TABLE OF CONTENTS

ABSTRACT |
CO-AUTHORSHIP STATEMENT i
DEDICATION v
ACKNOWLEDGMENTS \Y
LIST OF TABLES Xl
LIST OF FIGURES Xl
LIST OF APPENDICES Xl
CHAPTERI. INTRODUCTION 1

1. First Essay- “Safety Culture: A Catalyst for Sustainable Development” 3

2. Second Essay- “Managing Supplier Sustainability Risk: Strategies, Predictors and
Outcomes” 4

3. Third Essay- “Managing Supplier Sustainability Risk: The Interacting Effect of

Supplier Dependence, Perceived Risk, and Slack Resources” 5
4. Contributions 6
5. References 7
CHAPTER Il. SAFETY CULTURE: A CATALYST FOR SUSTAINABLE
DEVELOPMENT 11
1. Introduction 11
2. Literature Review 13
2.1.  Safety culture 13
2.2.  Safety practices 14
2.3.  Environmental practices 15
2.4.  Organization’s performance 15
3. Conceptual Model and Hypotheses Development 15
3.1.  Safety culture and financial performance 16
3.2.  Safety culture, environmental practices, and environmental performance 17
3.3.  Safety culture, safety practices, and safety performance 19
3.4.  Safety, environmental, and financial performance 22
4. Methodology 24
4.1,  Data collection 24
4.2.  Survey questionnaire and measures 24
4.3.  Post-hoc tests of data appropriateness 26
5. Data Analysis 28

5.1.  Uni-dimensionality of constructs 29

viii















Chapter I Page | 5

and a specific supplier is considered as the context and the buyer—supplier transaction as
the unit of analysis. The focal decision is the supply managers’ decision to select among

the four mentioned risk management strategies.

To craft a theory of responses to this type of risk, the proposed conceptual
framework draws on the resource dependence (Pfeffer and Salancik, 2003) and the
agency/management control (Eisenhardt, 1989, Ouchi, 1979) theories and suggests that
the supply managers’ choice among the four risk management strategies is contingent
upon their perceived supplier sustainability risk and the buyer-supplier dependence
structure. This framework also suggests that these risk management strategies improve
buying organizations’ financial performance directly or indirectly through enhancing
their organizational reputation. Finally, it is proposed that pursuing desirable strategies
that fit the external environment contingencies (i.e., risk and dependence) to deliver
positive performance and reputational outcomes significantly depends on the slack

resources available to supplier managers to implement those strategies.

3. Third Essay- “Managing Supplier Sustainability Risk: The Interacting Effect of
Supplier Dependence, Perceived Risk, and Slack Resources”

The third essay, presented in Chapter 1V, focuses on a sub-model of the
conceptual framework developed in the second essay to be empirically validated.
Specifically, this study investigates the effect of three factors, i.e., supply manager’s
perceived risk, supplier dependence on the buying organization, and slack resources
available to supply managers, and how they interact to form supply managers’ choice

among the four risk management strategies.

A vignette-based experiment methodology is used to assess the effects of high
and low levels of perceived supplier sustainability risk as well as high and low levels of
supplier dependence within two organizational contexts where the amount of slack
resources is either high or low. Drawing from real supplier sustainability risk events, two
basic scenarios are developed about two fictitious mid-sized multinational companies
with safety-related or environment-related risks within their supply base. Full-time
supply managers currently working for US-based medium- or large-size organizations in

manufacturing or retail trade sectors are targeted as our key respondents. The data
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collected from 200 supply managers is further analyzed through two different set of data

analyses: MANCOVA and logistic regression.

The results reveal that SSD initiatives (collaboration-based and monitoring-
based) are more likely to be used by supply managers to mitigate the supplier
sustainability risk in buyer dominant situations (i.e., high supplier dependence).
However, supply managers are more likely to avoid the risk and phase out the supplier or
accept the risk and take no actions if the supplier is not highly dependent on the buying
organization. In addition, in high supplier dependence situations, the likelihood of using
collaboration-based risk mitigation strategy (as opposed to the monitoring-based one)
increases when supply managers perceive a high level of risk threatening their
organization. The results also confirm that the level of slack resources moderates the
defined predictor-outcome relationships in risk management decision making: as the
amount of available slack resources decreases, the participants become more inclined to
(1) choose monitoring-based rather than collaboration-based risk mitigation strategy to
deal with high risk suppliers in buyer dominant situations, or (2) take no actions and
accept the risk rather than avoid it by terminating the relationship even when they

perceived a high level of risk in independent buyer-supplier relationships.
4. Contributions

In addition to the individual contributions of each essay which will be further
discussed in Chapters 11, 111, and IV, the overarching contributions of this dissertation to
the OM literature are four-fold. Firstly, the three essays collectively consider all three
elements of sustainability, i.e., people, planet, and profit (Elkington, 1998) and
individually examine at least two elements simultaneously to address a significant gap in
the OM literature. While theoretical discussions of sustainability tend to cover all three
elements, the majority of empirical studies have focused on environmental issues and
overlooked the social component of sustainability (Kleindorfer et al., 2005, Linton et al.,
2007). In addition, only a few empirical studies have simultaneously looked at social,
environmental, and economic aspects of sustainability (Thornton et al., 2013, Pagell and
Gobeli, 2009, Pagell and Wu, 2009, Pagell et al., 2010, Pullman et al., 2009, Gimenez et

al., 2012, De Brito et al., 2008), whereas almost all other studies investigate these aspects
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in a standalone fashion (Seuring and Mller, 2008).

Secondly, this dissertation takes a broad approach towards sustainable operations
in line with Kleindorfer et al. (2005) who adapted the work by Hayes and Wheelwright
(1984) on operations strategy to the context of sustainable operations and identified
internal versus external strategies. Specifically, It takes the leap from investigating the
intra-organizational sustainability-related initiatives in the first essay to the examination
of the strategies aimed at managing sustainability issues within the supply chain in the
second and third essays. Further, the three essays will collectively extend the current
understanding of sustainable operations management by exploring it through two

relatively new perspectives, i.e., “safety management” and “risk management”.

Thirdly, this dissertation responds to the ever-growing need for drawing on
established organizational theories to describe, explain, and predict operations and supply
chain phenomena (Ketchen and Hult, 2007b, Sarkis et al., 2011) as it draws on three
organizational theories (organizational support, agency/management control, and
resource dependence theories) to better explain the underlying factors within the

sustainable operations arena.

Finally, top management intentions can be quite different from the decisions
made at the operational level when it comes to being more sustainable (Wheeler et al.,
2002). Hence, this dissertation responds to Pagell and Gobeli’s (2009) call for more
research on sustainability at the operational level. In doing so, the first essay examines
individual plants and not companies as the unit of analysis to be closer to day-to-day
decisions at the operational level. The second and third essays also target supply
managers, and not top management, as the decision makers in the supply chain context
and the operational-level strategies, and not corporate-level ones, for managing the

supplier sustainability risks.
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Chapter Il. Safety Culture: A Catalyst for

Sustainable Development®

1. Introduction

During the past three decades, sustainability has become an important strategic
objective for businesses. Based on this concept, companies should operate in ways that
secure their long-term economic performance by avoiding short-term behaviors which
are socially detrimental or environmentally wasteful (Porter and Kramer, 2006). The
organizations’ growing interest in sustainability can be attributed to the increasing
internal and external pressures (Sarkis et al., 2010) and to the risk of losing sales and
even jeopardizing their survival (Ehrenfeld, 2005). In addition, organizations have
realized that they can enjoy cost savings and gain long-term competitive advantage by
being concerned about the future of people and planet and through the creation of unique

sustainability-oriented processes (Hart, 1995).

This paper focuses on the internal dimension of “sustainable operations
management” as defined by Kleindorfer and colleagues (2005), and how it affects the
financial, environmental, and social performance of the organization. This dimension
consists of (i) the management of human resources, health and safety at work, and
adaptation to change, and (ii) the management of environmental impacts and natural
resources. Specifically, the emphasis is on environmental management and workplace
safety. Although both of them became important social responsibility issues during the
1970s, the green movement seems to have gained much more scholarly attention and
despite their similarities, to date, there has been a lack of research to establish a link
between the two (Cantor, 2008). The number of occupational safety research publications
in top operations management journals has also remained extremely low (Das et al.,
2008, De Koster et al., 2011). There are limited evidences in the operations management
literature to show that managerial attention to employees’ safety actually leads to
improved performance (Das et al., 2008), yet the need for improving workplace safety is

pressing. Each year, millions of people suffer disabling injuries and thousands are killed

L A version of this chapter has already been published (HAJIMOHAMMAD, S. & VACHON, S. 2014.
Safety culture: A catalyst for sustainable development. Journal of Business Ethics, 123, 263-281.)
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at workplaces throughout the world. In the United States, nearly 4,690 work-related
fatalities and 3.1 million nonfatal occupational injuries and illnesses have been reported
in 2010 (Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2010). The Occupational Safety and Health
Administration (OSHA) estimates that organizations pay almost $1 billion per week to

injured employees and their medical care providers (Cantor, 2008).

In order to fill the gap in the current literature regarding the conjunction of
occupational safety and ecological sustainability, this study attempts to address two
major research questions: “Are the organizations promoting occupational safety for their
employees more likely to join the green movement? ” and, “Does an organization’s safety
culture have a spillover effect on its environmental endeavors and financial
performance?” In doing so, we draw on the safety culture literature and organizational
support theory (Eisenberger et al., 1997) to explain how the employees motivated by
organizations’ safety culture and their management commitment in improving workplace
safety help the organization enhance its financial performance and effectively adopt
environmental practices and improve its environmental performance. Similar to
McFadden et al.’s (2009) proposed culture-initiative-outcome model for patient safety in
the healthcare industry, we also suggest that a positive workplace safety culture
encompassing two critical components, that is, management commitment and employees’
participation/empowerment, positively affects its safety performance both directly and
indirectly through implementation of safety practices. We examine these issues by
applying a survey methodology and collecting primary data from a sample of 251

Canadian manufacturing plants.

This paper contributes to the operations management literature in many ways.
First, by linking workplace safety and financial performance, this study provides a
foundation for future research on making a business case for safety management. Second,
a theoretical model is developed linking safety culture to safety and environmental
management practices and performance. More specifically, the model suggests that a
positive safety culture can improve organizations’ safety and environmental performance
both directly and indirectly through the adoption of related processes and practices.
Third, it highlights the important role of individuals, both managers and employees, in

achieving all three sustainability objectives, that is, improving social, environmental, and
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financial performance. Finally, unlike other sustainable operations management studies
which focus on the environmental sustainability as the entry point for operationalizing
sustainability, this paper introduces the commitment to safety and establishing a positive
safety culture as the starting point towards achieving sustainable development.

In the next section, we integrate two streams of literature on environmental and
safety management and define the six constructs of interest. We then propose nine
hypotheses building on the organizational support theory, safety culture literature, and
prior empirical studies in sustainability domain. After presenting the research
methodology and data analysis results, we discuss our findings and their theoretical and

managerial implications.
2. Literature Review
2.1. Safety culture

The concept of safety culture (SC) was first coined in the International Nuclear
Safety Advisory Group’s (INSAG) summary report on the Chernobyl accident, published
by the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) in 1986. Although it has been
widely used since then, there is no clear cut definition of the term safety culture and
numerous definitions have been developed in the academic literature for it (Choudhry et
al., 2007). It is used to describe an organizational culture in which safety is understood to
be, and is accepted as, the top priority (Cooper, 2002). Cooper (2000) refers to it as the
observable degree of effort by which all organizational members direct their attention
and actions toward improving safety on a daily basis, while Richter & Koch (2004)
describe it as the shared and learned meanings, experiences, and interpretations of work
and safety which guide people’s actions towards risk, accidents, and prevention. In a
nutshell, a strong safety culture is formed when the values espoused by management are
consistent with the behavior of the employees (Vredenburgh, 2002) and when safety is

regarded by everyone as being an issue that concerns everyone (Choudhry et al., 2007).

Researchers have carried out empirical studies to determine the indicators which
reflect safety culture (Mearns et al.,, 2003, Ostrom et al., 1993). Despite several
inconsistencies in the idiosyncratic labeling of safety culture indicators, two factors —

employees' participation and management commitment to safety — appear to be
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replicated across several studies (Cox and Cheyne, 2000, Vecchio-Sadus and Griffiths,
2004, Fernandez-Mufiiz et al., 2007, McFadden et al., 2009). Hence, in this study, a
positive safety culture is defined as one in which managers are committed to and
reinforce safety as an organizational priority and employees adhere to the safety rules and

guidelines and participate in their establishment and improvement.
2.2. Safety practices

Safety practices (S PR) are the policies, procedures and activities implemented or
followed by the management of an organization targeting safety of their employees
(Kirwan, 1998). They are the essential elements permitting an effective management of
safety in organizations and are designed to comply with the existing applicable
legislations. Numerous studies have attempted to identify specific safety management
practices that improve safety performance in terms of accident and incident rates
(Shannon et al., 1997, DePasquale and Geller, 1999, McFadden et al., 2009). They have
revealed that organizations with lower accident rates are characterized by a few of the
following factors: management's active involvement in safety initiatives; frequent safety
training for employees; hazard identification and assessment; horizontal and vertical
communication about safety issues; frequent safety inspections; safety-oriented reward
systems; thorough investigation and statistical analysis of accidents and incidents; and

empowerment of the workforce.

These practices can be categorized into two mutually exclusive groups of control
and prevention. The former includes safety-related initiatives which are aimed at
reducing the adverse impacts of accidents/incidents after their occurrence. Emergency
response plans and actions are among these practices. The second group, however,
includes the activities that are intended to prevent incidents/accidents occurrence, such as
hazard identification and assessment, safety training, reporting incidents/accidents and
statistical analysis of the collected data, and system redesign for improving the workplace
safety. The latter type of practices is of interest in this study. Therefore, we define safety
practices as the set of procedures/activities which aim at preventing incidents/accidents

occurrence.
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2.3. Environmental practices

Upon the enactment of various environmental regulations in the 1970s,
organizations have allocated significant capital and operating budgets to control the
adverse environmental impact of their products and processes. Environmental practices
(E PR) encompass the techniques to reduce, minimize, or eliminate the negative impacts
of organizations’ operations, products or services on the natural environment
(Shrivastava, 1995a, Rao and Holt, 2005). These practices are classified into three
categories of pollution prevention, pollution control, and management systems (Klassen
and Whybark, 1999a). While all three categories aim at improving environmental
performance, practices which address pollution at the source are generally recognized to
generate other benefits (Hart, 1995). This type of practice is of interest in this paper.
Therefore, we define environmental practices as the techniques and procedures that lead
to pollution reduction at the source (Thoumy and Vachon, 2012). They include efforts to

analyze product life-cycle, prevent pollution, reduce wastes, or recycle materials.
2.4.  Organization’s performance

In line with sustainable development perspective, we define the organizations’
performance along three dimensions: environmental performance (E PE), safety
performance (S PE), and financial performance (F PE). The concept of safety
performance refers to the extent to which organizations are able to prevent accidents and
incidents or decrease their adverse impacts (De Koster et al., 2011). Environmental
performance is defined as the extent to which an organization improves its performance
in respect to its environmental responsibilities (Kleindorfer et al., 2005). Financial
performance refers to the degree to which an organization achieves profit-oriented

outcomes and reduces its overall costs.
3. Conceptual Model and Hypotheses Development

In this section, drawing from safety and sustainability literatures and
organizational support theory, we present our hypotheses on the interrelationships

between six constructs of interest.
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3.1. Safety culture and financial performance

Organizational support theory (Eisenberger et al., 1997), derived from social
exchange theory (Blau, 1964), assumes that employees form general beliefs about how
much their organization values their contributions and cares about their well-being.
Central to this theory is the norm of reciprocity: when one person treats another well, the
norm of reciprocity obliges the return of favorable treatment (Gouldner, 1960). Hence,
the employees’ perceived organizational support increases their willingness to further
contribute to the organization's success and helping the organization reach its objectives
(Eisenberger et al., 2001).

Figure 11-1. Conceptual model
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Practices Performance
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Applying this theory to the safety context, it can be posited that a positive safety

\

culture stemming from management commitment has the potential to create a positive
exchange relationship between the organization and its employees. When employees
believe that top management cares about their personal safety and well-being, they will
choose to reciprocate by developing affective commitment to the organization (Rhoades
et al., 2001), putting forth discretionary effort on behalf of the firm (Piercy et al., 2006),
and involving in more pro-social behaviors like aiding fellow employees, offering
constructive suggestions, and gaining knowledge and skills that are beneficial to the
organization (Meyer and Herscovitch, 2001). They will be more willing to pursue
organizational goals and to remain with the organization (Meyer et al., 1990) which leads
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to decreased absenteeism and turnover rates (Harrison et al., 2006) and increased
productivity and customer satisfaction (Patterson et al., 2004, Mathieu et al., 2006). They
will also feel more satisfied with their jobs (Rhoades and Eisenberger, 2002). All of these
employees’ reactions to their perceived organizational support lead to improved job
performance, which in turn positively influences the organizational profitability and
performance (Ostroff, 1992, Podsakoff and MacKenzie, 1997, Sun et al., 2007,
Subramony, 2009).

HI: The level of an organization’s safety culture is positively associated with its
financial performance.

3.2 Safety culture, environmental practices, and environmental performance

The similarities between workplace safety and environmental management are
significant enough that they have been thought of as major components of the overall
concept of sustainability in the operations management literature (Kleindorfer et al.,
2005). Activist groups interested in both environmental and occupational health issues
have recognized the similarities between the two and have formed labor-environmental
alliances across the United States known as “blue-green coalitions” (Mayer, 2009).
However, to date, there has been a lack of research to establish a direct link between
environmental management and workplace safety. In this paper, we argue that
organizations with a positive safety culture are more likely to adopt an environmental
sustainability perspective, implement ecologically friendly practices, and improve their
environmental performance due to a number of factors. First, a prime component of
safety culture relates to management commitment to safety and how it is demonstrated to
the employees. The motives and drivers behind management commitment to safety are
quite similar to the ones for seeking improvements in environmental performance
(Taubitz, 2010). As a result, managers who are motivated to enhance their organizations’
workplace safety will also be willing to invest in environmental practices (Caprar and
Neville, 2012). According to Corbett and Kleindorfer (2001), these drivers include
enhancing corporate image and reputation (Vastag, 2004), increasing revenue and market
share (Delmas, 2001), seeking regulatory compliance (Snir, 2001), avoiding liability and
negligence (Wolf, 2001, Kleindorfer and Saad, 2005), and improving company’s

relations with local communities and other stakeholders (Rothenberg et al., 2001).
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Moreover, by encouraging and committing to a positive safety culture, top management
can serve as champion of change and alter the culture of the organization to be more
flexible and responsive to changes (Daily and Huang, 2001), hence increasing the
chances of environmental practices’ success, that is, improved environmental

performance.

Second, it is frequently argued in the environmental management literature that
motivated and empowered individuals can bring the critical ideas and deliver the efforts
necessary to improve their organizations' environmental performance (Starik and Rands,
1995, Zwetsloot and Marrewijk, 2004). One of the critical components of a positive
safety culture is employees’ active involvement and participation in safety-related
activities, which results in their empowerment. Therefore, it is possible to conclude that
an organization with a positive safety culture will be able to implement environmental
practices more effectively and improve its environmental performance due to employees’

motivation and active participation.

Third, workplace accidents are sometimes associated with environmental
problems. For example, air pollution due to the release of chemicals into the air is not
only undesirable from an environmental point of view, but it also has an adverse impact
on the working conditions of employees and their safety and well-being (Chandrashekar
et al., 1999). Hence, being committed to eliminating workplace hazards and risks
sometimes requires the organizations to implement environmental practices to prevent
waste and pollution, which in turn results in improvements in their environmental

performance.

Finally, both environmental and safety management domains require large-scale
behavior change for a meaningful impact to be realized. For example, the same mindset
that underlies practices to prevent workplace injuries can be applied in efforts to reduce
energy consumption (Cunningham et al., 2010). The organizations with positive safety
culture are the ones who have successfully managed to change their managers’ and
employees’ attitudes and behaviors to be safety-oriented. Hence, they do not need to
reinvent the wheel to develop successful interventions for aligning the employees’

behaviors with environmental sustainability objectives. They can harness the momentum
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of the safety culture and adapt successful behavioral interventions from the safety

domain to achieve improvements in environmental sustainability.

H2: The level of an organization’s safety culture is positively associated with the
degree of investments in environmental practices within that organization.

H3: The level of an organization’s safety culture is positively associated with its
environmental performance.

Further, it is expected that adopting the techniques and procedures which take
into account the environmental considerations, namely environmental practices, reduce
the organization’s negative impacts on the natural environmental (Melnyk et al., 2003).
For example, organizations participating in emission and energy consumption reduction
programs will reduce their carbon footprint by introducing energy conserving operation
processes, conservation-oriented maintenance, and installing energy efficient lighting
fixtures. Moreover, with proactive environmental practices, organizations can eliminate
environmentally hazardous production processes, redesign their existing product systems
to reduce life cycle impacts, and develop new products with lower life cycle costs (Hart,
1995). Likewise, they can analyze and understand the impacts of their products and
processes on the environment and improve their environmental performance by
conducting life-cycle analysis (Matos and Hall, 2007). Several studies to date have
provided empirical evidences to support the positive relationship between environmental
practices and environmental performance in organizations (Klassen and Whybark, 1999b,
Pullman et al., 2009, Russo and Fouts, 1997).

H4: The degree of investments in environmental practices within an organization
is positively associated with its environmental performance.

3.3. Safety culture, safety practices, and safety performance

Developing and maintaining a positive safety culture is an effective tool for
improving safety-related outcomes at work, such as decreasing accidents and injuries and
increasing safety compliance and safety knowledge of employees (Vecchio-Sadus and
Griffiths, 2004, Hofmann and Stetzer, 1996, Neal et al., 2000). Organizations’ safety
culture considerably affects the employees’ involvement in unsafe behaviors which,
based on the Domino Model of Accident Causation (Heinrich, 1931), is one of the major

root causes of workplace accidents in different industries (Mearns et al., 2003, Oliver et
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al., 2002, Brown et al., 2000). Sulzer-Azaroff (1978) suggests that employees are
“naturally” reinforced to engage in unsafe practices by taking shortcuts to achieve
immediate positive results (e.g., completing the tasks in shorter time). Positive safety
culture counteracts this “natural” reinforcement by increasing employees’ motivation to
comply with safety rules and also by increasing their awareness of rules and the
importance of following them (safety knowledge). In their survey study of 551 workers
from two steel plants located in the southeastern US, Brown et al. (2000) demonstrate
that a weak safety culture increases the presence of unsafe work behaviors through
employees’ perceived work pressure and perceived barriers to safety. Similar findings

have been reported by other studies such as Thompson et al. (1998) and Seo (2005).

A few empirical studies in operations management literature have demonstrated
that several aspects of a positive safety culture such as the creation of a blame-free
environment, a commitment to be safety-centered, an openness about errors, and a safety-
over-productivity attitude lead to exceptionally good safety outcomes (McFadden et al.,
2009, McFadden and Hosmane, 2001, De Koster et al., 2011). The frequency and
severity of occupational accidents and incidents are reduced through improved safety
culture in terms of management commitment and employee participation and
empowerment. Top management commitment has a dual effect on safety performance
(Krause and Weekley, 2005). On the one hand, committed leaders allocate adequate
resources to implement safety initiatives and safety enhancing systems. On the other
hand, they influence employees’ behaviors simply by demonstrating support for
improving workplace safety. When employees observe their management commitment,
they will be more willing to co-operate to improve safety performance (Hofmann et al.,
2003). They will try to comply with regulations, to take the proper safety measures, and
to actively participate in activities designed to promote improvements in their workplace
safety. Therefore, management commitment enhances employees’ commitment and
decreases occupational injuries (Zacharatos et al., 2005). In addition, employees’
participation and commitment to safety is likely to increase not only their personal safety
consciousness (De Koster et al., 2011), but also the safety of the work environment,
through actions on safety suggestions and the encouragement of safe behavior among
coworkers (Michael et al., 2005).
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Table IV-7. Binary logistic regression models for four outcome variables 2

. Risk acceptance Risk avoidance Risk mitigation-M Risk mitigation-C

Predictors B Wald Exp(B) B Wald Exp(B) B Wald Exp(B) B Wald Exp(B)
Main effect models Model A Model B Model C Model D
PR -2.005  41.2117  0.135 1.035 14568  2.815 = -0.564 5967  0.569 1.552  29.654 4.723
SD® -1.561  28.018"° 0210 = -1.580 30.059""  0.206 1481 3852177  4.398 1.007 13.824™"  2.739
SRP 1.225  18.188"" 3405 = -0547  4.2777 0579 0.445 3.734 1560 = -1.157 17.855  0.315
Constant -0.498 4.112 0.608 -0.988 15731  0.372 -1.523  38.218  0.218 2219 54072  0.109
Complete models Model A’ Model B’ Model C’ Model D’
PR -3.791  13.0557°  0.023 1553  12.0717  4.727 -0.481 0.895 0.618 1.909  10.346"  6.744
spP -2.650  16.136"  0.071 -0.704 1.616 0.495 1.524  11.968"  4.592 1.799  9.1407  6.042
SR" 0.240 0.360 1.272 -0.121  0.060 0.886 = -0.364  0.539 0.695 0.676 1.196 1.965
PR x SD 2.629 2792 13865  -1.576  4.290°  0.207 -1.705  5.707°  0.182 0.155 0.062 1.167
PR x SR 2.813 6.192°  16.652  -0.800  1.541 0.450 0.028 0.001 1.029 0919  2.230 0.399
SD x SR 2.033 6.868"  7.636 -1.781 2.184 0.168 0.033 0.003 1.033 -2.087 13538""  0.124
PR x SD x SR -5.086 6.880"  0.006 2878  4182° 17787 2781  7.689"  16.135 N -2 -2
Constant -0.080 0.080 0.923 -1.266  13.744  0.282 -1.153 12117  0.316 -2.973 28334  0.051
Nagelkerke R? 0.370 0.210 0.252 0.279

a. The interaction analysis in logistic regression uses a hierarchically well-formulated (HWF) model in which all lower-order components of a higher-order
interaction term are included in the model. Hence, the typical strategy used to evaluate interactions is hierarchical analysis, i.e., if the higher-order
interaction term is not significant, it can be eliminated (Jaccard, 2001).

b. PR: Perceived risk (base category=low), SD: Supplier dependence (base category=low), SR: Slack resources (base category=high)

c. " p-value<0.001; " p-value<0.01; * p-value<0.05
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To better appreciate the results of the interactive logistic models A’~D’, we used
Equation 1 and the coefficients reported in Table V-7 to calculate the predicted
logit(m,) for each cell of the 2 X 2 X 2 factorial design for all four outcome variables.
We then converted these log odds to odds by calculating the exponent of each. According
to the results, if the amount of slack resources was high, supply managers were 8.89
times (i.e., 1.449/0.163) more likely to select monitoring-based strategy to mitigate the
supplier sustainability risk associated with a dependent supplier if they perceived a low
level of risk rather than a high level of risk (p<0.001). They were, however, 7.88 (i.e.,
2.435/0.309) times more likely to select collaboration-based risk mitigation strategy if
they perceived a high level of risk than a low level of risk (p<0.001). In contrast, supply
managers were 4.72 (i.e., 1.330/0.282) times more likely to decide to avoid the risk
associated with an independent supplier if they perceived a high level of risk versus a low
level of risk (p<0.01) and about 44 times more likely to choose to take no actions and
accept the risk if the risk they perceived was low (p<0.001). Taken together, these
findings provide strong support for H1-a, H1-b, H2-a, and H2-b.

As the next step, we compared the odds values of high vs. low slack resources
situations. The monitoring-based risk mitigation strategy was almost equally likely to be
selected for low risk-high dependence cells in both situations (odds ratio=1.00/0.718,
p>0.05). Although risk acceptance strategy was found to be 9.7 (i.e., 0.633/0.065) times
more likely to be selected in this cell for the low slack resources situation, this effect was
not found to be statistically significant because of its large standard error.

As a result, our findings do not support H4-a. Comparing the odds values for
high risk-high dependence cells for high vs. low slack resources conditions, we found
that supply managers were 0.097 (p<0.001) times less likely to decide to mitigate the
supplier sustainability risk through collaboration-based initiatives and 11.917 (p<0.001)
times more likely to choose to mitigate it through monitoring-based initiatives if the
amount of slack resources was low. However, the likelihood of using risk acceptance or
avoidance strategies were not significantly different in these two conditions. Taken
together, these results provide partial support for H4-b. Finally, we found strong support
for H4-c as the results showed that the supply managers were 21 (i.e., 0.441/0.021) times
more likely to accept the risk and 0.398 (i.e., 0.530/1.33) times less likely to avoid the
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risk if the amount of discretionary slack resources was low in high risk-low dependence

situations (p<0.01 and p<0.05, respectively).

Table 1V-8 presents a summary of MANCOVA/ANCOVA and logistic
regression results for each hypothesis.

Table 1V-8. Summary of M/ANCOVA and logistic regression results

Hypothesis Description M/ANCOVA Logistic Regression
H1 High-SD - Mitigation Partially Supported Supported
Hl-a High-SD x Low-PR - Mitigation-M Supported Supported
H1-b High-SD x High-PR - Mitigation-C Partially Supported Supported
H2 Low-SD -> Acceptance/Avoidance Supported Supported
H2-a Low-SD x Low-PR -> Acceptance Supported Supported
H2-b Low SD x High-PR - Avoidance Partially Supported Supported
H3 Low-SR > Acceptance Supported Supported
H4 High-SR - Avoidance/Mitigation Partially Supported Partially Supported
) Low-SR & (High-SD x Low-PR) - .
H4-a Acceptance (+), Mitigation-M (-) Partially Supported Not Supported
Low-SR & (High-SD x High-PR) >
H4-b Acceptance (+), Mitigation-M (+), Partially Supported Partially Supported
Avoidance (+), Mitigation-C (-)
) Low-SR & (Low-SD x High-PR) > .
H4-c Acceptance (+), Avoidance (-) Partially Supported Supported

Note: SD= Supplier Dependence; PR=Perceived Risk; SR: Slack Resources

6. Discussion

The purpose of this research was to test theoretically-derived hypotheses related
to the different strategies pursued by supply managers for managing supplier
sustainability risks. Since purchasing and supply management function has a boundary-
spanning role in the buying organizations and is influential in extending their
sustainability ambitions to the suppliers (Krause et al., 2009), we specifically focused on
supply managers as the decision makers in this study. The effects of high and low levels
of perceived supplier sustainability risk were assessed at two levels of supplier

dependence (high vs. low) within two organizational contexts (where the amount of slack
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resources was either high or low). Overall, the results indicate that these multi-level
contextual factors significantly impact supply managers’ intended risk management
strategy: whether to mitigate the risk by monitoring-based or collaboration-based SSD
initiatives, to avoid the risk altogether by phasing out the supplier, or to accept the risk

and decide to deal with the consequences should it materialize.

The empirical results of this paper extend the literature to date in four essential
ways. First, prior studies built on resource dependence theory suggest that buyer
dominant relationships enable the buyers to successfully implement their monitoring-
based or collaboration-based SSD initiatives (Spence and Bourlakis, 2009, Pedersen,
2009, Hoejmose et al., 2013). Besides, supplier dependence on the buyer is considered as
a major requirement for suppliers’ compliance to buyers’ specific social and
environmental standards and requirements (Locke et al., 2009, Pedersen, 2009). The
results of this study provide additional support for this premise from a risk management
perspective. Collaboration-based and monitoring-based risk mitigation strategies were
found more likely to be used in buyer dominant situations where the participants believed
they had the power to enforce such initiatives to improve suppliers’ safety or
environmental performance. The likelihood of using risk avoidance and risk acceptance
strategies, however, increased when supplier dependence on the buyer was low. These
findings are in line with Kraljic’s (1983) strategic recommendation to buying
organizations to exploit their full bargaining power so as to minimize the supply risks if
they are the dominant player in the supply chain, or to get defensive and start looking for

substitute material and suppliers if the supplier has the upper hand in the game.

Second, this study provides empirical support for merging the agency and
management control theories to explain the relationship between the risk inherent in an
agent-principal relationship and the control mechanism used by the principal for
managing the agent’s opportunistic behavior. In line with these theories’ predictions, in
high supplier dependence situations, the likelihood of using collaboration-based risk
mitigation strategy (parallel to input control mechanism) increased when the participants
perceived a high level of risk threatening their organization. However, the likelihood of
pursuing a monitoring-based risk mitigation strategy (parallel to behavior and output

control mechanisms) was significantly higher when the participants perceived a low level
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of risk from the supplier’s sustainability-related misconducts.

Third, our findings call for more scholarly attention to the crucial effect of slack
resources on the strategic decisions made by middle managers, in this case, supply
managers. The empirical results confirmed that the slack resources moderated the defined
predictor-outcome relationships in risk management decision making: as the amount of
available slack resources decreased, the participants became more inclined to (1) choose
monitoring-based risk mitigation strategy over collaboration-based one to deal with high
risk suppliers in high supplier dependence situations, (2) take no actions and accept the
risk rather than to avoid it by terminating the relationship even when they perceived a
high level of risk in low supplier dependence situations. This is in line with Meszaros’s
(1999) study conclusions showing that managers utilize a form of threshold-based
heuristic, namely “affordability heuristic”, in their decision making, picking options that
are not perceived to deteriorate their organizations’ profitability. Therefore, the decision
outcome of “which risk management strategy to use” varies depending on the desired

strategy to be affordable or not.

Fourth, our findings add depth to the literature on SSCM by extending it to a
risk-based framework and empirically examining the concept of supplier sustainability
risk management and its predictors. Particularly, while this literature is mainly
concentrated on the effect of different supply management initiatives which could fit into
monitoring or collaborative activities (Pagell and Wu, 2009, Awaysheh and Klassen,
2010, Vachon and Klassen, 2006a, Klassen and Vereecke, 2012), we provide new
insights on why and under what conditions either of these initiatives are used by buying
organizations. In addition, we examine why some buyers might take two other alternative

strategies, i.e., supplier phase-out or accepting the risk, instead of using such initiatives.

Finally, from an empirical standpoint, the vignette-based experiment
methodology allowed for more controlled examination of the causal relationships with a
sample of real supply managers. While the work here investigated supply managers’
decision making regarding supplier sustainability risk, the developed vignettes and their
associated manipulations and scales can be used by other researchers in a variety of

operational contexts involving risk, dependence, or slack resources constructs.
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7. Managerial Implications and Limitations

This study makes additional managerial contributions for buying organizations
dealing with supplier sustainability risk. Besides, we found that supply managers’ risk
propensity (or their prior sustainability-related knowledge) can color their decision
making process and make them favor collaboration-based risk mitigation (or risk
avoidance) strategy over others regardless of the situation in hand. Hence, in supply
chain staffing decisions, senior managers in buying organizations should consider the
personal characteristics (e.g., risk propensity, sustainability-related training and
knowledge) of key personnel who are in charge of buyer-supplier exchanges to ensure
that they are aligned with their social and environmental policies. They also need to
foster improved decision-making by supply managers via establishing sustainability-
oriented purchasing policies and procedures that facilitate the supply managers’
translation of the information available to them into accurate risk assessments. Further, to
create accurate views of the situation and to steer the risk management actions in the
desired direction, they should also (i) employ appropriate training and information
systems to promote the supply managers’ knowledge regarding the sustainability-related
issues, such as the salient stakeholder pressures in their external environment, and (ii)
establish performance evaluation and reward systems that provide incentives for supply
managers to closely interact with suppliers to have a fairly accurate perception of their
sustainability-related intentions and behaviors. Finally, they should support their
purchasing and supply chain management functions by providing them with adequate
resources to deploy appropriate risk management strategy, particularly for cases which

are perceived to be high risk.

This paper put forth and investigated a conceptual framework that can be
deepened and broadened in a number of ways. First, we found that the supply managers’
decisions were directly driven by their perceptions of the risks associated with suppliers.
However, this perception can be biased (i.e., under-estimating or over-estimating the
actual risk), and result in improper management of the risk or over-investments in
unsuitable more-costly risk management strategies. Therefore, a possible future research
topic is to investigate the approaches that buying organizations can take to improve the

supply managers’ estimation of risk such that their perceived risk aligns better with the
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actual risk. Second, low buyer independence was one of the major premises of this study.
More specifically, we focused on the buyer-supplier situations where the supplier
dependence was either low or high, given that the buyer dependence on the supplier was
always low. To extend this model, an avenue for future research would be to investigate
how the supply managers’ choice among the four risk management strategies would shift
if this factor is included in the model. Third, although supply managers’ risk perception
Is considered as one of the major factors in their choice among management strategies,
the determinants of this construct, such as supplier’s size and ownership (Klassen and
Vereecke, 2012), the level of focal firm’s accountability for social and environmental
issues in their supply base (Parmigiani et al., 2011), or the supply managers’ personal
characteristics such as their risk propensity (Sitkin and Weingart, 1995) were not
included in the model and can be explored in future studies. Fourth, this study considered
a one-shot decision regarding one supplier. Future research may consider a step-wise
decision making process where the information on the predictor factors are gradually
provided to the participants or use conjoint analysis technique comparing multiple
suppliers. Finally, the scope of inquiry in this study is limited to the supply managers in
the United States. However, given the essential effect of organizational culture on supply
chain management practices, including sustainable supply management decisions (Crum
et al., 2011, Wu and Pagell, 2011), future studies are required to look beyond the North

American context.
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Appendix IV-A: Description of the scenarios and the manipulation of treatment factors

Scenario 1

Kojak Inc. is a mid-sized apparel retailer based in United States, offering stylish and affordable clothing and accessories for men and women. The Kojak
brand is available online and in more than 400 stores across North America. With only 20% of its clothing made locally, the company has a large
international supply base located in Asia (about 50%) and South America (about 30%). In 2013, Kojak spent about $500 million on purchasing finished goods
from suppliers. Sales in North America have been growing slowly with modest profitability in recent years. In the past few years, a number of companies
operating in the apparel industry have experienced negative publicity and reputational damage due to the unsafe and unhealthy work conditions at their
suppliers’ facilities. To avoid similar problems, Kojak’s CEO has recently extended Kojak’s health and safety policy to include the suppliers’ premises.

Currently, Kojak has no formal processes to monitor, manage, or improve health- and safety-related measures in place at its suppliers’ facilities. The CEO has
[allocated a special annual budget of $5 million to your department for making the necessary changes to the supplier management activities vs. asked you
to make the necessary changes to the supplier management activities within your department’s current budget limits and stated that no budget
adjustments will be approved]. To comply with Kojak’s new policy, you plan to look into all supplier profiles from a workplace health and safety perspective
and decide what action, if any, to take with each of them. One supplier has been brought to your attention by a junior staff person.

B.A.P. Ltd. is located in a developing country in Southeast Asia. During the past year, this company [received one safety violation citation from the local
government authorities vs. was targeted by a reputable international human rights activist group and highlighted on their website] because of the unsafe
and unhealthy work conditions at their facilities. Because of their [small size (120 employees) vs. large size (1100 employees)], it [is not vs. is] likely that
they will draw [any vs. more] attention from the activist groups, non-government organizations (NGOs), or media in the future. Approximately [90% vs.
10%] of B.A.P. total sales are to Kojak, which accounts for nearly one tenth of Kojak’s purchased goods.

Scenario 2

ChocoYum Inc., headquartered in Chicago, is a mid-sized confectionery producer with over 700 employees. Established in 1995, the company now
manufactures chocolates, snacks, and refreshment products at five plants spread across United States. These products are distributed and sold in North
America. Palm oil is one of the major ingredients of ChocoYum chocolate products. Oil palms grow in equatorial conditions in Asia, Latin America, and
Africa. ChocoYum’s oil suppliers are mainly based in Asia. In 2013, ChocoYum spent about $200 million for the imported palm oil. During the past few
years, a number of companies operating in this industry have experienced negative publicity and reputational damage because one or more of their suppliers
have sourced palm oil from regions of the world experiencing rainforest deforestation. Such deforestation has been linked to climate change and destruction of
rainforest ecosystems. To avoid similar problems, ChocoYum’s CEO has recently extended ChocoYum’s environmental policy to include the suppliers’
processes and activities.

Currently, ChocoYum has no formal processes to monitor, manage, or improve the environmental measures in place at its suppliers’ facilities. The CEO has
[allocated a special annual budget of $2 million to your department for making the necessary changes to the supplier management activities vs. asked you
to make the necessary changes to the supplier management activities within your department’s current budget limits and stated that no budget adjustments
will be approved]. To comply with ChocoYum’s new policy, you plan to look into how suppliers source palm oil from an environmental sustainability
perspective and decide what action, if any, to take with each of them. One supplier has been brought to your attention by a junior staff person.

P.O.P. Ltd., one of the palm oil suppliers, is an Indonesian firm. Last year, this company was [found guilty and ordered to pay a fine by an Indonesian
court vs. targeted by a reputable environmental activist group and highlighted on their website] for violating the environmental laws and clearing an area
of protected peat forest. Because of their [small size (120 employees) vs. large size (1100 employees)], it [is not vs. is] likely that they will draw [any vs. more]
attention from the activist groups, non-government organizations (NGOs), or media in the future. Approximately [90% vs. 10%] of P.O.P. total sales are to
ChocoYum, which accounts for nearly one tenth of ChocoYum’s palm oil supply.
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Appendix 1V-B: Dependent variable and manipulation check scales (Scenario 1)

Scale-Type Dependent Variables

Given the information provided in the scenario, to what extent are you likely to take the following actions with
regard to B.A.P. Ltd.? (1=very unlikely, 7=very likely)

Risk Acceptance

Q-1: Take no new actions regarding health & safety issues at their facilities.

Risk Avoidance

Q-2: Continue the business with them for a long time. (Dropped)

Q-3: Look for another supplier to replace them.

Q-4: Imply in your negotiations with them that they are in danger of losing the business unless their health and
safety issues are properly managed. (Dropped)

Q-5: Renew the relationship once the current contract expires. (Dropped)

Q-6: Terminate the relationship.

Risk Mitigation- Monitoring Based

Q-7: Include health and safety measures such as incident/ accident rates in evaluating their performance.

Q-8: Send out a questionnaire asking them to report on their health and safety measures such as incident/ accident
rates or the use of overtime.

Q-9: Regularly send your staff to perform workplace health and safety audits at their facilities.

Q-10: Provide them with feedback about the results of audits and performance evaluations.

Q-11: Require them an international health and safety standard certification (e.g., OHSAS 18001).

Risk Mitigation- Collaboration Based

Q-12: Allow an open two-way dialogue to jointly establish proper goals/targets regarding health and safety
issues. (Dropped)

Q-13: Work closely with them to improve their health and safety performance (e.qg., joint investment).

Q-14: Provide training/education to their personnel to improve their health and safety performance.

Q-15: Put incentives in place to improve their health and safety performance (e.qg., financial rewards).

Q-16: Invest resources in developing their capabilities and improving their health and safety performance (e.g.,
financial aids).

Discrete Choice Dependent Variable

Given the information provided in the scenario, which one of the following four strategies would you choose as
your MAJOR and ULTIMATE approach in managing your supplier, B.A.P. Ltd.?

a) You will terminate the relationship with them and switch to another supplier.
b) You will start collaborating with them to improve their health & safety performance, e.g. through training
and education of their personnel, providing financial aids, etc.
¢) You will start monitoring their health & safety performance, e.g. through self-evaluations, audits, third
party certifications, etc.
d) You will continue working with them without taking any new actions regarding health & safety issues at
their facilities.

Manipulation Check Scales

Given the information provided in the scenario, to what extent do you agree or disagree with the following
statements? (1=strongly disagree, 7= strongly agree)

Perceived Risk (Adapted from Wagner & Bode (2006), Ellis et al. (2010), and Tazelaar & Snijders (2013))
1. B.A.P.’s behavior will have negative impacts on Kojak’s reputation.

2. The relationship with B.A.P. will be problematic for Kojak in the future.

3. The relationship with B.A.P. is risky for Kojak.

Supplier Dependence (Adapted from Carr et al. (2008), Bode et al. (2011), He et al. (2012))

1. B.A.P. cannot afford to lose Kojak’s business.

2. The relationship with Kojak is crucial to B.A.P.’s future performance.

3. B.A.P. is dependent on Kojak.

Slack Resources (Adapted from Danneels (2008))

1. You have sufficient discretionary financial resources to implement your desired supply management strategy.
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Chapter V. Conclusion

This dissertation aimed to study various approaches which organizations might
undertake to manage the environmental and social risks originating from their internal
operations or their supply chains, including environmental management, safety
management, supplier development, and supplier phase-out initiatives. Specifically, the
overarching research objective was to investigate the determinants of these initiatives and
their subsequent effects on organizations’ performance. In doing so, this dissertation
presented three complementary essays, each one making a unique contribution to a
deeper understanding of sustainable operations management (OM). This final chapter
concludes the dissertation by outlining the broader contributions of the dissertation,

describing its limitations, and discussing possibilities for future research.
1. Key Implications

This dissertation made four major contributions to the sustainable operations
management literature which, when taken together, sheds some light on different ways to
manage sustainability-related risks within organizations or across their supply chains.
First, this dissertation took a broad approach and adapted the Kleindorfer et al.’s internal-
external perspective (2005) on sustainable operations. Specifically, it took the leap from
investigating the intra-organizational environmental and social practices in the first essay
to the examination of the strategies aimed at managing sustainability issues within the
supply chain in the second and third essays. In addition, the three essays collectively
contribute to the sustainable operations management literature by exploring it through

two relatively new perspectives, i.e., “safety management” and “risk management”.

Second, sustainable operations management literature has traditionally focused
on the environmental issues and overlooked the social component of sustainability
(Kleindorfer et al., 2005, Linton et al., 2007). Moreover, only a few recent studies have
simultaneously looked at social, environmental, and economic aspects of sustainability
(Thornton et al., 2013, Pagell et al., 2010, Pullman et al., 2009, Gimenez et al., 2012),
whereas almost all other studies investigate these aspects in a standalone fashion

(Seuring and Miller, 2008). The three essays in this dissertation, however, collectively
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considered all three elements of sustainability, i.e., people, planet, and profit (Elkington,
1998). For example, the first and third essays concentrated on the workplace safety as
one of the most important social aspects of organization’s operations, which has been
predominantly ignored in the sustainable operations management literature (Pagell et al.,
2014). Essay 1, further, empirically investigated the simultaneous effect of safety culture
on organizations’ financial, environmental, and safety performance through the
mediating effect of environmental and safety management practices. Similarly, the
vignette-based experiment presented in essay 3 explored how buying organizations
manage safety- or environmentally-related risks within their supply chains. Finally, the
second paper conceptually theorized about the relationship between managing supplier
sustainability risks (environmental and social risks, as a whole) and organizations’

financial performance.

Third, this dissertation responded to the ever-growing need for theoretically-
grounded studies to describe, explain, and predict operations and supply chain
phenomena (Ketchen and Hult, 2007b, Sarkis et al., 2011). For example, the first essay
built on the organizational support theory (Eisenberger et al., 1997) to explain how the
organization’s safety culture and the management commitment in improving workplace
safety would motivate the employees to help their organization enhance its financial
performance and effectively adopt environmental practices and improve its
environmental performance. In the same vein, the second and third essays drew on the
resource dependence (Pfeffer and Salancik, 2003) and the agency/management control
(Eisenhardt, 1989, Ouchi, 1979) theories and identified two major factors as the
determinants of different approaches toward managing supplier sustainability risks: level
of perceived risk and the buyer-supplier dependence structure. Accordingly,
collaboration-based sustainable supplier development (SSD) was suggested to be used in
interdependent buyer-supplier relationships and high-risk buyer dominant situations.
Monitoring-based SSD, however, was hypothesized to be employed to mitigate low
levels of risk in buyer dominant situations. In addition, it was proposed that the intended
strategy in high-risk independent buyer-supplier relationships would be to phase-out the
supplier. Finally, organizations were suggested to accept the risk and take no actions in

low-risk independent situations as well as in relationships with dominant suppliers.
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Finally, top management intentions can be quite different from the decisions
made by the operational managers when it comes to being more sustainable (Wheeler et
al., 2002). Therefore, it is imperative to understand the sustainability-related strategies,
initiatives, and decisions carried out at the operational level (Pagell and Gobeli, 2009).
This dissertation addressed this issue in three different ways: (i) the first essay examined
individual plants, and not companies, as the unit of analysis to be closer to day-to-day
decisions at the operational level, (ii) the scope of the second essay was limited to the
operational-level, and not corporate-level, strategies for managing the supplier
sustainability risks such as monitoring-based or collaboration-based sustainable supplier
development (SSD) initiatives, and (iii) the third essay targeted actual supply managers,
and not top management, as the sample population assuming that they are the major
decision makers in the supply chain context.

2. Limitations and Future Research

The contributions made in this dissertation must be viewed in light of the
limitations associated with the three essays. First and foremost, the scope of all three
studies was limited to strategies and initiatives carried out at the operational level and not
the corporate level. For example, the risk management strategies in essays 2 and 3 are
limited to the operations strategy level and do not transcend to the corporate-level
strategies toward reputational risk or brand management. For instance, some buying
organizations have recently employed ‘“stakeholder bridging” strategy to deal with
supplier sustainability risks: they have begun to actively approach and cooperate with
critical NGO’s and other salient stakeholders to reduce their pressure and enhance the
legitimacy of their own sustainability-related initiatives (Foerstl et al., 2010, Matos and
Hall, 2007). However, the scope of this dissertation does not cover such corporate-level

strategies.

Three major limitations of this dissertation arise predominantly from the
employed methodologies and the nature of the data in both empirical studies (i.e., essays
1 and 3). First, the data was collected from a limited range of industries in North America
with moderate levels of safety and environmental risks in the first essay and high levels

of supplier sustainability risks in the third essay. Therefore, the findings may not be
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generalizable to organizations operating in other counties or other industries. Given the
essential effect of industry and culture on operations and supply chain management
practices (Wu and Pagell, 2011, Bates et al., 1995, Bortolotti et al., 2015, Baird et al.,
2012), future studies are required to look beyond the context of these two studies.

Second, the collected data was from a cross-sectional snapshot; therefore, in the
first essay, it was not possible to test and account for the lags between the development
of the safety culture and the existence of practices and performance changes; similarly,
the third essay investigated a one-shot decision regarding one supplier. To address this
limitation in essay 1, a set of longitudinal studies can be conducted to measure the extent
of safety-oriented culture and the implementation level of safety and environmental
practices and their impact on organizational performance across a three to five year
period, examining the relationships and their development through time. As for essay 3,
future research may consider a step-wise decision making process where the information
on the predictor factors are gradually provided to the participants or use conjoint analysis

technique comparing multiple suppliers.

Third, both empirical studies used a single methodology (survey or experiment)
and data source for empirical investigation. Specifically, the first essay relied on single-
respondent perceptual data which could create grounds for bias. This shortcoming was
partially addressed by validating the survey data on environmental performance with
NPRI objective measure to show that there was no major bias in the single respondent
self-reported data in this study (it was the only plant-level secondary data available).
Changing the unit of analysis to the firm level, future studies can collect secondary panel
data for companies whose performance information are available on databases such as
Compustat and Environmental, Social and Governance factors (ESG) and triangulate it

with a primary survey data collected from the same companies.

In addition, essay 2 put forth a conceptual framework that was only partially
validated by the empirical data in essay 3. Specifically, essay 3 neither examined the
effect of buyer dependence on the risk management strategies nor did it investigate the
strategy-outcome relationships (i.e., the effect of risk management strategies on

reputation and financial performance). An avenue for future research would be to design
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and develop empirical studies to examine these missing elements.

From a conceptual standpoint, this dissertation provides several trajectories for
future research. In essay 1, a positive relationship between safety culture and
environmental practices was established. It was argued that this relationship was because
the employees were motivated by the positive safety culture and changed their behaviors
to contribute to organizations’ plans and objectives, including green programmes.
However, such mediating effects were not empirically examined. Hence, an interesting
stream of future research could supplement this study by concentrating on the underlying
mechanisms between organizations’ safety and environmental endeavors. Similarly, in
essays 2 and 3, supply managers’ risk perception was considered as one of the major
factors in their choice among management strategies. However, the determinants of this
construct, such as suppliers’ size and ownership (Klassen and Vereecke, 2012), the level
of focal firm’s accountability for social and environmental issues in their supply base
(Parmigiani et al., 2011), or the supply managers’ personal characteristics, such as their
risk propensity (Sitkin and Weingart, 1995), were not included in the model and can be
explored in future studies.

Finally, a very interesting stream for future scholarly attempts stems from
bringing the two research streams of this dissertation together. Specifically, exploring the
connections between the internal sustainability-related approaches of a buying
organization and its external sustainability-related management strategies toward the

suppliers would be a worthy pursuit.

As a final remark, it is noteworthy to mention that the sustainability discussions
are based on the basic assumption that a true sustainable organization can continue to do
business forever by performing well not only on the traditional short-term measures of
profit and loss, but also on the broader triple-bottom-line concept, including the long-
term ecological and social outcomes. Indeed, such an organization does not exist today
(Pagell and Gobeli, 2009). However, to be more sustainable than the competitors and
remain in business longer than them, an organization should avoid a pure profit-
maximization approach. Instead, it is best to take a non-trade-off perspective and try to

balance and align its non-economic sustainability objectives with its financial goals. By
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doing so, the sustainability issues are integrated into all aspects of organization’s

business processes, driving its growth and financial gains.
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