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Abstract 

This study aims to investigate the level of logistical coordination and the state of coordination mechanisms in procurement 

activities among enterprises involved in supply chains. The research was conducted through a comparative analysis of 

statistical data obtained from a survey of businesses between July and October 2021.The study proposes a method for 

identifying general and individual performance indexes for partner companies' interactions by examining joint planning, 

synchronized documentation, coordinated operational procedures, and resource integration. This method is relevant to both 

logistics theory and the practical activities of supply chain participants. The research highlights the evolution of metrics 

used to evaluate the extent of coordination mechanisms employed by businesses in their procurement activities. Based on 

the selection criteria, an assessment scale is proposed to determine the level of logistical coordination in supply chain 

companies' procurement activities. The findings offer insights into the development of coordination mechanisms for 

organizations across various sectors (industrial, trading, freight forwarding), focusing on their scientific significance and 

impact on the competitiveness of consolidated supply chains. This study contributes to the literature by providing a 

comprehensive understanding of logistical coordination and coordination mechanisms in procurement activities among 

supply chain enterprises, as well as offering a practical assessment scale for evaluating logistical coordination levels. 
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1. Introduction 

The trend of the modern market is that rapidly, continuously, and often unpredictably changing conditions of 

interaction between participants in supply chains determine increased requirements for the formation of a system of 

mutually beneficial relations between suppliers and consumers that is based on a variety of coordination mechanisms. 

According to several scholars and practitioners, today logistics coordination has become  one of the most effective tools for 

the improvement of competitiveness of not only individual enterprises but also the full chain supplies of both domestic and 

international markets [1]. 

The interpretation of the essence and main directions of logistics coordination development in the works of Russian 

and foreign scientists is presented from different points of view. The first point of view presupposes that inter-

organizational logistic coordination is an  integration of goals and actions (plans, forecasts, processes, indicators) of supply 

chain  participants  based on the application  of a systematic approach, the concept of total costs, and, most importantly, the 

equitable distribution of benefits resulting from joint activities of partner enterprises  [2-7]. 

Both marketing scientists and experts in the field of logistics management emphasize the close relationship between 

logistics coordination and the system of continuous and rapid exchange of relevant information between enterprises of the 

same supply chain [8, 9]. 

Currently, the ideas that coordinate the procurement process participants’ activities are perceived and developed at a 

new level in the SRM (supplier relationship management) concept created to improve the procurement process by 

enhancing the supplier search and selection procedure (and, at the next stage, build an effective scheme of interaction with 

them) [10-13]. 

SRM is becoming increasingly relevant in the buyer-supplier dyad as a result of changes in the global supply chain 

environment [14]. These changes, includes  changes in the structure of demand and government policy, inflationary 

pressure, and exchange rate fluctuations, among other things, which create supply uncertainty [12] for example, during 

periods of high supply uncertainty, strengthening relationships with suppliers creates potential benefits, such as gaining 

access to the required materials, reducing transaction costs, etc. [14-16]. 

Companies are seeing the necessity to outsource non-essential tasks as the business climate becomes more competitive, 

while focusing most of their resources and talents on core competencies. [17]. In connection with the development of 

outsourcing, the role of SRM is increasingly growing, since using this approach allows firms to respond to dynamic and 

unpredictable changes in the business environment [12, 18, 19]. 

Various coordination strategies are widely used in real business. They are used by companies such as International 

Business Machines (IBM), Sun Microsystems, Hewlett Packard, Nippon Otis [20] Toyota Motor Corporation, and the 

multinational Tata group [21, 22]. 

Our point of view on the coordination of procurement activities at enterprises as the unity of goals and actions 

demonstrated by participants in the procurement process is based on the use of end-to-end logistics management. The 

starting point of interaction between suppliers and consumers within the framework of management concept should be the 

development of partnerships between participants based on the use of mechanisms of joint activities and joint planning, 

harmonization of management documentation, coordination of operational procedures, resource integration, and staff 

motivation for uniform end results (maximum compliance of procurement, production and sales processes). In these 

conditions, the assessment of the following circumstances becomes especially relevant for partner companies: 

• At what stage of the development of relations with suppliers is the enterprise? 

• What is the level of coordination with different categories of suppliers? 

What priority coordination mechanisms (in terms of their influence on the final result) are advised to use in cooperation 

with the suppliers (at different stages of the relationship with them, for different categories of purchased goods and 

services)? However, the writings of contemporary authors do not offer a thorough comprehension of these issues, making it 

difficult to judge the supply chain players' competitiveness potential and determine whether further research is necessary. 

 

2. Methods 
 It is important to develop an aggregate indicator of the coordination mechanisms in order to conduct a thorough 

quantitative and qualitative assessment of the level of logistic coordination between partner enterprises based on how 

companies use these mechanisms (in their interactions with various categories of suppliers) and how much of an impact 

they have on the output of the work done by production, trade, and transportation enterprises (Klk). 

In turn, solving this problem requires a preliminary estimation of individual parameters that reflect the level of the use 

of certain coordination mechanisms in the relationship with suppliers (K q (q = 1... 7), namely: 

 

2.1. The Indicator of Process Coordination 

• Joint planning (K 1). 

• Harmonization of guidance documents in the field of procurement process management (K 2). 

• Coordination of operating activities (procurement procedures) (K 3). 

• Employee inspiration for the project's overall outcomes and collaboration with partner enterprises (correspondence 

of purchases and sales) (K 4). 

 

2. 2. The Indicator of Resource Integration 

Joint use of material (K 5), informational (K 6), and labour resources (K 7) to regulate procurement. 
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Determining a parameter that enables one to ascertain the actual condition of a particular coordination mechanism (q) 

in the procurement operations of firms in the supply chain is therefore given priority in the proposed system of indicators, 

as is evident from the above. 

For this purpose, at the first stage of calculations, individual indicators reflect the level of use of each coordination 

mechanism (Kq) are estimated: 

𝐾𝑞 =  ∑ (𝐷𝑞  x (𝑁𝑞 − 𝑃𝑞))
𝑗

𝑚

𝑗=1

 (1) 

Where Kq is an individual indicator showing the level of use for the q-th coordination mechanism in the procurement 

activities of the company (points). 

Dq is the share of joint projects with suppliers for the q-th coordination mechanism in the total volume of procurement 

(share). 

Nq is the effectiveness of projects related to the use of the q-th coordination mechanism in the procurement activities of 

the company (expert data expressed in points). 

Pq is the losses from the implementation of projects associated with the use of the q-th coordination mechanism in the 

procurement activities of the company (expert data expressed in points). 

q is the symbol (number) of the coordination mechanism (q = 1... 7). 

m is the number of partner suppliers using the q-th coordination mechanism (units). 

j is the number of the partner supplier (unit). 

Thus, as follows from the formula (1), the calculation is based on the evaluation of two basic parameters, allowing 

determining the actual status of each of the coordination mechanisms in the procurement activity of partner companies: 

performance (Nq) reflecting the positive effect from interaction with partner enterprises and loss (Pq) from using the q-th 

coordination mechanism. It means that in assessing the actual state of each specific coordination mechanism, it is necessary 

to consider not only the positive effect of interaction but also the costs associated with this process, particularly damage 

from unprofitable projects of joint activities (manifestation of various types of losses in the process of interaction partner 

enterprises). 

At the next stage, we can determine the aggregate indicator of the level of coordination mechanism use (Klk): 

 

𝐾𝑙𝑘 =  ∑ 𝐾𝑞

𝑛

𝑞=1

 (2) 

Where Klk is the aggregate indicator of the level of coordination mechanism use in the procurement activities of the 

enterprise (points). 

Kq is an individual indicator of the level of q-th coordination mechanism use in the procurement activities of the 

company (points). 

n is the number of coordination mechanisms (7). 

q is the number of the coordination mechanism (q = 1... 7). 

The reported values were approximated based on a comparative analysis of statistical data for the group of companies 

surveyed from July to October 2021. The survey included 57 enterprises both from Russia and abroad operating in the 

Russian market. Among them, there are manufacturing enterprises (automotive, pharmaceuticals, light industry, food 

industry, and construction industry), trading companies, transport, forwarding companies, and warehouse operators. 

In the research, we used factorial, statistical, and comparative analysis, as well as the methods of peer review, 

questionnaire, and comparison by analogy. 

 

3. Results and Discussion 
In order to assess the degree of use of coordination mechanisms in the relationships of the examined organisations with 

various categories of suppliers, aggregate and individual indicators were calculated based on the available data. As the 

results showed, the values of the aggregate indicators of the level of the use of coordination mechanisms at the enterprises 

under study (Klk) have significant fluctuations, which does not allow one to unambiguously judge the level of logistical 

coordination of the respondents. In this regard, for a comprehensive assessment of the situation, we carried out an 

additional analysis of the study participants according to qualitative criteria, in particular: the coordination strategy used, 

the potential for interaction with various categories of suppliers, the priority of using coordination mechanisms at different 

stages of the life cycle of relations with suppliers, the share of partners, the ratio of successful and unprofitable projects, 

and the productivity of investments in the development of partnerships with suppliers. The work carried out allowed us to 

segment the companies into four groups and, at the next stage, draw conclusions about the tendencies in the development of 

coordination mechanisms in organizations of various fields of activity: production, trade, transport, and forwarding. 

The first group (high Klk values, use of a partnership strategy of relations with key suppliers, high potential for 

cooperation and joint development of counterparties) includes 25% of companies. A slightly larger amount is made up of 

the enterprises of the second group (average, stable level of use of coordination mechanisms). The largest share (32%) is 

taken by the third group of companies having low values of the specified indicators. Just over 12% are taken by the 

participants from the fourth group showed practically zero or negative results. 
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The best results (from 10.7 to 20.5 units) are typical for foreign manufacturing and trading companies operating in the 

Russian market. Food industry enterprises are in the lead position (their values are 13-20.5 units) among the manufacturing 

companies with the highest Klk indicator values and quality parameters. 

To conduct a meaningful assessment of companies we see it fit to highlight the similarities of leading enterprises: 

• Use of a partnership strategy of interaction with strategic suppliers (long-term relationships with a limited number of 

partners on the principles of cooperation and joint development) and a competitive strategy in relations with basic 

and contract suppliers (independent nature of relations and the absence of long-term obligations of the parties). 

• The number of strategic partner suppliers of such companies is about 20% of the general pool of suppliers. Over the 

past 3 years, there has been a clear desire of leading enterprises to actively develop partnerships with strategic 

suppliers; their growth over the specified period amounted to about 12%. 

• High potential for joint development, including  parties’ mutual interest in coordinating purchases, focus on strategic 

development; use of advanced methods and technologies useful for both the client and the supplier, financial 

stability of partners, developed logistics infrastructure, own transport and storage facilities allowing both parties to 

reduce costs; lack of information about the regular supply-side compliance violations by both the supplier and the 

consumer. Moreover, the contractual obligations for supplies, the existence of litigation, the accessibility of 

counterparties, the simplicity and convenience of communication between the parties (saving resources, time, and 

energy), the expertise of staff on matters relating to prompt deliveries, the provision of operational information, etc., 

and a comparable degree of economic development for both business partners.  

• The share of joint work with various categories of suppliers in the total volume of procurement activities of such 

companies was on average 30-35%. These are direct purchases of material resources for production and trade. 

• According to the experts in the companies of the first group for the past 3 years, the overall ratio of effective and 

loss-making projects of joint activities amounted to 70-90% (productive) and 10-25% (loss-making), respectively. 

• Priority assessment of use for different coordination mechanisms confirms our data Figure 1. The largest share in the 

joint activity takes the interaction between the first group of companies within the framework of joint planning 

mechanisms and the harmonization of guiding documentation in the field of procurement. In terms of the overall 

volume of cooperative work with suppliers, these techniques are often used between 70 and 90 percent for joint 

planning and 80 and 100 percent for harmonisation. Accordingly, company experts rate the effectiveness of applying 

these techniques at 9 to 10 (10-point scale), whereas losses are only given 2 to 2.5 points. 

The least important for the companies of the first group over the past 3 years was the use of motivation mechanisms 

and the joint use of material and labour resources. The average shares of the use of these mechanisms in the total volume of 

joint work with suppliers were: 15, 10, and 17%, respectively. 

The experts assess the effectiveness of these mechanisms as low (on average, from 1 to 4 points), while losses are 

described as significant (up to 7 points). 

As follows from Figure 1, even leading companies have negative values of individual indicators Kq. This is due to the 

fact that joint activities on some of the mechanisms used over the past period have not justified themselves. As a result, the 

losses exceeded the effectiveness. In such circumstances, companies are limited to using only those areas of cooperation 

(and only with the main strategic) suppliers that bring tangible end results considering it inappropriate to fragment 

resources in many other areas of interaction. For example, one of the surveyed food industry companies used in its 

purchase activity only mechanisms for joint planning, harmonization, and alignment of the operating procedures (but at a 

sufficiently high level: the performance values are estimated at 10, 9, and 6 points, respectively) has a profit gain of 10% 

and an increase in the completed order share by 23% last year. Another enterprise, a Russian wholesale trading company, 

uses three mechanisms that give the greatest return in relations with strategic suppliers: joint planning, coordination of 

operational procedures, and the use of single information space (performance values are 10, 8, and 7 points, respectively). 

Against this background, the increase in the company's profit over the past year amounted to about 1 %, and the share of 

the completed order increased by 40%. In this case, the majority of the companies surveyed use the resource integration 

mechanisms (sharing tangible and labor resources) at a minimum level, regarding them as high-risk. 

However, analysis of the main parameters of purchases by the companies of the first group (in conjunction with the 

level of usage of coordination mechanisms) allows us to conclude that working together with the partner enterprises had a 

different impact on the purchase indicator dynamics for these companies. The greatest effect was observed in terms of the 

share of completed orders indicator (75% of companies had an increase of 30%), as well as in terms of the indicators of the 

level of coordination of procurement and sales plans, volume, and flexibility of purchases. According to these parameters, 

half of the companies in the first group had an increase of 30-35%. Several indicators in 50-75% of the companies 

remained virtually unchanged; this shows the importance of the integrated use of coordination mechanisms Table 1. 

The mid-level values of the Klk indicator (from 3.8 to 8.6 units) are demonstrated by enterprises of the second group, 

the share of which in the total of the companies studied Table 1 is slightly more than 30%. Among them, there are Russian 

distributors, Internet trading companies (wholesale trade, distribution), Russian and foreign transport forwarders, and 

warehouse operators. 
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Figure 1.  

Diagram of the level of coordination mechanism use by companies of the first group for the last three years (As of October 1, 

2021, average values for the first group of enterprises). 

 
Table 1. 

Dynamics of indicators of enterprises of the first group over the past three years as a result of the use of coordination mechanisms (As of October 1, 2021). 

Indicator Indicator without 

change– A/B 

Growth of the 

indicator – A/B 

Reduction of the 

indicator – A/B 

Share of orders completed 0/25 30/75 0/0 

Procurement cycle duration 0/75 0/0  20/25 

Procurement costs 0/25 17.5/50 10/25 

Volume of purchases 0/50 35/50 0/0 

Level of harmonization of plans on purchases and sales 0/50 30/50 0/0 

Level of dependence on suppliers 0/50 10/50 0/0 

Share of breaches of obligations to suppliers 0/50 0/0 15/50 

Procurement flexibility  0/50 30/50 0/0 

Safety loss risks 0/50 20/25 30/25 
Note:  A/B, where, 

A – Dynamics of the indicator (Increase, decrease, no changes) (%). 

B – The share of companies in their total number (%). 

 

As the analysis shows, these companies are characterized by: 

• Elements of partnerships with strategic suppliers (collaboration but no joint development). 

• The quantitative proportion of partners in the general pool of suppliers does not exceed 8-10%. The growth over 

the past 3 years has been from 5 to 7%. 

• The share of joint work with basic partner suppliers in the total volume of procurement is on average 23%.  The 

majority of the time, it refers to the direct purchases of finished goods by wholesale trade businesses for final realisation in 

retail trade networks, the indirect acquisition of materials and equipment, as well as the acquisition of goods services for 

transportation and warehousing by goods forwarding firms; 

• The ratio of successful and unprofitable joint venture projects over the past 3 years was, respectively: from 20 to 

50% (effective) and about 10% (unprofitable). 

• Among the enterprises of the second group, the joint planning mechanism was developed most actively (the share 

of its use varies from 20 to 90%; when assessing its effectiveness, its average value was 9 points, and for losses – 1-2 

points on a 10-point scale). The harmonisation of operating procedures with partners came in second in terms of 

performance, but its contribution to the overall volume of joint activities of this group of enterprises was just 2 to 4%. 

Figure 2. Interaction with suppliers in the field of the formation and use of a unified personnel motivation system, as well 

as in the direction of resource integration, except information) for the companies of the second group over the past 3 years 

has minimal values. 

• The dynamics of procurement indicators concerning the level of use of these mechanisms for the enterprises of the 

second group is most obvious in terms of the parameter of the proportion of violations of supply obligations. Its 

positive dynamics were noted by more than 40% of companies in the second group. The average reduction in the 

share of violations of supply obligations was 30% Table 2. 

• Mid-level values take place in terms of the share orders of completed indicator. An increase in this parameter of 

purchasing activity of 20% over the past three years was demonstrated by approximately 25% of companies in the 

second group. For other indicators, the results are more modest. In particular, the duration of the order cycle 

decreased (on average, by 15%) in only 20% of the surveyed companies of the second group. The same number of 

enterprises had an increase in the volume of procurement activities (on average by 10%). However, procurement 
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costs increased by the same amount. In addition, about 40% of companies over the last year noted a 20% increase 

in their procurement flexibility and acceleration in the turnover of working capital (on average, by 15%). 

 

 
Figure 2.  
Diagram of the level of the coordination mechanism use by companies of the second group for the last three years (as of October 1, 2021, average 

values for the 2nd group of enterprises). 
 

Several indicators have not changed. In particular, there were no dynamics (or these changes were insignificant) in 

terms of the average level of stocks, the accuracy of price forecasting, risks of dependence on suppliers, etc. For example, 

the decrease in the average level of stocks took place less than in 5% of companies not exceeding 10%. 

Thus, the mechanisms for joint planning and coordination of operational procedures caused the greatest impact on 

those indicators of second-group enterprises that directly reflect the results of the procurement operations from the 

perspective of order completion. 

 
Table 2.  

Dynamics of indicators for the 2nd group enterprises over the past three years as a result of the use of coordination mechanisms (As of October 1, 2021). 

Indicator No change – A/B Increase – A/B Decrease – A/B 

Share of orders completed 0/75 20/25 0/0 

Procurement cycle duration 0/80 0/0 15/20 

Procurement costs 0/80 10/20 0/0 

Volume of purchases 0/80 10/20 0/0 

Level of harmonization of plans on purchases and sales 0/80 27/20 0/0 

Level of dependence on suppliers 0/100 0/0 0/0 

Share of breaches of obligations to suppliers 0/60 0/0 30/40 

Procurement flexibility  0/60 20/40 0/0 

Safety loss risks 0/100 0/0 0/0 
Note: A/B, where, 

A – Dynamics of the indicator (Increase, decrease, no changes) (%). 

B – The share of companies in their total number (%). 

 

The analysis of enterprises from the largest third group (which accounted for 32% of the total database of the 

companies studied) shows fluctuations in the actual level of use of coordination mechanisms in their relations with basic 

suppliers within the range from 0.8 to 2.4 units. This group includes Russian manufacturing and construction companies, as 

well as Russian transport suppliers, who were using a competitive supplier relationship strategy. The quantitative 

proportion of basic suppliers, in relations with which certain elements of cooperation are applied, in a general database of 

suppliers from the third group of enterprises is no more than 3-4%, with an increase over the past 3 years, on average, to 

1.5%. The share of joint work with basic suppliers in the total volume of procurement activity is about 12%.  Indirect 

purchases of feasibility studies, maintenance, certification, etc. are also common. These include direct purchases of raw 

materials, building materials, and carrier services. 

Coordination mechanisms are still not actively used by enterprises of the third group Figure 3. The greatest 

development over the past three years has been achieved in joint work with basic suppliers in the direction of harmonizing 

operating procedures (22%). The share of using joint planning and harmonization does not exceed 17%. For the rest of the 

coordination mechanisms, the values are minimal: 5% for motivation and for resource integration, respectively: material 

resources – 10%, information resources – 7%, and labour resources – 9 % (used by about 25% of companies in the third 
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group). Evaluation of performance (from the point of view of the third group companies’ experts) is also low and does not 

exceed (according to most coordination mechanisms) 3-4 points on a 10-point scale. Losses are defined as more significant: 

from 3 to 7 points. In connection with these circumstances, the total value of the Klk indicator (the level of use of 

coordination mechanisms) for the companies of the third group is minimal (does not exceed 2.4 units). 

 

 
Figure 3.  

Diagram showing the level of use of coordination mechanisms by the third-group companies for the last three years (As of October 

1, 2021), the average values for the third-group enterprises. 
 

This tendency is confirmed by the analysis of the state of the purchasing activity indicators for the companies of the 

third group Table 3. 

The highest values are observed for the indicator of the level of consistency of plans for purchases and sales: 75% of 

companies experienced a certain improvement in this indicator by 15% on average. A similar result was demonstrated by 

half of the companies in the third group in terms of the accuracy of price forecasting. Intriguing estimates were presented 

by the experts concerning the indicators of procurement activity and costs. While the volume of purchases made by 75% of 

companies over the past period increased (by 15% on average), procurement costs from half of the surveyed enterprises 

decreased by about 10%. This should be attributed to the increase in efficiency of joint activities with suppliers in the area 

of prompt coordination of operational procurement functions and procedures. 

The values of other indicators of enterprises of the third group are not high. Thus, only half of the companies noted an 

increase in the share of completed orders (however, of less than 10%). The duration of the order cycle was reduced by less 

than 7% and only in 23% of enterprises. Inventory levels for 82% of companies remained unchanged; while for 18%, they 

decreased by less than 13%. 

Experts from none of the analysed organisations noticed any positive dynamics whatsoever when looking at the 

indicators of the percentage of supply obligations and procurement flexibility. There are mixed assessments in terms of 

risks of security loss. 25% of companies indicated an 8% decrease, while another 25% indicated an increase of similar size. 

In this regard, the level of dependence on suppliers is regarded as contradictory: 50% of companies over the past three 

years have observed an increase in this indicator (15%), and 25% – its decline (by 20% on average). Another 25% of 

enterprises did not notice any significant dynamics at all. As the analysis shows, the increase in the studied indicators took 

place in those enterprises, the volume of purchases of which has steadily increased over the past three years (from 10 to 

30%).  The studied indicators generally changed by the same amount in response to increases in procurement activity of 

10%; however, when purchases increased by 30%, they exhibited average 15-20% dynamics (i.e., they became less 

responsive to changes in the volume of economic activity). In addition, almost all companies that noted the dynamics of the 

studied indicators actively interacted with suppliers within the framework of resource integration mechanisms. Thus, all of 

the above allows us to conclude that the joint use of material resources by partner enterprises, work within a single 

information space, as well as the involvement of partner personnel to perform procurement functions, on the one hand, 

affect the increase in procurement volumes. On the other hand, this leads to increased dependence on suppliers and, 

accordingly, additional risks of loss of security. 

Companies of the fourth group demonstrate practically zero values of the Klk indicator (their share is just over 12% of 

the total of enterprises that took part in the study). These are Russian manufacturing enterprises operating based on a 

competitive relationship strategy and they have practically no partnerships with suppliers. The process of direct and indirect 

procurement of raw materials, consumables, and equipment to support the main activities is carried out by these companies 

independently within the framework of the traditional scheme for determining the need, selecting suppliers, concluding 

contracts, processing, receiving, and paying for orders. As the expert assessment showed, the enterprises of the fourth 

group used at the minimum level certain elements of joint planning and resource integration, in particular, attracting 

suppliers' personnel (their share did not exceed 1-2% in the total volume of procurement activities). However, the 

effectiveness of such interaction was noted by experts as zero. In several cases, the losses even exceeded from the obtained 

effect, which is confirmed by the indicators of procurement activities of the companies in question.  In particular, despite 

the fact that the majority of the enterprises in the fourth group's specialists gave them a 9 to 10 point rating on a scale of 10, 
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the most significant indicators included the percentage of orders that were completed, the length of the procurement cycle, 

the cost of the purchases, the turnover of working capital, the degree of coordination between the plans for purchases and 

sales, etc. However, none of the companies of the fourth group showed positive dynamics for any of these parameters over 

the past period. According to the indicators of share of violations of supply obligations, the average level of stocks, and 

some others, negative dynamics took place (an increase of 10% on average). 

 
Table 3.  

Dynamics of indicators of the third group enterprises over the past three years as a result of the use of coordination mechanisms (As of October 1, 2021). 

Indicator No change – A/B Increase – A/B Decrease – A/B 

Share of orders completed 0/50 10/50 
 

Procurement cycle duration 0/75 
 

10/25 

Procurement costs 0/50 
 

10/50 

Volume of purchases 0/25 15/75 
 

Level of harmonization of plans on purchases and sales 0/25 18/75 
 

Level of dependence on suppliers 0/25 15/50 20/25 

Share of breaches of obligations to suppliers 0/100 
  

D flexibility procurement 0/100 
  

P safety loss claims 0/50 10/25 10/25 
Note: A/B, where 

A – Dynamics of the indicator, (Increase, decrease, no changes) (%). 

B – The share of companies in the total number (%). 

 

Thus, as shown by the analysis performed, zero and negative values of the Klk indicator took place in those cases when: 

• The enterprise did not use any of the considered mechanisms for joint activities with suppliers. 

• Coordination mechanisms were used, but the effectiveness of their application was fully comparable (or lower) to 

the losses incurred as a result of such interaction. 

In addition, the widespread fact is the total absence of both the effect and losses. For example, one of the participants 

of the research is an enterprise involved in the production and realization of finishing decorative materials that worked with 

suppliers for the past three years in the areas of participatory planning and resource integration (partners’ personnel was 

involved in operations to carry out procurement). Neither positive nor negative results were obtained from such joint 

activities. As a result of the absence of the interaction effect, the Klk indicator equalled zero. 

Thus, the performed assessment of companies confirms the fact that the optimal use of coordination mechanisms is an 

individual characteristic. It also depends on the type of enterprise, the industry in which it operates, the strategy used and 

the potential for interaction between supply chain participants, the specifics of purchased and sold products, the stage of the 

life cycle in relations with suppliers, their quantity, style of relations with major and minor suppliers, probable risks of 

interaction, etc. As a result, the basic level is acceptable for one enterprise, while others seek strategic partnerships with 

suppliers. However, based on the analysis of only this parameter, it is difficult to get a complete idea of the level of 

logistical coordination of an enterprise with its suppliers. 

For an objective assessment of the situation, it is necessary to understand the real benefits of enterprises from the 

implementation of partnerships with suppliers. In this regard, as part of the study, an analysis of parameter investment 

productivity was conducted, which illustrates the return on investment of financial and time resources of companies in the 

formation and development of partnerships with suppliers. 

Table 4 shows the indicators included in this complex criterion, as well as the corresponding values and the final rating 

(according to the data provided by the experts). The highest values are typical for the companies of the first group, which 

showed the greatest return on investment, the minimum periods of implementation and payback from the use of joint 

activity mechanisms, and a sufficient return on investment in comparison with the cost of implementation. The indicators 

of enterprises in the second and third groups have mid-level and base values. The results of the enterprises of the fourth 

group indicate the absence of any investments and, accordingly, positive results of joint activities. 

According to estimates provided by the experts from the enterprises participating in the study, there is a direct 

relationship between investment and the return on the use of coordination mechanisms. In cases where at the early stages of 

the formation of relations with suppliers, the effect of using certain coordination mechanisms was not calculated accurately 

enough, a situation is possible when investments are not entirely justified. Moreover, the risks of relations with suppliers 

can lead to increased costs (for example, a key supplier is an enterprise with a higher level of economic development. As a 

result, such a supplier often influences their partners, determining prices, terms of supply, payments, etc. to the detriment of 

other participants in the supply chain). 

However, in most cases (especially if approximately equal partners interact), the analysis of the indicators shown in 

Table 4 allows one to form an objective idea of both the actual productivity of investments (depending on the level of use 

of coordination mechanisms) and the feasibility of promising investments. 

As a result of a comprehensive analysis of enterprises according to the criteria under study (the level of use of 

coordination mechanisms and the productivity of investments in the development of joint activities with suppliers), a scale 

of ratings was built that allows one to conclude the actual effectiveness of the use of coordination mechanisms by 

enterprises in the process of interaction with suppliers (and, as a result, the readiness of companies from supply chains to 

form partnerships) Table 5. 
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Table 4.  

Rating of enterprises by the criterion of investment productivity (According to the average data provided by experts of the companies participating in the 
study over the past three years, as of October 1, 2021). 

Investment productivity indicators Group of companies 

I II III IV 

1. Share of expenses for the implementation of areas of joint activities 

with suppliers (In the total annual procurement budget, %) 

5-7 3-5 2-3 0-0.1 

2. Implementation time (Months) 3-4 5-12 12-18 Over 18 

3. Return on investment (ROI, %) 7-12 3-7 1-3 0-1 

4. Return on investment period (Months) 6-8 8-20 20-30 Over 30 

5.Rating of productivity of investments in the development of 

partnerships with suppliers (P inv, points) 

8-10 4-7 1-3 0-0.9 

 
Table 5.  

The grading scale for determining the level of logistics coordination in the procurement of enterprises from supply chains. 

Coordination level Main characteristics Priority coordination mechanisms 

High 

• Partnerships with strategic suppliers, 

competitive strategy with base and 

contract suppliers; 

• The share of partners is about 20% of the 

total pool of suppliers; 

• High potential for joint development with 

key partners; 

• The share of joint projects is 30-35% in 

the volume of procurement activities; 

• The ratio of successful and unprofitable 

joint projects over the past 3 years is 

90/10%; 

• The best dynamics in terms of the 

indicator of the share of the orders 

completed (Growth over the past 3 years: 

30% for 75% of companies); 

• Klk: From 10 to 20.5 pts; 

• Pinw: 8-10 pts; 

• Strategic joint planning for a period of 3 to 5 

years or more; 

• Harmonization of the partners' guidance 

documents; the use of these coordination 

mechanisms accounts for 70 to 100% of the total 

volume of joint work with suppliers; the 

effectiveness of the application is 9-10 pts; 

• Informational integration (More than 40% of the 

total volume of joint activities; efficiency is 7-8 

pts); 

• Situational use of resource and motivational 

mechanisms; 

Stable 

• Interaction with strategic suppliers based 

on partial partnership (Cooperation but 

without joint development); competitive 

strategy with basic and contract suppliers; 

• The share of partners in the total number 

of suppliers is 8-10%; 

• The share of joint work of on average 23-

25% in the volume of procurement 

activities; 

• The ratio of successful and unprofitable 

joint projects over the past 3 years is 

50/10%; 

• The best dynamics in terms of the share 

of violations of supply obligations (A 

30% decrease over the last 3 years for 

40% of companies); 

• Klk – 3.8-8.6 pts; 

• Pinv – 4-7 pts; 

• Joint planning for 2-3 years (Ranges from 20 to 

90% of the total amount of joint work; the 

effectiveness of the application is 9 pts); 

• Coordination of operating procedures (On 

average, about 24% of the total volume of joint 

work); the application effectiveness is 7 pts; 

• Information integration (On average 18-20% in 

the total volume of joint activities; efficiency 5-6 

pts); 

• Partial resource integration (Material and labor 

resources); 

Basic 

• The share of key suppliers in relations 

with which elements of cooperation are 

used 3-4% in the total pool of suppliers; 

competitive strategy with others; 

• The share of joint projects in the volume 

of procurement activities is 12-15%; 

• The ratio of successful and unprofitable 

joint projects over the past 3 years is 

45/25%; 

• The best dynamics in terms of the level of 

consistency of purchase and sales plans 

while increasing the level of dependence 

on suppliers; 

• Klk – 0.8-2.4 pts; 

• Pinw – 1-3 pts; 

• Coordination of operational procedures within 1 

year (On average, 20-22% of the total volume of 

joint work with suppliers); 

• The effectiveness of the application is 3-4 pts; 

• Limited use of resource integration mechanisms; 

• Effectiveness 2-3 pts; 
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Coordination level Main characteristics Priority coordination mechanisms 

Low 

• Competitive supplier relationship 

strategy; 

• Low capacity for coordination, there is 

practically no joint activity with 

suppliers; 

• Insignificant positive dynamics in the 

indicators of the volume of purchases and 

costs of purchases; negative dynamics in 

terms of indicators of the average level of 

stocks and the share of violations of 

supply obligations; 

• Lack of investment in the development of 

partnerships 

• Klk – 0; 

• Pinv: From 0 to 0.9 pts 

• Fragmented application of the mechanism for 

coordinating operating activities with the 

underlying suppliers (For short periods of less 

than 1 year); 

• Efficiency: 1-2 pts 

 

As it follows from the rating scale presented in Table 5, four levels of logistics coordination in the procurement 

activities of enterprises in the supply chain depending on the actual state of the considered criteria were identified. 

Each of the rating scale levels characterizes the procurement activity of the research participants both in terms of the 

actual use of coordination mechanisms (and, accordingly, the degree of integration with suppliers), from the standpoint of 

qualitative criteria, such as the strategy used for the relationship of counterparties and the potential for interaction between 

the parties, and in terms of the productivity of investments in the process of establishing and developing partnerships and, 

thus, it partially correlates with well-known procurement concepts, namely, the models of Van Weele and Van Raaij [23], 

Klynveld Peat Marwick Goerdeler (KPMG), Monzka [24], the SRM system, etc. 

In particular, the six levels of procurement maturity identified in the models by Van Weele and Van Raaij [23] and 

KPMG can be supplemented with copyright indicators (Klk, Pinv.) reflecting the actual effectiveness of the use of 

coordination mechanisms. In this case: 

• The operational level in these models corresponds to the position of low level of coordination in the proposed rating 

scale: competitive relationship strategy, low potential for joint development, the absence of partner suppliers, zero 

share of joint work, and lack of investment in the development of partnerships. The use of coordination mechanisms 

is minimal; mainly coordination of operational functions is used for short periods. However, the effectiveness of 

such joint work is extremely low; 

• The commercial and coordination levels are consistent with the position of the basic rating scale. At this stage, 

companies implement separate joint projects with some of the basic suppliers, but only for solving operational 

problems and for short periods (under 1 year). In this regard, the most relevant coordination mechanism is the 

harmonization of operating procedures. At the tactical level, in the context of carrying out particular collaborative 

initiatives, fragmented mechanisms of resource integration (shared use of material and information resources) are 

being deployed;  

• The level of internal and external integration in the proposed rating scale corresponds to the stable position. At this 

stage, enterprises have regular partner suppliers. Joint planning becomes sustainable with a focus on 3 years and 

fairly high efficiency; a mechanism for information integration with key suppliers is developing, a unified personnel 

motivation system begins to form, etc. 

The level of integration of the value chain is correlated with the high position of the rating scale. Up to 90% of the total 

volume of procurement activities are spent in active cooperation with prospects for joint development with strategic and 

basic suppliers, and the share of joint projects (primarily in the area of joint strategic planning of demand and determining 

of needs, harmonisation of guidance documents in the field of process logistics management) occupy up to 90% of the total 

volume. 

 
4. Conclusions 

1. The results of calculations that are obtained for general and individual indicators for coordination level of 

mechanisms usage, along with an assessment of qualitative parameters and an analysis of the productivity of investments in 

the development of partnerships with suppliers, allowed us to perform a comprehensive study form a rating scale. We were 

able to conduct a thorough analysis and create a rating scale thanks to the summary results of the calculations for obtaining 

general and specific indicators of the level of coordination mechanisms use, as well as an evaluation of qualitative 

parameters and an analysis of the productivity of investments in the development of partnerships with suppliers. As a result, 

we identified four levels of logistics coordination in the procurement activities of companies. A conclusion was made about 

the degree of the actual effectiveness of the coordination mechanism used by enterprises in the process of their interaction 

with suppliers (and, as a result, about the readiness of supply chain companies to form partnerships). 

2. The results of the analysis reveal that, according to the combination of the considered criteria, a high level of 

coordination is required   for less than 10% of the surveyed companies. These include foreign manufacturing enterprises 

(automotive, food industry) operating in the Russian market. The main share of the surveyed companies is characterized by 
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stable and basic levels of procurement coordination. These are mainly Russian manufacturing, transport, and forwarding 

companies, warehouse operators, and wholesale and retail trade enterprises. 

3. We concluded that the optimal level of logistics coordination is individual for each company and depends on the 

type of enterprise, the industry where it operates, the specifics of the procurement process, the phase of the life cycle, the 

style of relations with various categories of suppliers, probable losses from interaction, etc. As a result, the basic level is 

sufficient for a company, while others (having the appropriate prerequisites) strive for strategic partnerships with suppliers 

at the level of internal and, external integration. 

 

References 
[1] E. R. Abramova and I. O. Protsenko, "A method for assessing the level of logistics coordination as a factor in increasing the 

competitiveness of partners in the supply chain," Research and Development, Economics, vol. 8, no. 1, pp. 4-9, 2020.  

[2] D. Waters, Logistics: An introduction to supply chain management. New York: Palgrave Macmillan, 2003. 

[3] M. Christopher and H. Peck, Marketing logistics, 2nd ed. Oxford, UK: Butterworth-Heinemann, 2003. 

[4] M. R. Leenders, P. F. Johnson, A. E. Flynn, and H. E. Fearon, Purchasing and supply management: With 50 supply chain 

cases. New York: McGraw-Hill, 2006. 

[5] J. L. Gattorna, R. Ogulin, and M. W. Reynolds, Gower handbook of supply chain management, 5th ed. London: Routledge, 

2017. 

[6] J. C. Johnson, D. F. Wood, D. L. Wardlow, and P. R. Murphy, Contemporary logistics, 7th ed. Upper Saddle River, New 

Jersey: Prentice Hall, 1999. 

[7] R. E. Slone, J. P. Dittamann, and J. T. Mentzer, The new supply chain agenda: The 5 steps that drive real value. Boston, MA: 

Harvard Business Press, 2010. 

[8] D. J. Bowersox and D. J. Closs, Logistical managements: The integrated supply chain process. New York: McGraw-Hill, 

1996. 

[9] P. Kotler and G. Armstrong, Principles of marketing. Harlow, UK: Pearson, 2018. 

[10] Association for Supply Chain Management [ASCM], "APICS for business," 2021. Available: http://www.apics.org/apics-for-

business/ 

[11] P. Lii and F.-I. Kuo, "Innovation-oriented supply chain integration for combined competitiveness and firm performance," 

International Journal of Production Economics, vol. 174, pp. 142-155, 2016.  https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2016.01.018 

[12] K. Amoako-Gyampah, K. G. Boakye, E. Adaku, and S. Famiyeh, "Supplier relationship management and firm performance in 

developing economies: A moderated mediation analysis of flexibility capability and ownership structure," International 

Journal of Production Economics, vol. 208, pp. 160-170, 2019.  https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2018.11.021 

[13] Z. Liu, S. Hua, and X. Zhai, "Supply chain coordination with risk-averse retailer and option contract: Supplier-led vs. Retailer-

led," International Journal of Production Economics, vol. 223, p. 107518, 2020.  https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2019.107518 

[14] Q. Zhang and M. Cao, "Exploring antecedents of supply chain collaboration: Effects of culture and interorganizational system 

appropriation," International Journal of Production Economics, vol. 195, pp. 146-157, 2018.  

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2017.10.014 

[15] N. Pakhira, M. K. Maiti, and M. Maiti, "Uncertain multi-item supply chain with two level trade credit under promotional cost 

sharing," Computers & Industrial Engineering, vol. 118, pp. 451-463, 2018.  https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cie.2018.02.030 

[16] B. Kim, K. S. Park, S.-Y. Jung, and S. H. Park, "Offshoring and outsourcing in a global supply chain: Impact of the arm’s 

length regulation on transfer pricing," European Journal of Operational Research, vol. 266, no. 1, pp. 88-98, 2018.  

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ejor.2017.09.004 

[17] S. Bag, "Supplier management and sustainable innovation in supply networks: An empirical study," Global Business Review, 

vol. 19, no. 3_suppl, pp. S176-S195, 2018.  https://doi.org/10.1177/0972150918760051 

[18] I. O. Protsenko and E. R. Abramova, "Mechanisms of logistic coordination and their role in supply chain management," Risk: 

Resources, Information, Supply, Competition, vol. 1, pp. 40-44, 2020.  

[19] M. H. Lam and W.-S. Chang, "The effect of information on supply chain coordination: A model of value discounting," Asia 

Pacific Management Review, vol. 25, no. 3, pp. 134-141, 2020.  https://doi.org/10.1016/j.apmrv.2019.06.003 

[20] J. Heydari, K. Govindan, H. R. E. Nasab, and A. A. Taleizadeh, "Coordination by quantity flexibility contract in a two-echelon 

supply chain system: Effect of outsourcing decisions," International Journal of Production Economics, vol. 225, p. 107586, 

2020.  https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2019.107586 

[21] M. Johari, S.-M. Hosseini-Motlagh, M. Nematollahi, M. Goh, and J. Ignatius, "Bi-level credit period coordination for periodic 

review inventory system with price-credit dependent demand under time value of money," Transportation Research Part E: 

Logistics and Transportation Review, vol. 114, pp. 270-291, 2018.  https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tre.2018.04.008 

[22] S.-M. Hosseini-Motlagh, M. Nematollahi, M. Johari, and B. R. Sarker, "A collaborative model for coordination of 

monopolistic manufacturer's promotional efforts and competing duopolistic retailers' trade credits," International Journal of 

Production Economics, vol. 204, pp. 108-122, 2018.  https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2018.07.027 

[23] A. Van Weele and E. M. Van Raaij, "The future of purchasing and supply management research: About relevance and rigor " 

Journal of Supply Chain Management, vol. 50, no. 1, pp. 56-72, 2014. 

[24] R. Monzka, Global procurement and supply chain benchmarking [GPSCBI]. East-Lansing, MI: Michigan State University, 

1993. 

 

 

http://www.apics.org/apics-for-business/
http://www.apics.org/apics-for-business/
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2016.01.018
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2018.11.021
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2019.107518
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2017.10.014
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cie.2018.02.030
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ejor.2017.09.004
https://doi.org/10.1177/0972150918760051
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.apmrv.2019.06.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2019.107586
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tre.2018.04.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2018.07.027

