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Abstract
This paper reports on findings of a longitudinal study into generalist Australian grass roots
suppliers innovation capability. Since the commencement of the study, the number of organisations reporting a new product development platforming strategy (defined as latent innovation capability) has fallen from a low starting point, to zero. “In an age of innovation”, these
grass roots organisations have stated that they have no appetite for new product development,
preferring to focus on progressive cost, to the customer, reduction exercises.
This paper discusses the progress of this research, the emerging trends within both generalist Australian businesses and their leadership, and offers pointers to the future, where it is
argued that, many organisations have now won the cost driven race to the bottom and are
wondering where to run to next.
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Introduction
In 2009, the Australian Federal Government sponsored a program of work to investigate
the innovation capability of core “grass roots” businesses. The core program of work consisted of business leaders completing a mature organisational diagnostic tool that delivered both a
map and measure of innovation readiness across business sectors and geographical regions.
The same diagnostic tool has continued to be used within businesses and a longitudinal data
set has been compiled since the initial research. Unfortunately, the results from this longitudinal study paint a disappointing picture, where despite all efforts by Government to increase
innovation capability, many general businesses that make up the foundation of the Australian
supply base have no New Product Development (NPD) strategy, little appetite for innovation
and indeed little internal expertise to take a new product to market.
This paper discusses a key trend, the fall in new product development strategy by grass
roots generalist Australian organisations, recorded during the longitudinal research, and also
offers some insight to a future, where it is argued that many organisations have now won their
cost driven race to the bottom and are wondering where to run to next.

Background
New Product Development (NPD) has increasingly contributed to business growth and
success in various industries, from small food and beverage businesses, to high-tech ventures,
and manufactures (Munawar, 2019; Deeds et al., 1999; Chung & Hsu, 2010). The body of
literature since 2000 has suggested NPD strategy often aligns with business development,
resources allocation and marketing demand, especially customer centricity (Fainschmidt et
al., 2016; Biedenbach & Müller, 2012; Fish & Forrest, 2008). Hoyer et al. (2010) and Mahr
et al. (2014) believe the more customer involvement in the innovation process of designing a
new product, the better chance to gain market acceptance and therefore providing a greater
possibility of maintain existing customers and acquire new customers.
More recent practices demonstrate a tendency where NPD can be well strategised and executed with better supplier and customer integration, a more sustainable supply chain, and
business innovation processes in place (Fish, 2015). It has also been found that the involvement and commitment of top management and NPD team encourages internal and external
knowledge transfer, including supplier and customer’s collaboration and participation (Cui &
Wu, 2016; Chang & Taylor, 2016).
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Method
The impetus for this research was driven from a series of focus groups that were involved
initially in business regeneration programs in 2008. A subsequent program of work following
the same diagnostic investigative protocol was sponsored by the Australian Federal Government in 2010 to support business development. The original Government sponsored program
was promoted using a series of databases and advertisements in public electronic and print
media. Participants were asked to pre-register for the regional focus group of their choice and
as such, the sample set can be determined to be a random (or as near as is possible) representation of Australian business (Gibilisco, 2004). It should be noted that each business had their
own supply chain system and was involved in at least one traditional customer supply network, and were therefore qualified to take part in the study (Boyer & Verma, 2010). For clarification, no start up or early stage businesses were included in this study. All participants
were senior officers within their organisations and as such were involved in determining the
strategic direction of their business, and also the strategic and operational intent of their supply chain and the customer acquisition and retention tactics. No qualifying participants were
excluded from the study, however, there was, as would be expected, a natural filtering process
from the initial contact stage to final participation (Bains, Fill & Page, 2008; Belch & Belch,
2007). The filtration ratio was 1:64 and is consistent with recognised protocols and it is therefore considered to be a robust sample within the scope of this study Craig and Douglas
(2009).

Rationale and Background of the Method
The diagnostics program that formed the body of this research was drawn from mature
business modelling, analysis and due diligence methodologies. The diagnostics had been
previously used successfully in many private business improvement consultation programs
and supplier selection processes globally. In an effort to prove efficacy and relevance to the
study from an Australian perspective, the diagnostics were first piloted in several smaller
Australian focus groups including; regional industrial groups, chambers of commerce, and
professional service focus groups prior to being incorporated into the study (Gill & Johnson,
2010). The study was conducted in an environment of an informed and inclusive network. In
all cases, participants were provided with support and standard background information
(Bryman & Bell, 2007).
It should be noted that this analysis is based on the basis that the focus groups provided an
initial random sample of Australian business (i.e. supply base) and the mean averages of the
collective focus groups is a representative and robust indicator of the generalist Australian
supply base. There is no suggestion that there were not some world-class participants within
these focus groups, however, it is the sample mean in this case that provides the core indicator
of performance not selected “best (or indeed worst) in class” (Montgomery & Runger, 1999).
The total diagnostic tool was developed around five key themes, these were:
1.

Analysing Strategic Positioning and Market Trends
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2.
3.
4.
5.

Analysing Supply Networks, Supply Competency and Capability
Analysing the Potential Risk Inherent within Supply Networks
Analysing Technology
An Insight into Innovation

Point five, an Insight into Innovation, is considered in this paper. The significance being
that Australia is currently ranked as 20th in the 2018 Global Innovation Index Report (Dutta
et al., 2018). Whereas this ranking might appear to be an admirable position or indeed a significant improvement over the overall performance of Australia in earlier studies, performance in certain classifications of the Index illustrated an underlying risk and indeed a deepseated constraint to innovation as a continuous process within Australian businesses. For example, Australia was ranked number 11 on the Innovation Input1 and number 31 (Weakness)
on the Innovation Output2 sub-index, resulting in the Innovation Efficiency ratio3 ranked at
76. In other words Australia’s innovation enable activities are relatively sufficient and sophisticated enough, positioned in top 10 percent of the participant countries, however the innovation outcomes ranked low, resulting in poor efficiency ratio behind Vietnam: 16, and
Armenia: 15. In another sub-pillar indicator: Innovation linkage4: Australia ranked 52 as a
Weakness, where Ghana sit on 37 and Cambodia positioned 26 (Dutta et al., 2018).
Despite significant Federal and State Government initiatives, there is sufficient evidence to
suggest that the individual key ranking indicators of Australia in the 2018 Global Innovation
Index is unlikely to improve. For example McLeod (2017) provides some disturbing data
suggesting that even within the Australian start up community (a subset of organisations that
should be rife with market ready, innovative, customer and product solutions) only 70% of
these organisations report having “some innovation” in products or services. McLeod also
suggests that 97% of the organisations active in this community in 2017 would have either
have either failed or exited the market by 2019.
Further data comes from the 2018 AMGC report that states: “Australia is currently home
to one of the most volatile manufacturing industries in the world (AMGC 2018)”. This report
claimed that as many as 33% of businesses would suffer considerable operational continuity
issues if they were to lose one of their current customers. What is more, the report suggests
that for 10% of these Australian businesses, the loss of a single customer would tip the balance and cause them to cease operations suggesting an innovative approach to customer en1

The Innovation Input Sub-Index is comprised of five input pillars that capture elements of the national economy that enable innovative activities: (1) Institutions, (2) Human capital and research, (3) Infrastructure, (4) Market sophistication, and (5) Business sophistication.
2
The Innovation Output Sub-Index provides information about outputs that are the results of innovative activities within the economy. There are two output pillars: (6) Knowledge and technology outputs and (7) Creative
outputs.
3
The Innovation Efficiency Ratio is the ratio of the Output Sub-Index score over the Input Sub-Index score. It
shows how much innovation output a given country is getting for its inputs.
4
Innovation linkage includes: linkages with University / Industry research collaboration; State of Cluster development; GERD financed by aboard; Joint venture and strategic alliance deals; Patent families filed in at least two
offices.
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gagement perhaps through a process of active New Product Development (NPD) is no longer
a desirable augmentation to an organisations strategy, but rather an imperative for organisational survival. It is risky to keep seeing NPD as an in-house stage-gating project-based practice, since businesses operate in a dynamic supply networks (Li et al., 2014). Various activities from various partners orchestrate in an integrated NPD process (Wlazlak, 2018) in order
to maintain customer base and development business opportunities. Cusumano et al. (2015)
and Zhang et al. (2016) suggested manufacturers differentiate and innovate products through
a “Development of combined product-service network”, and offer customer-centric or industry-specific solutions to nurture manufacturers and clients relationship.
The AMGC 2018 reports suggests that robust strategies to increase the resilience of these
organisations can include:
1. Technical leadership
2. Flexible customer engagement models
3. Diverse product offerings
Point three points once again to the connection of a customer centric product offering and
within the context of volatile markets noted above, and the imperative of a New Product Development strategy that is aligned closely to the customer being essential for organisational
longevity.
Context of “Grass Roots Suppliers”
Most supply chain research is conducted around the focal nodes and their interaction or
dominance with tier one and tier two suppliers (Jaber & Goyal, 2009; Carter & Liane Easton,
2011). Studies that do cover wider supply chain systems typically focus on discipline or industry sectors (Oh et al., 2010; Touboulic & Walker, 2015; Durach et al., 2017). These studies are important because they develop acute knowledge specific to a type or classification,
however, they seldom delve deeper into the origins of value creation or indeed the “mix and
muddle” of suppliers deeper in the system. It is however these deeply imbedded suppliers
who often influence the strategic direction of OEM’s and sector specific supply chains simultaneously.
The limited research conducted on total supply chains and the inherent risk lower down the
system where these generalist (grass roots) suppliers could be selling into many sectorial key
players at the same time, is hidden and/or undervalued within the systems they typically operate within (Sarimveis, 2008; Styger, 2013). This is often due to supplier engagement strategies based around devolving lower tier management to tier one and tier two suppliers by the
focal node (Saunders et al., 2015; Wilhelm et al., 2016). The invisibility of grass roots suppliers brings significant organisational risk. There is also a tendency for transactional relationships with little strategic alignment at this level, that in-turn increases the cloak of invisibility due to a status of insignificance being awarded to many grass roots suppliers in most
supply chain systems. As a result, there is a tendency for those suppliers to fall into a subset
of a cost driven and value reduced player status and once on this road little can be done to
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turn an organisation around (Rossetti & Choi, 2005; Reuter et al., 2012; Wagner et al., 2019).
Over time, a cancer develops where these suppliers begin to move more and more rapidly to
the bottom of the value creation scale and eventually, a state develops where turbulence,
fragmentation, reduced quality and reduced customer focus become normalised that invite
competition and/or dominance from within or outside of typically well structured supply
chain systems because of overall lack of end-to-end focus.
In parallel to the time this study was initially commenced, Hines (2006) described accurately the setting of cost focused strategic direction in supply chain management (this is illustrated in Figure 1.0). What has become apparent throughout our study is that at a given point
in time, organisations face an event where a decision to value create through new product
development, compared to organisational cost reduction, would change the economic wellbeing of both the grass roots supplier and their value chains (see Figure 2.0). To do this however, a change in strategic and operational capability is necessary that is based on a customer
focus and the capability of an organisation to bring new products to market for their customers. This research has however discovered that this capability is sadly missing in many of the
grass roots generalist suppliers of Australia who formed part of this study.

Figure
lustration
a
Cost

1.0
Il-

of

Driven Strategy
Source: Adapted Hines (2006)
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Figure 2.0 - Illustration of a Comparison of Cost and Value Driven Strategy
Source: Adapted Hines (2006)

Results
Diagnostic 13 of the Audit addresses new product development strategy. This diagnostic
is particularly important because it reflects an organisations ability to respond to current customer needs. This diagnostic is also a predictor of future capability and flow within a supply
chain system, and therefore an indication of organisations ability to future proof itself and the
supply chain that it belongs to. This diagnostic is an indicator of the measure of customer
focus and growth potential, and it is based on the status, positioning and level of innovation
within that organisations future products (i.e. it is evident within an organisations new product
development strategy).
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Figure 3.0 illustrates the decrease of the level of new product development strategies within grass roots generalist Australian organisations during the overall period of study, to a point
where the leaders of these organisations have now returned a zero response against the terms
of reference of the diagnostic.

Figure 3.0 - Illustration of the Fall in New Product Development Strategy in Grass Roots Generalist Australian Suppliers

On face value the original positive level of 35% would appear to have been reasonable
bearing in mind the status of many of these organisations with supply chain systems and perhaps their contextual position a decade ago both in-terms of the market confusion during and
immediately after the Global Financial Crisis and also the comparative lack of technology
driven connectivity to markets and suppliers at that time. Whereas we would have accepted a
dip in the level of capability reported at that time, and indeed at that time assumed 35% to be
representative of that dip, we would have expected to see an increase over subsequent years
and a figure in excess of that noted in 2008.
What appears to have occurred is that once organisations let go of their new product development capability (perhaps as a result of the turbulence in the market during and post the
Global Financial Crisis the time), they then have been either unable or unwilling to reinstate
that capability into their value creation systems. It may be argued, and indeed often is by the
participants of the audit, that there are other ways to create value in an organisation (i.e. cost
down strategies), however, this argument does not align with larger bodies of knowledge such
as ISO 9001:2015 (ISO, 2015), that states clearly that:
“The organisation shall establish, implement and maintain a design and development process
that is appropriate to ensure the subsequent provision of products and services”
This principal (8.3.1) demonstrates the importance of organisational strategies for new
product development and also its alignment to customer focused organisations that can, via
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external audit, demonstrate measurable impact on both the customer and their own organisation.
Over the period of this study, those companies who were not able to satisfy the terms of
reference for this diagnostic, were able to be classified into four groups, these were:
1. Participants made an assumption that a policy on new product development was equal
to having a specific new product development strategy, and indeed that the policy itself
had more significance than the tangible evidence of throughput of new products within
the supply chain system of the organisation.
2. Organisations relying on a single customer and therefore focusing all process development on cost down benefits for that customer (i.e. price driven strategy), rather than
spreading organisational risks and developing multiple product offerings for a portfolio
of customers.
3. Organisations relying on a vendors new product development output to be transferred
into the supply chain system in the assumption that acting as a “middle man” or agent
would be sustainable in an evermore cost focused, globally engaged customer base, that
is as capable as the agent of sourcing a product locally and/or globally on a transactional basis.
4. Lack of new product development leadership capability within the organisation and lack
of experience of getting a new product to market. Interestingly the leadership capability
has remained at around 50% (see Figure 4.0) of respondents claiming no expertise in
new product development leadership. This figure usually coexists, however, at the intersection of the other three points noted above, suggesting that even the 50% of respondents who do have product leadership experience block their ability to develop
both a relevant strategy and subsequent viable new products by the inherent system that
they operate within.
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Figure 4.0 - The Intersection of Constraints for New Product Development Strategy in Australian Grass
Root Suppliers

Other headline figures for 2019 derived from this study include:
• 53% of leaders of generalist Australian grass roots suppliers had no experience of getting a new product to market
• 8.2% of leaders of generalist Australian grass roots suppliers thought they were world
class at getting a new product to market
• 9.1% of leaders of generalist Australian grass roots suppliers thought their innovation
skills were world class
• 84% of leaders of generalist Australian grass roots suppliers claimed they needed “more
innovation” within their organisations
• 77% of leaders of generalist Australian grass roots suppliers thought they could simply
“order innovation in” (i.e. asking for a kilo of innovation)
• 91% of leaders of generalist Australian grass roots suppliers stated that their organisations “had no appetite” for new product development and introduction

General Observations and Discussion
During the original discussions and later conversations with participant several themes
emerged regarding the operational stance of these organisations. Typically most organisations appear to be transactional, taking on the role of adding value through a sourcing or procurement function (i.e. “middle man” organisations), albeit often with some level of technical
competence within the supply chain system they operated within. More open markets, perhaps disrupted by technology and the internet, have forced a reduction in operational margins,
and faced with this challenge, organisations have reached a decision point where they can
either:
A. Change strategic direction to a more discriminating customer and provide a value centric product offering
B. Reduce margins further, via continued cost to the customer reduction tactics, in the
hope a plateau will be found and/or customer loyalty retained
Many organisations appear to have taken option “B”; indeed there has been no evidence to
suggest that instigating further value creation through new product development and introduction was ever considered past the “cost” to the organisation in a new product development
phase. There also appears to be a culture within these organisations of an unchallengeable
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axiom of “what is current in the market today, will remain current in the market tomorrow”,
and as such, many of these organisations are unable to align themselves with a change mentality. Although these organisations have demonstrated high levels of technological awareness,
many typically misunderstand the overarching impact of technology and its creative and/or
destructive potential on their operations. This is best evidenced in many of the organisational
leaders was their ability to access instantly the product and price offerings of their competitors
and/or suppliers, but often doubt that their products and prices are being monitored in the
same way by their competitors and/or suppliers.
These findings are significant because wider cross-sectional, “grass roots” organisations
are rarely collectively studied, typically because they are outside of the realm of a specific
discipline based supply chain system research. As such, it is common to assume that the challenges identified within that supply chain system are unique to that system or the sector that
the specific system operates within. However, in this case, we investigated the “grass roots”
businesses of multiple supply chain systems, all of whom are integral to many supply sectors,
and their various supply requirements. As such these findings suggest that the issues noted
above are an endemic total supply chain problem where there has been a generational shift in
leadership focus from that of the customer, evidenced by no proactive product development
strategy, but rather to a cost cutting emphasis to satisfy immediate shareholder demands that
jeopardise the medium to long-term health of the enterprise.

Conclusion
It is important to contextualise the impact of this shift in strategy. As noted above ISO
9001:2015 (ISO, 2015), states a requirement for customer focused products and services and
it also sets a requirement that organisations must prove to be compliant to this clause, via a
process of independent external auditing, if the standard is to be met. We would suggest that
many “grass roots” enterprises would fail such an audit and could therefore preclude themselves from participating in larger, value centric, supply chain systems and in so doing drive
themselves further to the bottom as the choice supplier for many OEM led systems. In the
context of Australian enterprises being typically small global players, any kind of long-term
future appears to be at risk because of their future inability to access global supply chains due
to compliance nonconformity issues with recognised industry standards (i.e. the rules apply
more than ever and many of these organisations cannot comply with these rules).
The findings from this work point to a systems issue, where no matter how much external
drive or incentive is available to grow innovation capability within a supply chain system, be
it from the focal node, customer, or grass roots supplier, the entire system must be willing,
waiting and wanting that change in capability and it must reconfigure to enable that change to
impact and flow through, however, in this case, we are not seeing any evidence of this occurring.
In the free market economy only one company can be the cheapest and the rest will need to
compete on delighting the customer. Organisations must therefore develop exciting products
that suit specific current and specific future needs of those markets under contest. The findExcellence in Services
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ings from this work suggest that enterprises are failing because they have not developed exciting products to suit their customers and have therefore ignored the customer for too long and
thereby given the customer opportunity to explore other options. As harsh as this might appear, ongoing disruption in many Australian grass roots businesses is likely, because the leadership in many of the organisations under investigation typically lack the experience, capital
and alignment to customers that, as a result, will catalyse further turbulence and ultimate fatigue and failure of many seemingly robust supply chain systems. Put simply, new product
development is not on the RADA of a significant number of leaders of generalist grass roots
organisations in Australia and as a result, significant opportunities in terms of achieving market dominance are open to any enterprise that is customer centric and competent at delivering
products that will satisfy and delight the customers within those markets.

Excellence in Services
22nd International Conference
Conference Proceedings ISBN 9788890432798

600

Perrotis College
Thessaloniki (Greece)
29 and 30 August 2019

References
AMGC (2018). Advanced Manufacturing Growth Centre Project Report August 2018. Retrieved from <https://www.amgc.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2018/11/AMGC-ProjectsReport_August-2018.pdf>
AMGC (2018). Building Resilience in Australia Manufacturing. Retrieved from
<https://www.amgc.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2018/11/AMGC_Building-Resilience-inAustralian-Manufacturing.pdf>
Baines P., Fill C., Page K. (2008). Marketing (2nd ed.). New York, NY: Oxford University
Press.
Belch G. E., Belch M. A. (2004). Advertising and promotion: An integrated marketing communications perspective (6th ed.). New York, NY: McGraw-Hill.
Biedenbach T., Müller R. (2012). Absorptive, innovative and adaptive capabilities and their
impact on project and project portfolio performance. International Journal of Project Management, 30(5), 621–635.
Boyer K., Verma R. (2009). Operations and supply chain management for the 21st century.
South-Western Cengage Learning.
Bryman A., Bell E. (2007). Business research methods (2nd ed.). New York, NY: Oxford
University Press.
Bustinza O. F., Gomes E., Vendrell‐Herrero F., Baines, T. (2019). Product–service innovation
and performance: the role of collaborative partnerships and R&D intensity. R&D Management, 49(1), 33-45.
Carter C. R., Liane Easton P. (2011). Sustainable supply chain management: evolution and
future directions. International journal of physical distribution & logistics management, 41(1), 46-62.
Chang W., Taylor S. A. (2016). The effectiveness of customer participation in new product
development: A meta-analysis. Journal of Marketing, 80(1), 47-64.
Chung Y. C., Hsu Y. W. (2010). Research on the correlation between Design for Six Sigma
implementation activity levels, new product development strategies and new product development performance in Taiwan's high-tech manufacturers. Total Quality Management, 21(6), 603-616.
Craig C. S., Douglas S. P. (2009). International marketing research (3rd ed.). John Wiley &
Sons, Inc.

Excellence in Services
22nd International Conference
Conference Proceedings ISBN 9788890432798

601

Perrotis College
Thessaloniki (Greece)
29 and 30 August 2019

Cui A. S., Wu F. (2016). Utilizing customer knowledge in innovation: antecedents and impact
of customer involvement on new product performance. Journal of the academy of marketing science, 44(4), 516-538.
Cusumano M. A., Kahl S. J., Suarez F. F. (2015). Services, industry evolution, and the competitive strategies of product firms. Strategic management journal, 36(4), 559-575.
Deeds D. L., Decarolis D., Coombs, J. (1999). “Dynamic capabilities and new product development in high technology ventures: An empirical analysis of new biotechnology firms”.
Journal of Business Venturing, 15(1): 211–229.
Durach C. F., Kembro, J., Wieland, A. (2017). A New Paradigm for Systematic Literature
Reviews in Supply Chain Management. Journal of Supply Chain Management, 53(4), 67–
85. https://doi-org.ezproxy.laureate.net.au/10.1111/jscm.12145
Dutta S., Reynoso R. E., Garanasvili A., Saxena K., Lanvin B., Wunsch-Vincent S., Guadagno, F. (2018). The global innovation index 2018: Energizing the World with Innovation. Global Innovation Index 2018, 1. Retrieved on 18th June 2019.
<https://www.globalinnovationindex.org/analysis-indicator>
Fainshmidt, S., Pezeshkan, A., Lance Frazier, M., Nair, A., & Markowski, E. (2016). Dynamic capabilities and organizational performance: a meta‐analytic evaluation and extension. Journal of Management Studies, 53(8), 1348-1380.
Fish L. A. (2015). New Product Development and Supply Chain Management: A Literature
Review of the past 15 Years. Proceedings for the Northeast Region Decision Sciences Institute
(NEDSI),
1–30.
Retrieved
from
<http://search.ebscohost.com.ezproxy.laureate.net.au/login.aspx?direct=true&db=bsu&AN
=116281797&site=ehost-live>
Fish L.A., Forrest W. C. (2008). A Literature Review and Areas for Future Academic Research in New Product Development in Supply Chain Management. Proceedings of the
Decision Sciences Institute Annual Meeting, 2008, Baltimore, MD, Nov. 2008, 2291-2296.
Gibilisco S. (2004). Statistics demystified. McGraw-Hill.
Gill J., Johnson P. (2010). Research Methods for Managers (4th ed.). London: Sage.
Hines T (2006). Supply Chain Strategies - Customer Driven and Customer Focused. Elsevier
Butterworth-Heinemann. ISBN 10: 0-7506-5551-8
Hoyer W. D., Chandy R., Dorotic M., Krafft M., Singh S. S. (2010). Consumer cocreation in
new product development. Journal of service research, 13(3), 283-296.

Excellence in Services
22nd International Conference
Conference Proceedings ISBN 9788890432798

602

Perrotis College
Thessaloniki (Greece)
29 and 30 August 2019

International Organization for Standardization. (2015). Quality management systems - Requirements (ISO 9001: 2015). Retrieved on 20th June 2019 < https://www.iso.org/iso9001-quality-management.html>
Jaber M. Y., & Goyal S. K. (2009). A basic model for co-ordinating a four-level supply chain
of a product with a vendor, multiple buyers and tier-1 and tier-2 suppliers. International
Journal of Production Research, 47(13), 3691-3704.
Li H.H., Shi Y., Gregory M., Tan K. (2014). “Rapid production ramp-up capability: a collaborative supply network perspective,” International Journal of Production Research,
52(10), 2999–3013.
Mahr D., Lievens A., Blazevic V. (2014). The value of customer cocreated knowledge during
the innovation process. Journal of Product Innovation Management, 31(3), 599-615.
McLeod C. (2017).
Why Are Australian Start-Ups Failing?
Retrieved from
<https://pursuit.unimelb.edu.au/articles/why-are-australian-start-ups-failing> viewed on
12th March 2018
Montgomery D., C. Runger G., C. (1998). Applied statistics and probability for engineers (2nd
ed.). New York, NY: John Wiley & Sons, Inc.
Munawar F. (2019). The Role of Entrepreneurial Orientation and Adaptive Capability to Performance of SME Food & Beverages. Global Business & Management Research, 11(1).
Nakata C., Rubera G., Im S., Pae J. H., Lee H. J., Onzo N., Park H. (2018). New product creativity antecedents and consequences: Evidence from South Korea, Japan, and China. Journal of Product Innovation Management, 35(6), 939-959.
Oh S., Ryu K., Moon I., Cho H., Jung M. (2010). Collaborative fractal-based supply chain
management based on a trust model for the automotive industry. Flexible services and
manufacturing journal, 22(3-4), 183-213.
Reuter C., Goebel P., Foerstl K. (2012). The impact of stakeholder orientation on sustainability and cost prevalence in supplier selection decisions. Journal of Purchasing and Supply
Management, 18(4), 270-281.
Rossetti C., Choi T. Y. (2005). On the dark side of strategic sourcing: experiences from the
aerospace industry. Academy of Management Perspectives, 19(1), 46-60.
Sage L. (2000). Winning the Innovation Race: Lessons from the Automotive Industry's Best
Companies. John Wiley & Sons, Inc.
Sarimveis H., Patrinos P., Tarantilis C. D., Kiranoudis C. T. (2008). Dynamic modeling and
control of supply chain systems: A review. Computers & operations research, 35(11),
3530-3561.
Excellence in Services
22nd International Conference
Conference Proceedings ISBN 9788890432798

603

Perrotis College
Thessaloniki (Greece)
29 and 30 August 2019

Saunders L. W., Kleiner B. M., McCoy A. P., Lingard H., Mills T., Blismas N., Wakefield R.
(2015). The effect of early supplier engagement on social sustainability outcomes in project-based supply chains. Journal of Purchasing and Supply Management, 21(4), 285-295.
Styger L. (2013, June 26-27). Understanding the Implications of the Fragmentation of Australian Grass Roots Suppliers. Paper presented at the SMART Conference & Expo 2013.
Sydney.
Retrieved on 20th June 2019 <http://www.smartconference.com.au/wpcontent/uploads/2012/11/Lee-Styger-SMART-Paper-V3-April-13.pdf>
Touboulic A., Walker H. (2015). Theories in sustainable supply chain management: a structured literature review. International Journal of Physical Distribution & Logistics Management, 45(1/2), 16-42.
Wagner L., Gürbüz M. Ҫ., Parlar M. (2019). Is it fake? Using potentially low quality suppliers as back-up when genuine suppliers are unavailable. International Journal of Production Economics. 213(1). 185-200
Wilhelm M., Blome C., Bhakoo V., Paulraj A. (2016). Sustainability in multi-tier supply
chains: Understanding the double agency role of the first-tier supplier. Journal of Operations Management, 41, 42-60.
Wilhelm M., Blome C., Wieck E., Xiao C. Y. (2016). Implementing sustainability in multitier supply chains: Strategies and contingencies in managing sub-suppliers. International
Journal of Production Economics, 182, 196-212.
Wlazlak P., Säfsten K., Hilletofth P., Johansson G. (2018). Integration of Suppliers’ Workflows in the OEMs’ New Product Development Process. Procedia Manufacturing, 25,
479-486.
Zhang Y., Gregory M., Neely A. (2016). Global engineering services: Shedding light on network capabilities. Journal of Operations Management, 42, 80-94.

Excellence in Services
22nd International Conference
Conference Proceedings ISBN 9788890432798

604

Perrotis College
Thessaloniki (Greece)
29 and 30 August 2019

