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Abstract 
The purpose of the study was to investigate the effect of supply chain responsiveness on competitive advantage 

in Jordanian Manufacturing Companies. It surveyed 269 responses by means of a questionnaire. Statistical 

techniques such as descriptive statistics, correlation, multiple regressions, were employed. To confirm the 

suitability of data collection instrument, a Kolmogorov-Smirnov (K-S) test, Cronbach’s Alpha and factor 

analysis were used. The research findings supported the hypotheses that (SCR) positively impacts (CA) of 

companies.. The current study results showed that the main hypothesis was rejected and the alternative was 

accepted which states that the supply chain responsiveness variables (Operations System Responsiveness (OSR), 

Logistics Process Responsiveness (LPR) and Supplier Network Responsiveness (SNR) affect competitive 

advantage. The results also indicated that higher level of operations system responsiveness creates higher level 

of competitive advantage for companies, collectively based on low price, high delivery dependability, high 

product innovation, and low time to market. Also, it was uncovered that higher level of supplier network 

responsiveness creates higher level of competitive advantage for a company, collectively based low price and 

high delivery dependability. This study has some important implications for practitioners. This study provides 

suitable recommendations on the scope for improvement based on current levels of various specific impact 

supply chain responsiveness and its dimensions. Also the study provides suitable recommendations on the scope 

for improvement based on current levels of various predominant supply chain responsiveness criteria that 

directly impact competitive advantage of a company, so as to make the organizations more competitive. 

Keywords: Supply Chain Responsiveness (SCR), Competitive Advantage (CA), Jordanian Manufacturing 

Companies (JMC). 

 

1. Introduction  

Nowadays organizations operate in a complex environment. In this context, the role of supply chain management 

has been changing within business practice. This can be noticed through the development of its Supply Chain 

Responsiveness (SCR) which can be  defined as the capability of promptness and the degree to which the supply 

chain can address changes in customer demand (Holweg, 2005), . In a nutshell Supply chain responsiveness is 

the coordination of production, inventory, location, and transportation among the participants in a supply chain 

to achieve the best mix of responsiveness and efficiency for the market being served. In a rapidly changing 

competitive world Supply Chain Responsiveness (SCR) has become increasingly important that creates new 

competing opportunities. What was a theoretical process years ago is now a competitive weapon and there is a 

need to develop organizations supply chains that are significantly more flexible and responsive than the existing 

ones (Gould, 1997, James-Moore, 1996). It has become an important issue on investigating The impact of 

Supply Chain Responsiveness (SCR) on Competitive Advantage in  from the perspective of supply disruption  

and customer changing needs. 

 

2.  Literature Review 

Most companies understand the need for supply chain responsiveness (SCR) in order to  increased customer 

expectations, fluctuating inventory levels,  and reducing costs, Dan Gilmore (2006) breaks down supply chain 

flexibility into two types: (1) Micro flexibility: How fast a supply chain could detect and respond to issues and 

opportunities in the short term – maybe even right now. The truck is late, demand suddenly surges, a customer 

needs some sort of special packaging or handling: how fast and how effectively can this these changes and needs 

be managed. (2)  Macro flexibility: The speed at which a company's supply chain adapt and execute new 

strategies and programs to support changes in overall company strategies or market place changes. Some of the 

basic dimensions of manufacturing flexibility in the prior literature are – volume flexibility: the ability of the 

manufacturing system to vary aggregate production volume economically. (Slack,1983), mix flexibility: the 

ability of the manufacturing system to switch between different products in the product mix. (Browne et al.,1984) 

new product flexibility: the ability of the manufacturing system to introduce and manufacture new parts and 

products. (Browne et al.,1984), process flexibility: (the ability to change between the production of different 

products with minimal delay.(Parker and Wirth, 1999), and material handling flexibility: the ability of the 

material handling system to move material through the plant effectively. (Gupta and Somers,1992). Slack (1983, 
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1987), There is considerable disagreement among researchers on the definition of manufacturing flexibility. The 

fact that a large amount of literature is available on flexibility and responsiveness of manufacturing systems, yet 

there been very little discussion on the relationship between these two concepts has been criticized in literature 

(Kritchanchai and MacCarthy, 1999) . Some questions such as is a flexible manufacturing system also by default 

responsive, and what types of flexibility are needed for responsiveness have not been clearly addresses in prior 

literature (Holweg, 2005). This argument is also true for the distinction between supply chain responsiveness and 

supply chain flexibility. In this study we extend the definition of responsiveness to the supply chain level. The 

supply chain flexibility concept focuses on the ability of the firm / supply chain to adapt to changes in business 

conditions. Although the literature in the flexibility area (at logistics and supply chain levels) is accumulating 

over the past decade, including case study based research. Supply chain flexibility refers to the ability of the 

supply chain to adapt to internal or external influences, whereas supply chain responsiveness is the ability of the 

supply chain to rapidly address changes and requests in the marketplace (Holweg, 2005). Supply chain flexibility 

extends the concept of flexibility of manufacturing systems to the entire supply chain. It encompasses not only 

the manufacturing (operations) flexibility, but also the flexibility of the different supply chain functions and 

processes ex: supply, distribution and transportation (Lummus et al., 2003). Supply chain flexibility is a complex 

and multi-dimensional concept difficult to summarize (De Groote, 1994). The current study focuses on the speed 

of response in addition to the flexibility which is widely known as supply chain responsiveness. 

With the proliferation of product varieties and the increased volatility of the global marketplace, responsiveness 

to customer requests is today a key competitive factor in the business environment. A responsive company is 

able to respond to short-term demand changes from the customer (Holweg, 2005; Reichhart and Holweg, 2007). 

Hallgren and Olhager (2009) consider responsiveness as the simultaneous achievement of flexibility and delivery 

performance. In particular, they analysed a large sample of manufacturing plants and found that responsive ones 

are those excelling both in delivery (ontime delivery and fast delivery) and flexibility performance (i.e. 

flexibility to change product mix, and flexibility to change volume). Yi et al. (2011) note that seminal studies on 

responsiveness treated it as the result of a single company’s efforts on internal processes, while now scholars 

recognize that more participants are involved in physical and information flows across supply networks and, as a 

result, responsiveness can be improved also by involving suppliers and customers in integration efforts. Hence, 

literature agrees that SCI, both in terms of internal and external integration, can have a positive impact on 

responsiveness. 

Flynn et al. (2010) note that II breaks down functional barriers and engenders cooperation in order to meet the 

requirements of customers rather than operating within the functional silos associated with the traditional 

departmentalization. Information distortion leads to inaccurate demand forecasts and inefficient resource 

allocations 

that result in longer delivery times, delays in deliveries and in turn lack of responsiveness. Reducing this 

distortion requires fast and accurate information sharing between business partners in the supply network and 

alignment of plans to final demand (Nurmilaakso, 2008). For instance, EI practices, such as Vendor Managed 

Inventory (VMI), Continuous Replenishment Programs (CRPs) and Collaborative Planning, Forecasting and 

Replenishment (CPFR), that are based on information sharing and the coordination of supply network members’ 

production and distribution plans, can positively influence responsiveness (Dong et al., 2007; Yao and Dresner, 

2008; Danese, 2011). 

Based on Prater et al. (2001), Duclos et al. (2003), and Lummus et al. (2003) who have identified the various 

components of supply chain flexibility and agility, we extend and modify those components to develop the 

construct supply chain responsiveness. We identify operations system responsiveness, logistics process 

responsiveness, and supplier network responsiveness as the three main components of supply chain 

responsiveness. Literature (ex: Christopher, 2000), emphasizes the need for supply chains to be responsive in 

order to attain competitive advantage. This was the prime motivation behind this study of supply chain 

responsiveness. Aquilano et al. (1995) contend that “low cost, high quality and improved responsiveness (both 

delivery time and flexibility of product delivery)” (p. 447) are the three main strategic imperatives to stay 

competitive in this century (as cited in Duclos et al., 2003). Gupta and Goyal (1989), contend that being 

responsive is normally considered as an adaptive response to the environmental uncertainty. Bowersox et al. 

(1999) advocate the need for organizations to be responsive when the penalties associated with uncertainty are 

higher. The sub-constructs for supply chain responsiveness consist of:: 

 Operations system responsiveness is defined as the ability of a firm’s manufacturing system to address changes 

in customer demand. Operations system responsiveness includes both manufacturing and service operations. 

Duclos et al. (2003) and Lummus et al. (2003) in a conceptual study, emphasize that operation responsiveness at 

each node of the chain is an integral component of supply chain responsiveness. As supply chain can be a 

channel of knowledge transfer, which influences operational performances including supply chain flexibility 

(Blome, et al., 2013).They further argue that in order to meet the end customer’s needs, each entity in the supply 

chain must deliver the product or service in a timely and reliable manner. 
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Logistics process responsiveness is defined as the ability of a firm’s outbound transportation, distribution, and 

warehousing system to address changes in customer demand. The responsiveness in the logistic processes is a 

vital component in the success of a responsive supply chain strategy (Fawcett, 1992). Logistics and distribution 

management includes the activities of transportation of goods from suppliers to manufacturer to distribution 

centers to final point of consumption (Ricker and Kalakota, 1999; Duclos et al., 2003; Lummus et al., 2003). 

Supplier network responsiveness (SNR) is defined as the ability of a firm’s major suppliers to address changes 

in the firm’s demand. A key to responsiveness is the presence of responsive and flexible partners upstream and 

downstream of the focal firm (Christopher and Peck, 2004). Companies the world over have tried every 

conceivable approach to react quickly to customer demand is dependent on the reaction time of suppliers to 

make volume changes. 

Competitive Advantage: there is no single agreed definition of competitive advantage it can be viewed as the 

unique position that the firm develops in comparison with competitors, The term ‘competitive advantage has 

been discussed intensively in business strategy. Many researchers has defined the concept of competitive 

advantage, such as et at (2006) stated that competitive advantage is the capacity of an organization to create and 

maintenance defensible position over its competitors, Tracey et al. (1999) also suggested that the competitive 

Advantage comprises of distinctive competencies that sets an organization apart from competitors, thus giving 

them an edge in the marketplace. They further add that it is an outcome of critical management decisions. 

Competitive advantage traditionally involved the choice regarding the markets in which a firm would compete, 

defending market share in clearly defined segments using price and product performance attributes. competitive 

advantage involved the particular choice regarding the market in which a firm would compete, depending on 

market share in clearly defined segment using price and product performance attribute (Day, 1994). In a research 

framework, Koufteros et al. (1997) supply chain responsiveness the following five dimensions of competitive 

capabilities: competitive pricing, premium pricing, value-to-customer quality, dependable delivery, and product 

innovation. Based on these studies, the five dimensions of competitive advantage construct used in this study are 

price/cost, quality, delivery dependability, product innovation, and time to market and can be defined as: 

Price/Cost: “The ability of an organization to compete against major competitors based on low price” (Li et al., 

2006, p. 120)., Quality: “The ability of an organization to offer product quality and performance that creates 

higher value for customers” (Koufteros, 1995)., Delivery Dependability: “The ability of an organization to 

provide on time the type and volume of product required by customer(s)” (Li et al., 2006, p. 120)., Product 

Innovation: “The ability of an organization to introduce new products and features in the market place” 

(Koufteros et al., 2002).,  and Time to Market: “The ability of an organization to introduce new products faster 

than major competitors” (Li et al., 2006, p. 120). 

 

3. Importance of  Study  

A better understanding of the effect of supply chain responsiveness elements on competitive advantage draws 

conclusions that can be beneficial not only for JMCs but also to other organizations, institutions and policy 

makers. The content also may be of an interest to academic studies related to the reporting and decision-making 

concerning supply chain responsiveness. The current study might be considered as initiative that presents the 

effect of supply chain responsiveness on competitive advantage in JMCs. 

 

4. Study Purpose and Objectives 

The current study attempts to investigate the impact of SCR on competitive advantage in JMCs. The main 

objective of this research is to provide sound recommendations about performance measurement within SCR 

context by identifying and defining the main attributes of operations system responsiveness, logistics process 

responsiveness and supplier network responsiveness of SCR. 

5. Problem Statement 

The main purpose of the current research is to investigate the relationship between SCR and competitive 

advantage, more specifically to answer the following question:  

1) What are the key dimensions of supply chain responsiveness? 

2) Is there a direct impact of SCR on competitive advantage in JMCs? 

3) What supply chain responsiveness dimensions create competitive advantage for a company? 

 

6. Study Hypotheses 

Main Hypothesis Ho: Supply Chain Responsiveness do not have direct impact on competitive advantage in 

JMCs, at α≤0.05. 

Main hypothesis can be divided to sub-hypothesis as following: 

Ho-1: Supply Chain Responsiveness do not have direct impact on price in JMCs, at α≤0.05. 

Ho-2: Supply Chain Responsiveness do not have direct impact on quality in JMCs, at α≤0.05. 

Ho-3: Supply Chain Responsiveness do not have direct impact on delivery dependability in JMCs, at α≤0.05. 
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Ho-4: Supply Chain Responsiveness do not have direct impact on time to market in JMCs, at α≤0.05. 

Ho-5: Supply Chain Responsiveness do not have direct impact on product innovation in JMCs, at α≤0.05. 

 

7. Study Model 

The model (Model 1) establishes direct, positive relationships between supply chain responsiveness and 

competitive advantage of a company. 

 
Model (1): The Study Model: the Relationship between Supply Chain Responsiveness and Competitive 

Advantage. 

8. Research Methodology 

8.1 Study Population and Unit of Analysis 

The primary data were collected from all JMCs in Sahib Industrial City. The unit of analysis consists from all 

mangers working at these companies. At the time of the study, there were (900) employees working in these 

companies. By systematic random sampling (300) employees were selected to complete the questionnaire. 

8.2 Data Collection Method 

Secondary data were collected from JMCs' annual reports and previous studies. The questionnaire was used to 

collect the primary data. Questionnaire's independent variables supply chain responsiveness: Operations System 

Responsiveness, Logistics Process Responsiveness and Supplier Network Responsiveness. Dependent variable: 

competitive advantage. All variables were measured by five-point Likert-type scale. 

8.3Data Collection and Analysis 

Questionnaires were delivered to 300 managers selected by systematic random sampling. Only 269 out of 300 

returned questionnaires were suitable for further analysis and coded against SPSS-20. 

8.4 Normal Distribution 

Table (1) shows that K-S for all independent and dependent items and variables are more than (0.05). Therefore, 

they are considered acceptable. 

Table (1): Normality Test: One-Sample Kolmogorov-Smirnov (Z) Test 

Items (K-S)Z Sig. 

Operations System Responsiveness  3.769 0.097 

Logistics Process Responsiveness 2.337 0.105 

Supplier Network Responsiveness 3.916 0.094 

Price 4.567 0.224 

Quality 3.428 0.257 

Delivery dependability 2.311 0.084 

Time to market 3.045 0.411 

Production innovation 3.691 0.345 

Sig. (2-tailed)   

8.5 Reliability Test 

Table (2) shows that the results of Cronbach’s alpha for the research items were between 0.722 and 0.951which 

registered acceptable. 

Table (2): Cronbach’s Alpha for Research Studies Variable: 

Variables No. of Items  Alpha 

Operations System Responsiveness (OSR) 7 0.722 

Logistics Process Responsiveness (LPR) 5 0.951 

Supplier Network Responsiveness(SNR) 6 0.882 

Supply chain responsiveness (SCR) 18 0.761 

Competitive advantage(CA)  14 0.833 

8.6 Validity 

Two methods were used to confirm validity: First, multiple sources of data were used and then factor analysis 

was carried out for all items. Table (3) shows that all items and variables were valid, since their factor loading 

values were more than 0.4. 
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 Table (3): Factors Loading for Research Variable Items 

Item Extraction 

Our operations system responds rapidly to changes in product volume demanded by customers 0.833 

Our operations system responds rapidly to changes in product mix demanded by customers 0.778 

Our operations system effectively expedites emergency customer orders 0.752 

Our operations system rapidly reconfigures equipment to address demand changes 0.883 

Our operations system rapidly reallocates people to address demand changes 0.708 

Our operations system rapidly changes manufacturing processes to address demand changes 0.729 

Our operations system rapidly adjusts capacity to address demand changes 0.692 

Operations System Responsiveness 0.850 

Our logistics system responds rapidly to unexpected demand change 0.771 

Our logistics system rapidly adjusts warehouse capacity to address demand changes 0.649 

Our logistics system rapidly varies transportation carriers to address demand changes 0.682 

Our logistics system rapidly accommodates special or non-routine customer requests 0.736 

Our logistics system effectively delivers expedited shipments 0.671 

Logistics Process Responsiveness 0.764 

Our major suppliers change product volume in a relatively short time 0.669 

Our major suppliers change product mix in a relatively short time 0.732 

Our major suppliers consistently accommodate our requests 0799 

Our major suppliers provide quick inbound logistics to us 0.722 

Our major suppliers have outstanding on-time delivery record with us 0.688 

Our major suppliers effectively expedite our emergency orders 0.973 

Supplier Network Responsiveness 0.773 

We offer competitive prices 0.687 

We are able to offer prices as low or lower than our competitors 0.681 

We are able to compete based on quality 0.931 

We offer products that are highly reliable 0.747 

We offer products that are very durable 0.729 

We offer high quality products to our customers 0.818 

We deliver customer orders on time 0.881 

We provide dependable delivery 0.973 

We provide customized products 0.770 

We alter our product offerings to meet client needs 0.774 

We cater to customer needs for “new” features 0.665 

We are first in the market in introducing new products 0.901 

We have time-to-market lower than industry average 0.836 

We have fast product development 0.766 

Competitive Advantage 0.898 

Principal Component Analysis.  

8.7 Bivariate Pearson’s Correlation Coefficient 

The table (3) shows that the QMP variables significantly and strongly related to IKT. At the same time, QMP 

variables are strongly related to each other. 

Table (3): Pearson’s Correlation (r) Among Independent Variables and with Dependent Variable 

 OSR LPR SNR Price Quality Delivery 

dependability 

Time to 

market 

Production 

innovation 

Operations System 

Responsiveness (OSR) 

1        

Logistics Process 

Responsiveness (LPR) 

0.25 1       

Supplier Network 

Responsiveness( SNR) 

0.27  1      

Price 0.33 0.23 0.31 1     

Quality 0.28 0.33 0.30 0.17 1    

Delivery dependability 0.25 0.28 0.31 o.23 0.23 1   

Time to market 0.31 0.33 0.27 0.21 0.07 0.25 1  

Production innovation 0.10 0.07 0.12 0.09 0.11 0.05 0.09 1 

Correlation is significant at 0.05 level 
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9. Hypotheses Testing 

Main Hypothesis Ho: Supply Chain Responsiveness do not have direct and significant impact on competitive 

advantage in JMCs, at α≤0.05. The R square value is 0.36; therefore, the model is regarded as being suitable to 

be used for multiple regressions with the data. 

Table (4): Results of Multiple Regression Analysis: SCR Variables against Competitive Advantage 

Variable R R
2 R

2
 adj ANOVA F- 

Value 

Sig. 

SCR Variable 0.537 0.362 0.351 58.32 0.000 

Table (4) shows that the three variables together explained 36.0 percent of the variance, where (R2=0.36, 

F=58.32, Sig.=0.000). Therefore, the null hypothesis is rejected and the alternative hypothesis is accepted, which 

states that the SCR variables affect competitive advantage. The following table shows the significant effect of 

each variable within the SCR variables. 

Table (5): Coefficients of Multiple Regression Model for SCR Variables on Competitive Advantage 

SCR Variables Un-Standardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t-value P 

Constant B Std. Error Beta 

0.121 0.288  0.305 0.650 

OSR 0.141 0.090 0.329 5.686 0.000* 

LPR 0.114 0.118 0.180 1.217 0.000 

SNR 0. 354 0.096 0.354 6.677 0.002* 

*Calculated less than 0.05 

The conclusion of table (5) shows that the (SNR) variable has the highest effect on JMCs, where (Beta=0.354, 

sig.=0.000). Followed by (OSR) variable, where (Beta=0.141, sig.=0.000), while (LPR) variable has the lowest 

effect on JMCs, where (Beta=0.114, sig.=0.000). The relationship between the dependent and independent 

variables derived by this model can thus be expressed as: 

SCR = 0.121 + 0.351 (SNR) + 0.141 (OSR) + 0.114 (LPR). 

Ho-1: Supply Chain Responsiveness do not have direct impact on price as a competitive advantage in JMCs, at 

α≤0.05. 

The stepwise regression result for analysis of supply chain responsiveness dimensions (OSR, LPR, and SNR) on 

price is shown in Table (6). 

Table (6): Results of Stepwise Regression Analysis: SCR Dimensions on Price 

Variable R R
2 R

2
 adj ANOVA F- 

Value 

Sig. 

OSR  0.227 0.062 0.031 17.152 0.003 

As observed in Table (6) the results are not significant (R2 adj = 0.031) to draw conclusions. It is desired that R2 

adj be at least 0.10 so as to draw any substantial inferences. It is thus evident that none of the dimensions of SCR 

predict the ‘price’ dimension of competitive advantage, when considered by itself. 

Ho-2: Supply Chain Responsiveness do not have direct impact on quality as a competitive advantage in JMCs, at 

α≤0.05. 

Table (7): Results Model of Stepwise Regression Analysis: SCR Dimensions on Quality 

Variable R R
2 R2 adj ANOVA F- 

Value 

Sig. 

LPR  0.177 0.015 0.027 13.017 0.001 

As observed in Table (7) the results are not significant (R2 adj = 0.027) to draw conclusions. It is desired that R2 

adj be at least 0.10 so as to draw any substantial inferences. It is thus evident that none of the dimensions of SCR 

predict the ‘quality’ dimension of competitive advantage, when considered by itself. 

Ho-3: Supply Chain Responsiveness do not have direct impact on delivery dependability as competitive 

advantage in JMCs, at α≤0.05. 

Table (8): Results Model of Stepwise Regression Analysis: SCR Dimensions on delivery dependability  

Variable R R
2 R

2
 adj ANOVA F- 

Value 

Sig. 

SNR  0.331 0.126 0.099 53.017 0.001 

OSR 0.386 0.152 0.138 23.987 0.01 
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Table (9): Coefficients for SCR Dimensions (SNR and OSR) on Delivery Dependability 

SCR Variables Un-Standardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t-value P 

Constant B Std. Error β 

0.158 0.259  0.299 0.529 

SNR  0.257 0.109 0.269 8.228 0.000 

OSR  0.185 0.178 0.193 7.817 0.001 

*Calculated less than 0.05 

From these results (Tables 8 and  Table 9) it is clear that only two dimensions of SCR in the order SNR (β = 

0.269) and OSR (β = 0.193), significantly predict ‘delivery dependability’. However surprisingly, logistics 

process responsiveness (LPR) does not contribute significantly to the prediction of ‘delivery dependability’. A 

plausible explanation to this is that, logistics process responsiveness is outside of the focal firm and a 

characteristic of the logistics provider. Thus LPR is not in direct control of the organization per se. However 

OSR is a characteristic within the organization. Also SNR has been found to be crucial to delivery dependability 

because, in order to address changes in customer demand in a timely manner by a firm, much relies on its 

suppliers’ ability to address changes in its demand in a timely manner. 

Ho-4: Supply Chain Responsiveness do not have direct impact on innovation as competitive advantage in JMCs, 

at α≤0.05. 

Table (10): Results Model of Stepwise Regression Analysis: SCR Dimensions on Product Innovation 

Variable R R
2 R

2
 adj ANOVA F- 

Value 

Sig. 

OSR 0.309 0.065 0.068 25.827 0.003 

As observed in Table 10 the results are not significant (R
2
adj = 0.068) to draw conclusions. It is desired that R

2
 

adj be at least 0.10 so as to draw any substantial inferences. It is thus evident that none of the dimensions of SCR 

predict the ‘product innovation’ dimension of competitive advantage, when considered by itself. 

Ho-5: Supply Chain Responsiveness do not have direct impact on time to market as competitive advantage in 

JMCs, at α≤0.05. 

Table (11): Results Model of Stepwise Regression Analysis: SCR Dimensions on Time to Market 

Variable R R
2 R

2
 adj ANOVA F- Value Sig. 

Teamwork 0.285 0.075 0.078 23.870 0.000 

*Calculated less than 0.05 

As observed in Table 7.1.3.15 the results are not significant (R
2 

adj = 0.078) to draw conclusions. It is desired 

that R
2 
adj be at least 0.10 so as to draw any substantial inferences. It is thus evident that none of the dimensions 

of SCR predict the ‘time to market’ dimension of competitive advantage, when considered by itself. 

 

10. Discussion and Conclusions 

The study provides a valid and reliable measurement for the supply chain responsiveness construct. The scale 

has been tested through rigorous statistical methodologies including confirmatory factor analysis, reliability, 

One-Sample Kolmogorov-Smirnov (Z) Test, Cronbach’s Alpha and validity. The scale is shown to meet the 

requirements for reliability and validity and thus, can be used in future research. Such a valid and reliable scale 

has been otherwise lacking in the literature. The development of these measurements will greatly stimulate and 

facilitate the theory development in this field. This study provides supporting evidences to the literature on the 

relationships between supply chain responsiveness and competitive advantage (Lummus et al., 2003). The results 

demonstrate that a higher level of supply chain responsiveness will lead to a higher level of competitive 

advantage for a company. The empirical results reveal that the ability of the operations system of a company to 

rapidly respond to changes in product volume demanded by customers is the single most important measure of 

‘operations system responsiveness’ that increases the competitive advantage of a company based on delivery 

dependability, as well as on an aggregate basis. 

The results reveal that competitive advantage of a firm differs significantly both collectively and individually 

based on low price, high delivery dependability, high product innovation, and low time to market, for high and 

low levels of operations system responsiveness. That is, higher level of operations system responsiveness creates 

higher level of competitive advantage for a firm, collectively on four dimensions – low price, high delivery 

dependability, high product innovation, and low time to market - as well as individually on each of the said 

dimensions.  

In the literature there have been arguments on both direct as well as inverse relationship between responsiveness 

and cost/price. The results of this research support Randall et al.’s (2003) argument about inverse relationship, 

that firms with more  responsive supply chains will be more adaptive to demand fluctuations and will handle this 

uncertainty at a lower cost / price due to the shorter lead time. To confirm the results of this study, the 
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relationship between responsiveness and cost/price can be studied in greater depth in future research. Yusuf et al. 

(2003; 2004) found high correlation between the responsiveness and time to market, dependability, product 

innovation, and quality. This research partially supports the findings by Yusuf et al. (2003; 2004), as there was 

no support for the impact of operations system responsiveness on the ability of a firm to compete based on 

quality. 

Secondly, the results disclose that competitive advantage of a firm differs significantly both collectively and 

individually based on low price and high delivery dependability for high and low levels of supplier network 

responsiveness. That is, higher level of supplier network responsiveness creates higher level of competitive 

advantage for a firm, collectively on two dimensions – low price and high delivery dependability - as well as 

individually on each of the said dimensions. However, there was no support for the impact of supplier network 

responsiveness on the ability of a firm to compete based on quality, product innovation, and time to market. The 

current study results showed that the main hypothesis was rejected and the alternative was accepted which states 

that the SCR variables affect competitive advantage. Finally, the ability of a firm’s major suppliers to effectively 

expedite the firm’s emergency orders is the single most important measure of ‘supplier network responsiveness’ 

that directly leads to higher levels of overall competitive advantage of a company. 

 

11.  Research Limitations/Recommendations 

The use of one industrial area study design may limit its generalisability to other areas. The data is also limited to 

Jordanian organizations; therefore, generalizing results of Jordanian setting to other countries may be 

questionable. Extending the analyses to other settings represent future research opportunities, which can be done 

by the following ways: Further testing with larger samples within same industry is important, and including other 

industries will help mitigate the issue of generalizing conclusions on other organizations and industries. 

Moreover, further empirical researches involving data collection over diverse countries especially Arab countries 

are needed. 

 

12. Contributions /Practical Implications 

The research makes significant theoretical and empirical contributions to literature regarding influence of SCR 

on the organizations’ competitive advantage. The research results might help both academics and practitioners to 

be more ready to understand the components of SCR and provide insight into developing and increasing them 

within their organizations. SCR are important source of organizations’ performance and therefore it should be 

taken into serious consideration when formulating the JMCs strategy. This strategy formulation process can be 

enhanced by fully integrating SCR components into management practices. JMCs should coordinate different 

perspectives of SCR to improve competitive advantage and should assign scales for each of the three 

components of SCR. Finally, the data suggest that a similar set of SCR indicators could be developed for other 

organizations and industries whether government, public or private, profitable or non-profitable organizations. 

Moreover, responsiveness is needed for total responsiveness of the company. Supply chain responsiveness has 

been poorly defined and a high degree of variability (flexibility to agility) in people’s mind about its meaning. 

The findings demonstrate to the practitioners the vital components of responsiveness, and ways of achieving 

them. 

The study provides evidence to practitioners that by increasing the companies’ operations system responsiveness, 

organizations can increase their capability to compete both collectively as well as individually based on low 

price, high delivery dependability, high product innovation, and low time to market. The study also provides 

evidence to practitioners that by increasing the companies’ supplier network responsiveness, organizations can 

increase their capability to compete both collectively as well as individually based on low price, and high 

delivery dependability. This shall encourage companies, in this ever competitive business world, to boost their 

responsiveness, so as to attain higher competitive advantage, and stay ahead in business. 

 

13. Future Research 

The study takes a look at the supply chain responsiveness at the company level, by measuring the extent of a 

firm’s ability on various dimensions to address changes in customer demand. The concept of supply chain 

responsiveness is difficult to measure; however, the degree to which demand changes are addressed at various 

nodes of a company can be used as an indirect measure of this concept. This measure is useful to researchers 

who are interested in measuring supply chain responsiveness but cannot specify a sampling frame of the supply 

chain. Measuring supply chain responsiveness at the firm level provides an alternate way to study supply chain 

outcomes. Secondly, the study provides a research framework that identifies positive and significant 

relationships between supply chain responsiveness and competitive advantage. This framework provides a 

foundation and insight for future researchers in the area of supply chain responsiveness. 
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