of 18 percent is not even willing to give any discount 

for a faster payment period. The response rates on this question can be found in Appendix D.  

6.2.3 Measuring expected SCF potentials 

To develop a measure for expected SCF potentials, we conducted a principal component 

analysis, which can be found in Appendix E. The analysis provides to following items to 

measure our new construct:  

1. I believe that this causes that I spend less time collecting debts. 

2. I believe that this reduces stress related to collecting debts. 

3. When cash flows are accelerated, my company will grow faster. 

4. When cash flows are accelerated, my company would innovate more. 
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6.3  Model testing 

6.3.1 Model results 

In the tables below, the results from the partial least squares algorithm is shown, using pairwise 

deletion in order to sustain as much data as possible and a path weighting scheme. 

Bootstrapping was done using a two-tailed test and bias-corrected and accelerated, which is 

advised because it is considered most stable.  

TABLE 3 PATH COEFFICIENTS AMONG CONSTRUCTS 

 Past / actual 

innovativeness 

Future / intended 

innovativeness 

Payment behaviour 

/ average payment 

period 

Expected SCF 

potentials 

Allowed discount 

Environmental  

dynamism 

.209 -.032    

Environmental 

heterogeneity 

.100 -.206    

Environmental 

hostility 

-.003 -.264    

Scanning .088 .141*    

Controls .163 -.025    

Need for 

achievement 

.282*** .152    

Internal locus 

of control 

-.046 .003    

Self-reliance -.144 -.115    

Extroversion -.127 .229**    

Customer 

satisfaction 

  -.113   

Trust   -.140   

Commitment   .230**   

Power 

distribution 

  .265**   

Past / actual 

innovativeness 

 .605***    

Future 

innovativeness 

   .092  

Average 

payment 

period 

   .223**  

Expected SCF 

potentials 

    .193 

* Significant at p < .10 ** Significant at p < .05 *** Significant at p < .01 

TABLE 4 MODEL'S R2’S 

Construct R2 

Past / actual 

innovativeness 

.394 

Future 

innovativeness 

.608 

Payment 

behaviour / 

average 

payment 

period 

.153 

Expected SCF 

potentials 

.061 

Allowed 

discount 

.037 

6.3.2 Adopting SCF and value for small enterprises  

From the results which are presented in the tables above, we can see that the model generally 

has a poor predictive power regarding discount percentage companies are willing to give in the 

imaginary case as given in the survey. The absence of a significant relation between ‘perceived 
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SCF potentials’ (which was the only predictor) and allowed discount percentage shows a certain 

irrationality among the respondents.  

This conclusion is strengthened after a quick analysis in which we tested the allowed discount 

percentage against the variables in figure 9 on page 26: this figure contains items which aim to 

directly measure the value of SCF. The newly formed construct has a Cronbachs Alpha of α = 

.882, composite reliability of .921 and AVE = .700. Again, no significant relationship was 

found, while the items of the construct explicitly measure if the respondent is willing to spend 

money for the implications SCF has. This means that even if SCF theoretically speaking has 

great potential and many benefits for a small company, it does not mean that the company is 

willing to carry some form of costs. 

The answer on the question why the model fails in predicting the allowed discount percentage, 

may lay in the consequences of the financial crisis, which not only made companies more risk 

averse, but also caused a high degree of distrust. One respondent commented:  

“Als er iemand, in mijn optiek, debet is aan de crisis dan zijn het de banken wel. Alleen 

hierom al zie ik het niet zitten om hun te betalen voor het voorfinancieren van mijn 

facturen. Dit zodat zij er weer beter van worden. Want risico zullen ze er niet mee lopen 

dit weten ze wel te beperken met hun voorwaarden.” 

“In my opinion, if someone is responsible for the crisis, it is the banking sector. Only 

because of that I am not willing to pay them for financing my invoices, benefitting only 

themselves. This will be without any risk for them because they will reduce their risk 

with conditions.”  

Also, on the statement “I trust banks with these kind of services” only 25% responded 

positively. Another 25% neither agreed nor disagreed and half of the respondents (50%) 

disagreed. To test what influence this trend of distrust has, we tested the correlation between 

the answer on statement above, and the allowed discount percentage. The result which shows a 

significant correlation is shown in the table below.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Interestingly, a comment made by another respondent shows that a more ‘rational’ approach 

enables someone to recognize the value of SCF. 

“Het zou wettelijk verplicht moeten worden dat er binnen 30 dagen betaald wordt. Zo 

niet dan voor elke dag later boete. Nu zijn de kleine ondernemingen of starters voor 

bank aan het spelen terwijl we daar banken voor hebben. Ik heb in de vragenlijst 

daarom ook gezegd dat het me 4% waard is. Doordat de betaling op 45 dagen 

gemiddeld is heb ik een credit nodig bij de bank waar ik gemiddeld 8% over betaal. 

TABLE 5 CORRELATION BETWEEN TRUST IN BANKS AND ALLOWED DISCOUNT PERCENTAGE 
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Daarbij komt ook nog dat het risico van een faillissement van een toeleverancier ook 

verkleint dus alleen voordelen.” 

“It should be mandatory by law that payments are done within 30 days. Otherwise any 

day of delay should be fined. Nowadays, small and starting companies act like banks 

while we have banks for that. Therefore I responded on the question that it is worth 4% 

to me. Because my current average payment period is 45 days today, I need credit 

against 8% on average. Upon that, bankruptcy risks will also be reduced, so there are 

only benefits.” 

The results do show that the benefits of SCF are expected to be higher if the average payment 

period becomes longer. The R2 value of ‘expected SCF potentials’ however is very small. A 

potential cause for this might be that the measure of the average payment period probably is not 

very reliable looking at the distribution of the measurements.  

Another finding is that the results suggest that plans for innovating and investing in the 

company does not significantly affect the expected benefits for SCF, as ‘future innovativeness’ 

has no significant relation with ‘expected SCF benefits’ (see table 3). A suggested explanation 

for this is that companies only make such plans if they are sure they are able to pay for this. We 

recognized such behaviour from the interview phase, in which strugglers generally had no plans 

to invest, while companies which did invest, often did so with their own money. I.e. for those 

who already had plans to invest, the value of SCF is not necessarily higher. It is therefore no 

coincidence that past innovation has the largest effect on intended future innovation. Hence, 

more innovation is probably more a long term effect of SCF than that SCF is a short term 

solution of for investment problems.  

6.3.3 Innovation in small companies: environmental conditions vs. personal needs 

Innovation done by small companies is not a direct result of the environment. The personal need 

for achievement is a better predictor for innovations, confirming the idea that for many small 

companies it is a choice whether to stay small or not to innovate, and less a matter of 

environmental challenges. For those who choose to stay small, replacement of outdated 

machinery is the main reason to invest. Such investments are not necessary on a very frequent 

basis in small companies.  

For small companies directed by someone who has a strong personal need for achievement, it 

is however likely that new opportunities are explored. Extroversion showed a significant 

relation with intended innovation, but not with past innovations.   

6.3.4 Average payment period 

Although the variable ‘average payment period’ seems to be measured with little validity, we 

found that companies facing a larger power asymmetry in their client’s favour, are more likely 

to experience worse paying habits, as predicted. This means that companies use their power to 

extend their payment period. 

Another less expected result came from the relation between ‘commitment’ and the average 

payment period. This relationship was found positive at a significance level of p<0.05, however, 

the opposite sign as predicted (see table 3). In other words, according to the model, when the 

supplier is more committed, the average payment period increases.  

The expectation was that more commitment would decrease the average payment period. This 

relation was predicted, because we ranged the construct of commitment under relational quality 
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(like Walter et al. (2003)), which we in turn associated with shorter payment periods. However, 

commitment apparently has another effect. We could possibly explain this by looking at the 

content of the construct of commitment. When the small supplier is committed, meaning that 

he wants to invest in the relationship, this might include that he will not put much pressure on 

his client to reduce his payment period. 

6.4  Alternative model testing 
The relational aspects as put in the model were included because of the hypothesized relation 

with the average payment period. This was done because it became clear from the interviews 

that especially large companies with a certain relational distance towards their clients typically 

had worse paying habits. The model’s construct was designed to implicitly measure this distant 

and relate this to the average payment period. As shown in table 3, only two relationships with 

payment period were tested significant. To test what exactly causes that power and commitment 

seem to extend the average payment terms, we tested an alternative in which we tried to measure 

SC aspects in a more direct manner. Due to a lack of previous research, another factor analysis 

was done. Analysis is shown in Appendix F. The corresponding items were: 

1. We deliver directly to large companies (such as ASML, VDL, Philips, car producers, 

etc.). [Direct] 

2. We deliver indirectly to large companies. [Indirect] 

3. We are part of an established supply chain or cooperation. [Fixed_SC] 

4. In the future we will be part of such a chain. [Future_fixed] 

5. Supply chain cooperation is more important than direct cooperation with one customer. 

[Cooperation_importance] 

6. A large part of our turnover can be traced back to a large company. [Turnover_origin] 

7. Our contact is only with our direct customer and not with other SC members (reversed 

scale). [Contact] 

From the analysis, two components where extracted (which we labelled ‘Large SC members’, 

indicating the presence of large companies in the supply chain, and ‘Fixed network’, indicating 

how ‘fixed’ the network is. The corresponding items for these constructs are respectively 1, 2 

and 6; and 3, 4 and 5).   

TABLE 6 SUMMARIZED ALTERNATIVE MODEL’S PATH COEFFICIENTS 

**significant at p < .05 

The results are shown in Appendix F. The items with high factor loadings on component 1 are 

mainly about certain established networks in which a company is in, while the items with high 

loadings on the second component deal with the size of the direct and indirect clients. To test 

for a spurious relationship, we also test the relation between perceived power distance and the 

existence of large companies in SC’s. A fragment of the alternative model is shown in the figure 

below.  

  

 

 

Power Payment behaviour / average payment period 

Power  .303** 

Large SC members -.048 .264** 

Fixed network  .095 
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**significant at p < .05 

 

The new model’s payment behaviour variable has a R2 value equal to 0.189, which is slightly 

bigger than the original model (which had an R2 value equal to 0.153, see table 6). 

An alternative model test reveals that being part a something that looks like a certain established 

network does not influence the average payment period significantly, while large companies do 

have an effect on that period. Remarkably, we did not found a significant relation between 

power and existence of large companies in the network. We did however find that both of these 

variables had a significant relation with the average payment period. This means that large 

companies do not necessarily use their power to extend their payment terms. 

 

  

Power 

 

Large SC 

members 

 

Fixed network 

 

Payment 

behaviour / 

average 

payment period 

.303** 

.264** 

.095 

-.048 

FIGURE 10 FRAGMENT OF THE ALTERNATIVE MODEL WITH PATH COEFFICIENTS 
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7. Limitations 
When interpreting the results of this study, one must be aware that these findings are biased 

along several dimensions. First, the survey was done in a relatively small region in the South 

of The Netherlands. Consequently, many companies will either directly or indirectly deliver to 

the same companies responsible for a large part of the economic activities in North-Brabant. 

We found that these large firms do influence the average payment period. However, we were 

not able to test if this is a standardized approach which became part of the business culture in 

the region, or a Nation- or worldwide trend.  

Second, the cases represented small companies. For details see the descriptive statistics part of 

this report. It has already been suggested that such companies act differently than large firms, 

which are believed to be more rational. A quick-and-dirty test revealed that company size 

(represented by the number of employees) as a predictor variable for SCF potentials is 

significant at p < .05. The other predictor, average payment period, remained significant after 

entering this variable. We acknowledge that one should be reluctant in reporting this result 

because company size might be also represented by for example the number of departments, 

managers or turnover, but it does show that small companies have a different attitude towards 

financial innovations such as SCF. 

Third, the study was done after a period of time which likely has influenced risk taking 

behaviour of small companies which nowadays are willing to invest only if they can finance 

new project themselves, which means without any financial services of which they have limited 

knowledge. On the question why a company had not invested in a machine they wanted, the 

owner answered:  

“In principe kan ik zo’n [draai-]bank ko 
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pen, maar ik denk: ik wacht maar af. (…) Vroeger zou ik dat wel gedaan hebben. Ik heb 

dat wel ooit gehad, in het begin. En dan: Doe maar. (…) Maar ik heb nou zoiets van: 

pas op de plaats. Ik doe nou langzaam die machines inruilen voor nieuwe.” 

“Basically I can buy such a lathe, but decide to wait. (…) In the early days I would have 

done it. Then I thought: just do it. (…) But nowadays I am reluctant. I renew my 

machines slowly nowadays.” 

The company owner cited above runs a company which makes good profit these days, but faced 

many difficulties during the crisis, which resulted in a resignation. Today the opposite is 

happening, meaning that the company is short on personnel. However, the owner shows risk 

averse behaviour. Although it was already known that small companies in general are more risk 

averse than large ones (53 percent of the small companies are so called defenders (Brouther et 

al., 1998) while this percentage for large companies is 35 (James and Hetten, 1995), the 

financial crisis could have strengthened this pattern. Moreover, the study done by Brouthers et 

al. (1998) focussed on firms with 10 to 50 employees and included firms ranging from 5 to 100 

employees, which is considerably larger than firms included in this study.  
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8. Conclusion 

8.1  Conclusion 
The model tested in this study finds limited confirmation from the obtained data. We did 

however find that companies use their power to extend their payment periods. Also we found 

that SC’s in which large companies are present, generally cause longer payment periods while 

this is not a direct result of use of power, suggesting that long payment periods are becoming 

of have become more standardized and accepted. Companies for instance make use of 

agreements such as a payment period of 30 days after the end of the current month, which means 

an increase of 15 days or 50% on average compared to 30 days which used to be standard.  

Companies with long average payment periods showed a larger demand for SCF in the sense 

that they expect positive results for their company. However, the explanatory power this 

predictor variable was, although significant at p < .05, limited. The cause of this could be that 

the respondents have little knowledge of their clients’ paying behaviour. This can be concluded 

from the fact that the majority of companies answered either 30, 45 or 60 days which are data 

likely to be biased due to psychological effects of the respondents, potentially causing that they 

are unable to understand the true potentials of SCF. As a result, much unexplained variance 

remains.  

Another cause may lay in a true understanding of SCF on itself. The respondents were asked to 

indicate the effects of SCF after being presented a short hypothetical case, and to give an 

allowed discount percentage as a form the valuation of SCF. The beneficial effects in terms of 

an allowed discount percentage. When explained more extensively and an offered possibility 

to ask questions, people may experience less redundancy towards SCF.  

Results also indicate that accepting SCF, and against what costs, is a matter of trust in banks as 

we found a significant correlation among the answer to which extent the respondent trusts 

banks, and the discount percentage he or she is willing to give.  

8.2  Managerial implication 
The diffusion of SCF is still limited. Although large companies are starting to set up such 

programs, it will take time before these programs reach the small companies. The companies 

participating in this study typically operate as subcontractors for large companies rather than as 

direct suppliers for these firms. For that reason, we believe that the relational distance between 

the large companies and the small suppliers is relatively large. Jongejans (2014) already 

reported that the diffusion of SCF benefits from trust and not from obtrusive communication. 

This study adds on those results that firms are reluctant to adopt SCF, because of distrust in 

banks and a lack of rational decision making, resulting in risk averse behaviour. Summing these 

findings up let us no other conclusion than that small suppliers are the ‘hard nuts to crack’ when 

ambitioning a wide diffusion of SCF: They have no strong relationship with the (potential) 

initiators of SCF programs and they are not willing to change their current processes of debt 

collecting. 

If a concrete demand is intended to be created, banks should somehow overcome the issue of 

distrust. One way of doing this could be approaching the small company and explain in detail 

what SCF could mean for the company. Due to the methodology of this study, we were not able 

to do this. The supplier should be helped with the rational quantification of the potential benefits 
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from SCF. The effectiveness of this approach are however doubtful for the conservative and 

‘star’ companies, as they feel the least urgent need to change their ways. 

Another approach is to do some pilot projects with small companies in supply chains in which 

SCF has already been integrated to some extent. The financial service provider initiating this 

project should keep in mind that the small company will possibly have an initial aversion to it. 

Hence, the perceived risk should be kept low while the degree of trust should be high. This 

could be done by paying any costs involving this project and if possible, keep the discount 

values low. Besides that, the support must be good, meaning that financial service provider 

should make sure that the small company of choice has few problems changing his debt 

collecting process. This should prevent that the company is (unnecessarily) dissatisfied with 

SCF in his company.  

The second approach may have some benefits in comparison with the first one. To understand 

this, we first introduce the perceived innovation characteristics as given in the conceptual 

framework from Frambach and Schillewaert (2002), which are relative advantage, 

compatibility, complexity, trial ability, observability and uncertainty.  

An pilot program enables the financial service provider to measure the true effects of SCF for 

the small supplier and how these effects are experienced. This data can be used to ‘proof’ SCF 

for other potential candidates. Second, assuming that the experience is positive, it creates trust 

at the tested company, which spreads to other small companies through both informal and 

informal networks. This trust should then be the boost to make the step from understanding the 

implications of SCF to actually adopting it. 

In table 7 and 8 we summarized the expected effects of the strategies suggested above.  

TABLE 7 EXPECTED EFFECTS OF DIRECT MARKETING AND COMMUNICATION 

Perceived innovation 

characteristics 

Effect 

Relative advantage Limited positive effect 

Compatibility Positive effect 

Complexity Positive effect 

Trialability  No effect 

Observability No effect 

Uncertainty Limited positive effect 
Positive:  quick response 

Negative: limited effect due to trust issues 

Targets:  Companies with the highest need for innovation. Strugglers and ambitious companies will feel

  more environmental pressure to adopt SCF. 
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TABLE 8 EXPECTED EFFECTS OF PILOT TESTING 

Perceived innovation 

characteristics 

Effect 

Relative advantage Positive effect 

Compatibility Positive effect 

Complexity Limited positive effect 

Trialability  Trial at comparable company – Positive effect 

Observability Positive effect 

Uncertainty Positive effect 
Positive:  more effective, creating understanding, more control 

Negative: time consuming, high costs 

Targets:  Companies with no need to change. Stars and conservative companies will need an example to  

  increase trust. 

8.3  Future research 
In order to gain more understanding of how small companies make decisions regarding banking 

products, more research is needed in which the questions are addressed regarding determinants 

of trust in the financial world and how the financial crisis may have affected this. This is 

important because results indicate that the willingness to adopt a financial innovation from a 

bank correlated with trust in that bank. However, due to an absence of a recent and a validated 

construct, the exact relation is not known. A better understanding of this relation could have 

implications for the diffusion of SCF, which could either be top down through the SC, or with 

a bottom up approach, in which a bank could market SCF at small companies, creating demand. 

The second option however is likely to face much opposition due to a lack of trust in 

combination with risk avoiding behaviour if not done properly. 

As you can read in the managerial implication section of this chapter, a bottom up approach 

probably need a high degree of dedication of the financial service provider in order to sustain 

trust. Next to that, it also offers an opportunity to measure the actual effects of SCF in terms 

improved cash position and time reduction regarding debt collecting, providing rational insights 

for any follow up cases, but of course also for any rigorous purposes.   

The literature gap regarding strategic decision making was already raised in 1998 by Brouthers 

et al. (1998). The difficulty and causes of immaturity of the research field has several causes. 

Brouthers and his colleges stated that their findings “may not be universally applicable because 

of (I) differences in national culture, Dutch are participative; (2) differences in supplier and 

customer size, most Dutch suppliers and customers are small; (3) differences in government 

control and intervention in business, Dutch government controls working hours, employment 

and benefits.” (Brouthers et al., 1998, p.137), demonstrating the importance for more case like 

studies rather than the pursuing of generalizable models for this field.   

In the study cited above (which was also done at small Dutch firms) the researchers found that 

small firms were neither very rational nor very irrational when it comes to strategic decision 

making. It is however not entirely clear if small firms see SCF as a strategic choice and how 

the decision for a certain discount percentage was chosen. For diffusion of SCF it is important 

why the apparent irrationality is present. Suggested causes are distrust, absence of proper SCF 

understanding and conservatism or (excessive) risk averse behaviour. The answer on this 

question will have great implications for diffusion strategies for SCF.  
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Finally, we advocate for case studies studying the two suggested strategies (from table 7 and 8) 

for different types of companies. Especially pilot testing will be resource demanding. However, 

since this study is designed to affect associated companies, it is an interesting approach to 

distinguish differences regarding the adoptive behaviour between different companies in the 

network.  

The direct marketing and communication approach (table 7) focusses on a more direct 

diffusions strategy. Studies designed to measure the effects of this approach could focus on 

several dimensions, such as the effectiveness per company type, or the effectiveness for 

different communication strategies. 
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Appendix A 

Interview outline research phase 1 
Start 

 Start with general introduction and questions about the company, its products etc. 

 Indicate the degree of high-tech .  

Adoption factors for supply chain finance 

 Do you actively look at new ways to get things done regarding financing? 

 How? Why (not)?  

 Do you think you are able to have fruitful meetings with your buyers regarding the topic 

of new ways of financing? Why (not)?  

 Could you illustrate your overall relationship with your buyers? 

o (Power differences and how this influences the relations / ways of doing 

business; degree of trust; long- vs. short term; mutual dependencies) 

 Are there also relations with other companies in your client’s network? 

o (Do you know which companies, products, their (shared) relations) 

 Do you have the feeling you are in a more or less established network of companies 

contributing to each other’s products and services? How does this influence your 

behavior as a company? And that of others? 

o (Controlled network with embedded ties?; Cooperative trend; visibility) 

  Is there much cooperative behavior in the network? 

o (Knowledge sharing, advising, mutual project) 

Need for external finance 

 Can you give some insights on the financial position of your company?  

 Have there been situations when you were in need for more cash?  

 (If so) wherefore? Were you able to raise cash and how?  
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 Is there a reason why you choose this solution or why a specific solution was not 

chosen?  

 How is you relation with banks?  

 And what about loans, are they provided easily to you?  

 Why or why not?  

 Do you think that your company has specific problems getting a loan?  
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Appendix B 

Questionnaire 
Year of establishment:   …… 

Number of employees (including owner): …… 

Estimated turnover:    € …… 

Estimated average accounts receivable: € …… 

Average payment period:   …… days 

Our customers primarily come from: 

 One region 

 The Netherlands 

 The BeNeLux and Germany 

   Global 

 

Environmental Challenges 

Environmental dynamism (Adapted from Miller and Friesen (1982)). 

Please identify in what extend you agree on the following statements (1 = strongly disagree, 

7= strongly agree). 

Actions of competitors are easy to predict 1      2      3     4      5     6      7   

Our firm must rarely change its marketing practices to keep 

up with the market and competitors 

1      2      3     4      5     6      7   

The rate at which products/services are getting absolute in 

the industry is very slow 

1      2      3     4      5     6      7   

Demand and consumers tastes are easy to forecast 1      2      3     4      5     6      7   

The productions/service technology is not subject to very 

much change and is well established 

1      2      3     4      5     6      7   

 

Environmental heterogeneity (Adapted from Miller and Friesen (1982)). 

We are a very undiversified firm and cater to the same 

buyers (Reversed scale) 

1      2      3     4      5     6      7   

Products / services bought buy customers differ much 1      2      3     4      5     6      7   

Products / services offered by competitors differ much 1      2      3     4      5     6      7   

Market dynamism and uncertainty is large 1      2      3     4      5     6      7   

 

Environmental hostility (Adapted from Miller and Friesen (1982)). 

Please identify in what extend you agree on the following statements (1 = strongly disagree, 

7= strongly agree). 

The environment causes a great deal of threat to survival of 

our firm 

1      2      3     4      5     6      7   

Price competition is though 1      2      3     4      5     6      7   

Competition in product quality and novelty is high 1      2      3     4      5     6      7   
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The market for our products are dwindling 1      2      3     4      5     6      7   

There is a scarcity of supply of labor/material 1      2      3     4      5     6      7   

Government interfences cause problems 1      2      3     4      5     6      7   

 

Management Maturity 

Scanning (Adapted from Miller and Friesen (1982)). 

Please identify in what extend you agree on the following statements (1 = strongly disagree, 

7= strongly agree). 

Our company has a routine in gathering of opinions from 

clients 

1      2      3     4      5     6      7   

Our company explicitly tracks policies and tactics of 

competitors  

1      2      3     4      5     6      7   

Our company forecasts sales, customer preferences, new 

technologies, etc. 

1      2      3     4      5     6      7   

We make use of special market research studies 1      2      3     4      5     6      7   

 

Controls (Adapted from Miller and Friesen (1982)). 

Please rate the extent to which the following control devices are used to gather information 

about the performance of your firm (1 = not used at all, 7 = used very frequently). 

A comprehensive management control and information 

system 

1      2      3     4      5     6      7 

Use of cost centers for cost control 1      2      3     4      5     6      7 

Use of profit centers and profit targets 1      2      3     4      5     6      7 

Quality control of operations by using sampling and other 

techniques 

1      2      3     4      5     6      7 

Cost control by fixing standard costs and analyzing 

variations 

1      2      3     4      5     6      7 

Formal appraisal of personnel 1      2      3     4      5     6      7 

 

Entrepreneurial Characteristics of Owner 

Need for achievement (Adapted from Miller and Friesen (1982)). 

 

Please indicate in which degree you agree with the following statements (1 = strongly 

disagree, 7 = strongly agree). 

 

I will not be satisfied unless I have reached the desired 

level of results. 

1      2      3     4      5     6      7 

Even though people tell me ‘it cannot be done’, I will 

persist. 

1      2      3     4      5     6      7 

I look upon my work as simply a way to achieve my goals. 1      2      3     4      5     6      7 

 

Internal locus of control (Adapted from Miller and Friesen (1982)). 

Please indicate in which degree you agree with the following statements (1 = strongly 

disagree, 7 = strongly agree). 
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When I get what I want, it is usually because I worked hard 

for it. 

1      2      3     4      5     6      7 

My life is mostly determined by my own actions. 1      2      3     4      5     6      7 

I can pretty much control what will happen in my life. 1      2      3     4      5     6      7 

 

Self-reliance (Adapted from Miller and Friesen (1982)). 

 

Please indicate in which degree you agree with the following statements (1 = strongly 

disagree, 7 = strongly agree). 

 

I feel that there are people in the firm who can do my job 

equally well. (Reverse 

scale) 

1      2      3     4      5     6      7 

I like to make my own decisions, rather than be told what 

to do. 

1      2      3     4      5     6      7 

I prefer to have partners involved in making decisions for 

the firm. (Reverse scale) 

1      2      3     4      5     6      7 

 

Extroversion (Adapted from Miller and Friesen (1982)). 

 

Please indicate in which degree you agree with the following statements (1 = strongly 

disagree, 7 = strongly agree). 

 

I enjoy meeting new people. 1      2      3     4      5     6      7 

I usually take the initiative in making new friends. 1      2      3     4      5     6      7 

I like plenty of bustle and excitement around me. 1      2      3     4      5     6      7 

 

Relational Quality 

Customer satisfaction (adapted from Walter et al. (2003)). 

Please indicate in which degree you agree with the following statements (1 = strongly 

disagree, 7 = strongly agree). 

 

The customers are always satisfied with 

our performance. 

1      2      3     4      5     6      7 

Overall satisfaction level is good 1      2      3     4      5     6      7 

Customers are not always satisfied with or performance 

(reversed scale) 

1      2      3     4      5     6      7 

We meet the expectations of the customer 1      2      3     4      5     6      7 

 

Trust (adapted from Walter et al. (2003)).   

 

Please indicate in which degree you agree with the following statements (1 = strongly 

disagree, 7 = strongly agree). 

When making important decisions, we are concerned about 

the customers welfare 

1      2      3     4      5     6      7 
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Customers dare to rely on us handling critical information 

on our company confidentially 

1      2      3     4      5     6      7 

When the customer has an important requirement, they can 

depend on our support 

1      2      3     4      5     6      7 

Communication between us and the supplier is not always 

completely honest (reversed scale) 

1      2      3     4      5     6      7 

There is a conviction among partners that work is done 

professionally 

1      2      3     4      5     6      7 

Promises made can be counted on 1      2      3     4      5     6      7 

 

Commitment (adapted from Walter et al. (2003)). 

 

Please indicate in which degree you agree with the following statements (1 = strongly 

disagree, 7 = strongly agree). 

 

We focus on long-term goals 1      2      3     4      5     6      7 

We invest time and other resources in relationships 1      2      3     4      5     6      7 

We put long-term cooperation with customers before short-

term profit 

1      2      3     4      5     6      7 

We defend customers when outsiders criticizes them 1      2      3     4      5     6      7 
 

Power distribution (adapted from Zhao et al. (2008)). 

 

Please indicate in which degree you agree with the following statements (1 = strongly 

disagree, 7 = strongly agree). 

 

The major customers’ personnel would somehow get back 

at us if we did not do as they asked and they would have 

found out. (reversed scale) 

1      2      3     4      5     6      7 

The major customer often hinted that they would take 

certain actions that would reduce our profits if we did not 

go along with their requests. 

1      2      3     4      5     6      7 

The major customer might have withdrawn certain needed 

services from us if we did not go along with them 

1      2      3     4      5     6      7 

If our company did not agree to their suggestions, the 

major customer could have made things more difficult for 

us. 

1      2      3     4      5     6      7 

 

 

Innovative behavior 

Past / actual innovative behavior (adapted from Kmieciak et al. (2012)) 

In comparison with our competitors, our company has 

introduced more innovative production or delivery methods 

during the past three years. 

1      2      3     4      5     6     7 

In our history we have constantly improved our business 

processes. 

1      2      3     4      5     6     7 

Compared to our annual turnover, we have done significant 

investments in new machinery. 

1      2      3     4      5     6     7 
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Future / intended innovative behavior (adapted from Kmieciak et al. (2012)) 

Our firm will introduce new products our services within a 

year. 

1      2      3     4      5     6      7 

When we see new ways of doing things, we are among the 

first at adopting them. 

1      2      3     4      5     6      7 

In our firm we are willing to take risks to seize and explore 

“chancy” growth opportunities. 

1      2      3     4      5     6      7 

 

Supply Chain Finance Demand 

Supply Chain Finance potentials 

Please indicate in which degree you agree with the following statements (1 = strongly 

disagree, 7 = strongly agree). 

 

I am willing to spend much money if this means that I do 

not have to approach clients to get payments on time 

1      2      3     4      5     6      7 

I am willing to spend much money if this means that I 

receive payments immediately 

1      2      3     4      5     6      7 

Long payment terms are a threat to my company 1      2      3     4      5     6      7 

Long payment terms slow down my company’s growth 1      2      3     4      5     6      7 

Bankruptcies are a big threat to our company 1      2      3     4      5     6      7 

 

Attitude towards Supply Chain Finance  

Consider the following situation: You send an invoice to your client and agree on payment 

period of 60 days. Suppose that a bank pays this invoice immediately with a price reduction 

and after 60 days, your client pays its debt to the bank.  

 

Please indicate in which degree you agree with the following statements (1 = strongly 

disagree, 7 = strongly agree). 

 

I have no trouble in changing my payment process this way 1      2      3     4      5     6      7 

I trust banks with these kind of services 1      2      3     4      5     6      7 

I believe that this service helps reducing time spent on 

collecting debts  

1      2      3     4      5     6      7 

This service will help me to reduce stress levels related to 

debtor management   

1      2      3     4      5     6      7 

This service improves the cash flows in the company 1      2      3     4      5     6      7 

This will improve my relation with the customer  1      2      3     4      5     6      7 

This will deteriorate the relations with customers (reversed 

scale) 

1      2      3     4      5     6      7 

This service will result in more growth  1      2      3     4      5     6      7 

This service will result in more innovation 1      2      3     4      5     6      7 

This service will help me reducing my own debt 1      2      3     4      5     6      7 

Could you give an indication of how much price reduction you would be willing to give in this 

situation? 
 

………% 
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Supply chain characteristics  

We deliver directly to large companies (such as ASML, 

VDL, Philips, car producers, etc.).  

1      2      3     4      5     6      7 

We indirectly deliver to large companies.  1      2      3     4      5     6      7 

We are part of an established supply chain or cooperation.  1      2      3     4      5     6      7 

In the future we will be part of such a chain.  1      2      3     4      5     6      7 

Supply chain cooperation is more important than direct 

cooperation with one customer.  

1      2      3     4      5     6      7 

A large part of our turnover can be traced back to a large 

company.  

1      2      3     4      5     6      7 

Our contact is only with our direct customer and not with 

other SC members (reversed scale). 

1      2      3     4      5     6      7 

 

Questionnaire summary 
Construct Items (indicated with 7 point Likert scales) Reference 

Environmental 

dynamism 

x1 Actions of competitors are easy to predict 

x2 Our firm must rarely change its marketing practices to keep up with the 

market and competitors 

x3 The rate at which products/services are getting absolute in the industry is 

very slow 

x4 Demand and consumers tastes are easy to forecast 

x5  The productions/service technology is subject to very much change and is 

well established 

Miller and 

Friesen (1982) 

Environmental 

heterogeneity 

x6 We are a very undiversified firm and cater to the same buyers 

x7 Products / services bought buy customers differ much 

x8 Products / services offered by competitors differ much 

x9 Market dynamism and uncertainty is large 

Miller and 

Friesen (1982) 

Environmental 

hostility 

x10 The environment causes a great deal of threat to survival of our firm 

x12 Price competition is though  

x13 Competition in product quality and novelty is high 

x14 There is a scarcity of supply of labor/material 

x15 Government interfences cause problems 

Miller and 

Friesen (1982) 

Scanning x16 Our company has a routine in gathering of opinions from clients 

x17 Our company explicitly tracks policies and tactics of competitors  

x18 Our company forecasts sales, customer preferences, new technologies, etc. 

x19 We make use of special market research studies 

Miller and 

Friesen (1982) 

Controls x20 A comprehensive management control and information system 

x21 Use of cost centers for cost control  

Miller and 

Friesen (1982) 
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x22 Use of profit centers and profit targets 

x23 Quality control of operations by using sampling and other techniques 

x24 Cost control by fixing standard costs and analysing variations 

x25 Formal appraisal of personnel 

Need for 

achievement 

x26 I will not be satisfied unless I have reached the desired level of results 

x27 Even though people tell me ‘it cannot be done’, I will persist 

x28 I look upon my work as simply a way to achieve my goals 

Miller and 

Friesen (1982) 

Self-reliance x29 I feel that there are people in the firm who can do my job equally well 

x30 I like to make my own decisions, rather than be told what to do 

x31 I prefer to have partners involved in making decisions for the firm 

Miller and 

Friesen (1982) 

Extroversion x32 I enjoy meeting new people 

x33 I usually take the initiative in making new friends 

x34 I like plenty of bustle and excitement around me 

Miller and 

Friesen (1982) 

Customer 

satisfaction 

x35 The customers are always satisfied with 

our performance. 

x36 Overall satisfaction level is good 

x37 Customers are not always satisfied with or performance  

x38 We meet the expectations of the customer 

Walter et al. 

(2003) 

Trust x39 When making important decisions, we are concerned about the customers 

welfare 

x40 Customers dare to rely on us handling critical information on our company 

confidentially  

x41 When the customer has an important requirement, they can depend on our 

support 

x42 Communication between us and the supplier is not always completely 

honest 

x43 There is a conviction among partners that work is done professionally 

x44 Promises made can be counted on 

Walter et al. 

(2003) 

Commitment x45 We focus on long-term goals  

x46 We invest time and other resources in relationships 

x47 We put long-term cooperation with customers before short-term profit 

x48 We defend customers when outsiders criticizes them 

Walter et al. 

(2003) 

Power 

distribution 

x49 The major customers’ personnel would somehow get back at us if we did 

not do as they asked and they would have found out 

Zhao et al. 

(2008) 
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x50 The major customer often hinted that they would take certain actions that 

would reduce our profits if we did not go along with their requests 

x51 The major customer might have withdrawn certain needed services from us 

if we did not go along with them 

x52 If our company did not agree to their suggestions, the major customer could 

have made things more difficult for us 

Past / actual 

innovative 

behavior 

x53 In comparison with our competitors, our company has introduced more 

innovative production or delivery methods during the past three years. 

x54 In our history we have constantly improved our business processes 

x55 Compared to our annual turnover, we have done significant investments in 

new machinery 

Kmieciak et al. 

(2012) 

Future / 

intended 

innovative 

behavior 

x56 Our firm will introduce new products our services within a year 

x57 When we see new ways of doing things, we are among the first at adopting 

them 

x58 In our firm we are willing to take risks to seize and explore “chancy” 

growth opportunities 

Kmieciak et al. 

(2012) 

Attitude 

towards SCF 

x59 I don’t mind if this (SCF) becomes a standard procedure 

x60 I Trust financial service providers with these kind of services 

x61 I believe that this causes that I spend less time collecting debts 

x62 I believe that this reduces stress related to collecting debts 

x63 This service will improve the cash flows  

x64 This service will improve the relation with clients 

x65 This service will deteriorate the relation with clients 

x66 When cash flows are accelerated, my company will grow faster 

x67 When cash flows are accelerated, my company would innovate more 

x68 This service will help me with paying my own bills on time 

(to be tested) 

 x69 We deliver directly to large companies (such as ASML, VDL, Philips, car 

producers, etc.).  

x70 We deliver indirectly to large companies.  

x71 We are part of an established supply chain or cooperation.  

x72 In the future we will be part of such a chain.  

x73 Supply chain cooperation is more important than direct cooperation with 

one customer.  

x74 A large part of our turnover can be traced back to a large company.  

x75 Our contact is only with our direct customer and not with other SC 

members (reversed scale). 

(to be tested) 
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Appendix C 
SBI codes of selected branches (Dutch) 
  

Code Titel 

 

C  Industrie 

 

22  Vervaardiging van producten van rubber en kunststof 

 

22.1  Vervaardiging van producten van rubber 

22.11  Vervaardiging van rubberbanden en loopvlakvernieuwing 

22.19  Vervaardiging van producten van rubber (geen banden) 

 

22.2  Vervaardiging van producten van kunststof 

22.21  Vervaardiging van platen, folie, buizen en profielen van kunststof 

22.22 Vervaardiging van verpakkingsmiddelen van kunststof 

22.23  Vervaardiging van kunststofproducten voor de bouw 

22.29  Vervaardiging van overige producten van kunststof 

 

24  Vervaardiging van metalen in primaire vorm 

 

24.1  Vervaardiging van ijzer en staal en van ferrolegeringen 

24.10  Vervaardiging van ijzer en staal en van ferrolegeringen 

 

24.2  Vervaardiging van stalen buizen, pijpen, holle profielen en fittings daarvoor 

24.20  Vervaardiging van stalen buizen, pijpen, holle profielen en fittings daarvoor 

 

24.3  Overige eerste verwerking van staal 

24.31  Koudtrekken van staven 

24.32  Koudwalsen van bandstaal 

24.33  Koudvervormen en koudfelsen 

24.34  Koudtrekken van draad 

 

24.4  Vervaardiging van edelmetalen en overige non-ferrometalen 

24.41  Vervaardiging van edelmetalen 

24.42  Vervaardiging van aluminium 

24.43  Vervaardiging van lood, zink en tin 

24.44  Vervaardiging van koper 

24.45  Vervaardiging van overige non-ferrometalen 

24.46  Smelten en raffineren van uranium 

 

24.5  Gieten van metalen 

24.51 Gieten van ijzer  

24.52  Gieten van staal 

24.53  Gieten van lichte metalen 

24.54  Gieten van overige non-ferrometalen 

 

25  Vervaardiging van producten van metaal (geen machines en apparaten) 

 

25.1  Vervaardiging van metalen producten voor de bouw  

25.11  Vervaardiging van metalen constructiewerken en delen daarvan 

25.12  Vervaardiging van metalen deuren, vensters en kozijnen 

 

25.2  Vervaardiging van reservoirs van metaal en van ketels en radiatoren voor centrale  verwarming  
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25.21  Vervaardiging van ketels en radiatoren voor centrale verwarming 

25.29  Vervaardiging van metalen tanks en reservoirs 

 

25.3  Vervaardiging van stoomketels (geen ketels voor centrale verwarming) 

25.30  Vervaardiging van stoomketels (geen ketels voor centrale verwarming) 

 

25.5  Smeden, persen, stampen en profielwalsen van metaal; poedermetallurgie 

25.50  Smeden, persen, stampen en profielwalsen van metaal; poedermetallurgie 

 

25.6  Oppervlaktebehandeling en bekleding van metaal; algemene metaalbewerking  

25.61  Oppervlaktebehandeling en bekleding van metaal 

25.62  Algemene metaalbewerking 

 

25.9  Vervaardiging van overige producten van metaal 

25.91  Vervaardiging van stalen vaten e.d. 

25.92  Vervaardiging van verpakkingsmiddelen van licht metaal 

25.93  Vervaardiging van artikelen van draad en van kettingen en veren 

25.94  Vervaardiging van bouten, schroeven en moeren 

25.99  Vervaardiging van overige producten van metaal (rest) 

 

26  Vervaardiging van computers en van elektronische en optische apparatuur 

 

26.1  Vervaardiging van elektronische componenten en printplaten 

26.11  Vervaardiging van elektronische componenten 

26.12  Vervaardiging van elektronische printplaten 

 

26.2  Vervaardiging van computers en randapparatuur 

26.20  Vervaardiging van computers en randapparatuur 

 

26.3  Vervaardiging van communicatieapparatuur 

26.30  Vervaardiging van communicatieapparatuur 

 

26.5  Vervaardiging van meet-, regel-, navigatie- en controleapparatuur en van uurwerken 

26.51  Vervaardiging van meet-, regel-, navigatie- en controleapparatuur 

26.52  Vervaardiging van uurwerken 

 

26.6  Vervaardiging van bestralingsapparatuur en van elektromedische en elektrotherapeutische  apparatuur 

26.60  Vervaardiging van bestralingsapparatuur en van elektromedische en Elektrotherapeutische apparatuur 

 

26.7  Vervaardiging van optische instrumenten en apparatuur 

26.70  Vervaardiging van optische instrumenten en apparatuur 

 

26.8  Vervaardiging van informatiedragers 

26.80  Vervaardiging van informatiedragers 

 

27  Vervaardiging van elektrische apparatuur 

 

27.1  Vervaardiging van elektromotoren, elektrische generatoren en transformatoren en van schakel- en 

verdeelinrichtingen 

27.11  Vervaardiging van elektromotoren, elektrische generatoren en transformatoren 

27.12  Vervaardiging van schakel- en verdeelinrichtingen 

 

27.2  Vervaardiging van batterijen en accumulatoren 

27.20  Vervaardiging van batterijen en accumulatoren 
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27.3  Vervaardiging van elektrische en elektronische kabels en van schakelaars, stekkers, stopcontacten 

27.31  Vervaardiging van kabels van optische vezels 

27.32  Vervaardiging van overige elektrische en elektronische kabel 

27.33  Vervaardiging van schakelaars, stekkers, stopcontacten e.d. 

 

27.4  Vervaardiging van elektrische lampen en verlichtingsapparaten  

27.40  Vervaardiging van elektrische lampen en verlichtingsapparaten  

 

27.9  Vervaardiging van overige elektrische apparatuur 

27.90  Vervaardiging van overige elektrische apparatuur 

 

28 Vervaardiging van overige machines en apparaten 

 

28.1  Vervaardiging van motoren, turbines, pompen, compressoren, appendages en drijfwerkelementen 

28.11  Vervaardiging van motoren en turbines (niet voor vliegtuigen, motorvoertuigen en  bromfietsen) 

28.12  Vervaardiging van hydraulische apparatuur 

28.13  Vervaardiging van niet-hydraulische pompen en compressoren 

28.14  Vervaardiging van appendages 

28.15  Vervaardiging van tandwielen, lagers en overige drijfwerkelementen 

 

28.2   Vervaardiging van overige machines en apparaten voor algemeen gebruik 

28.21  Vervaardiging van industriële ovens en branders 

28.22  Vervaardiging van hijs-, hef- en transportwerktuigen 

28.23  Vervaardiging van kantoormachines en -apparatuur (geen computers en  randapparatuur) 

28.24  Vervaardiging van pneumatisch en elektrisch handgereedschap  

28.25  Vervaardiging van machines en apparaten voor industriële koeltechniek en  klimaatregeling 

28.29  Vervaardiging van overige machines en apparaten voor algemeen gebruik (rest) 

 

28.3  Vervaardiging van machines en werktuigen voor de land- en bosbouw 

28.30  Vervaardiging van machines en werktuigen voor de land- en bosbouw 

 

28.4  Vervaardiging van gereedschapswerktuigen 

28.41  Vervaardiging van gereedschapswerktuigen voor metaalbewerking 

28.49  Vervaardiging van gereedschapswerktuigen niet voor metaalbewerking 

 

28.9  Vervaardiging van overige machines, apparaten en werktuigen voor specifieke  doeleinden 

28.91  Vervaardiging van machines voor de metallurgie 

28.92  Vervaardiging van machines voor de bouw en winning van delfstoffen 

28.93  Vervaardiging van machines voor de productie van voedings- en genotmiddelen 

28.94  Vervaardiging van machines voor de productie van textiel, kleding en leer 

28.95  Vervaardiging van machines voor de productie van papier en karton 

28.96  Vervaardiging van machines voor de kunststof- en rubberindustrie 

28.99  Vervaardiging van overige machines, apparaten en werktuigen voor specifieke  doeleinden (rest) 
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Appendix D 
In the figure below you find the response rates of the questions. Answers markets 1 represent 

‘never’, 7 means ‘very frequently’ (the visual properties of this picture may be misleading due 

to different scales on the y-axis).: 

Left: We deliver directly to large companies (such as ASML, VDL, Philips, car producers,  

etc.). 

Right: We indirectly deliver to large companies. 

 

FIGURE 11 RESPONSE RATES FOR DIRECT (L) AND INDIRECT (R) DELIVERY FREQUENCIES TO LARGE 

COMPANIES 

In the figure below, the response rates are given for allowed discount percentage for the 

hypothetical case of a 60 days shorter payment period. Two respondents answered 50 percent. 

These values are left out of the graph because of the unrealistic nature of this value.   

 

FIGURE 12 RESPONSE RATES FOR ALLOWED DISCOUNT PERCENTAGE FOR A 60 DAYS EARLIER PAYMENT 
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Appendix E 
Due to the limited research done on SCF, there is no construct available from existing literature 

which quantifies the attitude towards it. For this reason, a principal component analysis was 

conducted for the potential items which were measured on a 7 point Likert scale in the survey. 

The KMO measure of sample 

adequacy is equal to 0.816, 

meaning that the items are 

‘factor analysable’. The next 

step is to test whether the null 

hypothesis (namely that the R 

matrix is an identity matrix) should be rejected. The Bartlett’s test of sphericity is significant  

at <0.05, meaning that there is at least one significant correlation in the correlation matrix (table 

3) and H0 rejected. The test found no correlations greater than 0.9, meaning that there is no need 

for concern for multicollinearity in the data (Field, 2009, p.657). 

From the rotated component matrix (table 4), we 

see that two components are extracted (based on 

the latent root criterion) and 7 items score high 

(>0.7) on one factor. For theoretical and practical 

reasons, four items were selected to represent the 

construct ‘SCF potential’, which represents the 

potentials of SCF for a given company. By only 

selecting four items, a smaller sample size is 

needed to test the model. Also time reduction and 

a faster cash to cash cycle have less representative 

power regarding the value of SCF for a company. 

Hence, the items selected are x61, x62, x66, x67, and 

x68 (see appendix B), which represent a perceived 

time reduction (in collecting debts), a stress 

reduction in collecting debts, growth, more 

innovation and debt reduction. The construct’s 

Cronbachs Alpha was measured at 0.883 (α = 

.883). 

  

TABLE 10 KMO AND BARTLETT'S TEST 

TABLE 9 ROTATED COMPONENT MATRIX 
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Appendix F 
The KMO measure of sample adequacy 

is equal to 0.692, meaning that the items 

are ‘factor analysable’. The next step is 

to test whether the null hypothesis 

(namely that the R matrix is an identity 

matrix) should be rejected. The 

Bartlett’s test of sphericity is significant  at <0.05, meaning that there is at least one significant 

correlation in the correlation matrix (table 6) and H0 rejected. The test found no correlations 

greater than 0.9, meaning that there is no need for concern for multicollinearity in the data 

(Field, 2009, p.657). 

From the rotated component matrix (table 6), we 

see that 2 components are extracted (based on the 

latent root criterion) and 6 items score high (>0.7) 

on one factor. These 6 items were selected to 

represent the two constructs ‘fixed network’ and 

‘large SC members’.   

 

TABLE 11 KMO BARTLET'S TEST 

TABLE 12 ROTATED COMPONENT MATRIX 


