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Abstract

Vendor performance evaluation is a strategic element in retail supply chains,
ensuring that suppliers deliver consistent value in terms of cost, quality, delivery,
and compliance. This study explores how data-driven evaluation systems,
confract management practices, and performance enforcement mechanisms
collectively enhance supply chain efficiency and resilience. A quantitative,
explanatory research design was adopted, with data collected through a
structured questionnaire distributed to procurement managers, supply chain
executives, and contract administrators. Purposive sampling ensured that
respondents were directly involved in vendor oversight, while secondary data
such as procurement reports and vendor scorecards were used to friangulate
findings. Responses measured on a five-point Likert scale captured operational
metrics, financial sustainability, and compliance adherence, along with the role
of digital contract management systems in monitoring obligations, penalties, and
incentives. Data analysis combined descriptive statistics, factor analysis, and
structural equation modeling (SEM) to test hypothesized relationships between
evaluation metrics, contract enforcement, and retail performance outcomes.
Results indicate that operational metrics, particularly on-time delivery and quality
conformance, remain central, but financial measures such as cost-to-serve and
invoice accuracy, alongside compliance meftrics, increasingly shape
contractual decisions. Digital platforms were shown fo transform contract
management by enhancing transparency, reducing risks, and linking
performance evaluation directly with enforceable actions. Performance-based
contracting further aligned supplier incentives with retailer objectives, fostering
accountability and continuous improvement. Overall, the findings highlight that
vendor performance evaluation is no longer a static measurement process but
a dynamic, data-driven framework that integrates analytics, scorecards, and
contract enforcement to strengthen decision-making, supplier collaboration,
and long-term competitiveness in the retail sector.
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INTRODUCTION

Vendor performance evaluation in retail supply chains can be defined as the structured process of
assessing supplier contributions to organizational success by measuring key aspects such as delivery
reliability, quality of goods, cost-effectiveness, and compliance with contractual obligations
(Gawankar et al., 2020). At its foundation, it is a systematic approach to ensuring that every supplier
engaged in the supply chain delivers value consistent with business requirements. This process has
evolved significantly from informal assessments to formalized systems that infegrate measurable key
performance indicators and advanced analytics. In the retail sector, where margins are often slim
and competition is intense, the ability to rigorously evaluate vendors is not merely operational but
strategic (Adivar et al., 2019). Retailers rely on global supply networks that involve complex sourcing
strategies, multiple tiers of suppliers, and the constant balancing of cost and speed. Within this
context, data-driven evaluation fransforms the vendor relationship from being transactional to being
deeply analytical, enabling organizations to monitor frends, detect inefficiencies, and establish
benchmarks for improvement (Ghadimi et al., 2019). By anchoring vendor evaluation in measurable
data rather than subjective impressions, retailers create an environment where decision-making is
evidence-based, accountability is transparent, and continuous performance improvement is

achievable (Kamble & Gunasekaran, 2020).

Figure 1: Vendor Performance Evaluation in Retail
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On aninternational level, data-driven vendor performance evaluation holds a pivotal role in the way
retail supply chains operate and compete (Magalhaes et al., 2021). Globalization has dramatically
expanded sourcing opftions, but it has also intensified the challenges of managing quality, risk, and
consistency across geographically dispersed vendors. Retailers sourcing from multiple countries face
risks related to cultural differences, regulatory variations, tfransportation uncertainties, and political
instabilities (Ayyildiz & Taskin Gumus, 2021). A standardized system of vendor evaluation allows
organizations to mitigate these risks by ensuring that performance is measured uniformly across
global suppliers. The international significance extends further into cross-border commerce, where
retailers must harmonize supplier performance to meet consumer expectations in diverse markets
(Stranieri et al., 2021). Multinational retailers in particular depend on these evaluation systems to
consolidate supply chain visibility, allowing managers in one region to compare performance
outcomes with those in another. This comparative capability not only drives efficiency but also
ensures alignment with corporate strategies across borders. Furthermore, internatfional trade
agreements, ethical sourcing movements, and sustainability initiatives have expanded the scope of
vendor performance evaluation to include criteria beyond cost and delivery, requiring attention o
environmental stewardship, labor practices, and social responsibility (lvanov, 2018). By embedding
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these expanded dimensions into data-driven systems, retailers can maintain compliance, protect
their reputations, and uphold international standards that go beyond national boundaries.
Metrics are the cornerstone of vendor performance evaluation, forming the basis upon which
judgments are made regarding a supplier’s suitability and reliability (De Vass et al., 2021). These
metrics typically include delivery timeliness, defect rates, compliance with order specifications, cost
competitiveness, and responsiveness to issues. Delivery timeliness measures whether vendors can
meet promised schedules, which is critical in retail where delays can disrupt shelf availability and
erode customer satisfaction (Yang et al., 2019). Defect rates capture quality outcomes, ensuring that
supplied products meet agreed standards and do not lead to returns or customer dissatisfaction.
Compliance metrics measure adherence to order volumes, packaging requirements, and regulatory
obligations. Cost competitiveness evaluates whether vendors provide value relative to market
benchmarks, while responsiveness measures how quickly and effectively suppliers address inquiries,
complaints, or emergencies (Majumdar & Sinha, 2019). Increasingly, retailers also integrate
sustainability metrics, including environmental impact assessments and corporate social
responsibility indicators, to reflect modern expectations of ethical and sustainable business practices.
These metrics, once collected, are weighted according to organizational priorities, aggregated into
composite scores, and tracked over time to identify performance trends (Ozdemir et al., 2022). The
structured use of such metrics tfransforms subjective judgments into objective, measurable outcomes
that support rational decision-making and ensure accountability.
Vendor scorecards represent one of the most widely used tools for consolidating metrics into
structured and actionable performance reviews (Alghababsheh & Gallear, 2021). They allow retailers
tfo capture multiple dimensions of supplier performance in a standardized format that is easy to
interpret and communicate. Scorecards typically include weighted categories such as quality, cost,
delivery, and compliance, each scored on a numerical scale that reflects the supplier's adherence
to expectations (Shin et al., 2019). The results are then compiled intfo overall scores or visual
dashboards, often in the form of bar charts, radar diagrams, or color-coded summaries that
immediately highlight strengths and weaknesses. Retail managers use these scorecards to conduct
quarterly or annual reviews, to make procurement decisions, and to establish benchmarks for
improvement (Cloutier et al.,, 2020). A scorecard system also creates transparency in supplier
relationships, ensuring that vendors understand how their performance is being measured and where
they need to improve. Beyond evaluation, scorecards foster accountability by documenting
performance over time, which can be used in negotiations, contract renewals, or even in decisions
to discontinue a supplier relationship. In dynamic environments such as retail, where demand
volatility and rapid product cycles are common, scorecards provide the consistent and objective
framework needed to manage supplier performance proactively.
The advent of advanced data analytfics has revolutionized vendor performance evaluation by
enabling retailers fo go beyond descriptive assessments and into predictive and prescriptive insights
(Ojha et al., 2018). Traditional evaluation methods relied on periodic reviews and manual scorecards,
but modern analytics integrate real-time data feeds from procurement systems, logistics platforms,
and enterprise resource planning software. This allows organizations to monitor vendor performance
confinuously, rather than intermittently, and to identify deviations as they occur (Ralston & Blackhurst,
2020). Predictive analytics can forecast potential delivery delays based on historical tfrends, supplier
behavior, or external factors such as weather patterns and transportation bottlenecks. Prescriptive
analyfics can recommend corrective actions, such as reassigning orders to alternatfive vendors or
renegotiating delivery terms. The integration of machine learning models enables the detection of
anomalies, such as sudden changes in quality or unusual invoicing patterns, that may indicate
deeper problems (Agi et al., 2021). By leveraging these capabilities, retailers not only improve
accuracy in evaluation but also gain the ability to make proactive interventions. Data-driven
evaluation thus represents a shift from static performance measurement to dynamic performance
management, where the goal is not simply to record outcomes but to optimize them contfinuously in
alignment with business objectives (Moretto et al., 2019).
Contract management tools play an essential role in ensuring that the results of vendor performance
evaluation are not merely theoretical but have enforceable implications (Talwar et al., 2021).
Contract management involves the negotiation, monitoring, and enforcement of agreements
between buyers and suppliers. Once vendor performance is assessed through scorecards and
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meftrics, contract management systems ensure that outcomes are tied to obligations, penalties, or

incentives (Rejeb et al., 2021). For example, poor delivery performance may trigger clauses for

penalties or corrective actions, while high performance may qualify suppliers for longer-term

agreements or preferred partner status. These tools also provide centralized visibility info contract

terms, renewal dates, compliance requirements, and performance obligations, reducing the

likelihood of oversight or disputes. In retail supply chains, contract management tools allow

managers fo synchronize evaluation outcomes with operatfional realities, ensuring that

underperforming vendors are corrected or replaced before they disrupt customer service.

Furthermore, confract management facilitates risk management by ensuring regulatory

compliance, minimizing legal liabilities, and protecting the organization’s financial interests. By

aligning evaluation outcomes with contractual levers, retailers transform data-driven insights info

operational accountability, creating a closed-loop system that fies performance measurement
directly to enforceable actions (Longo et al., 2019).

Figure 2: Integrated Framework for Vendor Performance Evaluation in Retail
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A holistic approach to vendor performance evaluation situates it within broader supply chain
management frameworks and governance systems. Rather than treating evaluation as a discrete
activity, retailers integrate it into supplier relationship management, risk management, and strategic
sourcing practices. This perspective acknowledges that vendors are not merely tfransactional entities
but long-term partners whose performance directly influences customer satisfaction, brand
reputation, and financial sustainability. Integrated frameworks combine metrics, scorecards, and
contfract management tools info a cohesive system that links procurement decisions with
operational outcomes (Dolgui et al., 2020). Such systems also incorporate qualitative assessments,
such as trust, collaboration, and innovation capacity, alongside quantitative metrics to capture the
full spectrum of vendor contributions. Governance structures ensure that data quality,
standardization, and transparency are upheld across the evaluation process, avoiding
inconsistencies or biases that may compromise decision-making (Mishra et al., 2018). In an era of
complex retail ecosystems, holistic frameworks enable organizations to evaluate vendors not only in
terms of cost and efficiency but also in alignment with strategic priorities such as resilience,
sustainability, and market competitiveness. The result is an infegrated evaluation system that is
embedded within the organizational fabric, shaping both operational decisions and long-term
supply chain strategies (Kazancoglu et al., 2022).
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The primary objective of vendor performance evaluation in retail supply chains is to establish a
systematic and data-driven framework that ensures suppliers consistently contribute to
organizational efficiency, cost-effectiveness, and customer satisfaction. Specifically, the process
aims to: (1) enhance supply chain reliability by monitoring delivery timeliness, product quality, and
compliance with contractual terms; (2) provide transparency and accountability through
standardized performance metrics and vendor scorecards, reducing subjectivity in supplier
assessments; (3) strengthen decision-making by leveraging advanced analytics to generate
predictive and prescriptive insights that allow proactive risk management; (4) integrate performance
outcomes with contract management tools, ensuring that evaluation results translate into
enforceable actions such as incentives for high performance or penalties for underperformance;
and (5) align supplier performance with broader strategic priorities, including sustainability, resilience,
and ethical sourcing. Collectively, these objectives transform vendor performance evaluation from
a roufine monitoring exercise into a strategic enabler that safeguards operational continuity,
optimizes supplier relationships, and enhances competitiveness in dynamic retail markets.
LITERATURE REVIEW
The study of vendor performance evaluation in retail supply chains has attracted significant
academic and professional attention due to its direct implications for efficiency, cost savings, and
risk reduction (Gawankar et al., 2020). As globalized retail networks become increasingly complex,
firms are compelled to adopt data-driven approaches that enable real-time insights and objective
assessments of suppliers. Literature on this subject emphasizes the evolution from traditional
evaluation methods, which were often qualitative and subjective, toward the systematic integration
of performance mefrics, scorecards, and confract management tools that are supported by
advanced analytics (Chen et al., 2019). This review aims to synthesize prior studies, highlight
prevailing frameworks, and establish an integrated foundation for examining how data-driven
methods influence vendor management. To achieve this, the review is organized around distinct yet
interconnected dimensions: the conceptual underpinnings of vendor performance evaluation, the
role of key performance metrics (Samad et al., 2021), the utility of vendor scorecards, the integration
of contract management systems, and the transformative influence of data analytics and
governance. By systematically analyzing these domains, the review not only contextualizes current
practices but also identifies the theoretical structures and empirical insights that underpin effective
evaluation in contemporary retail supply chains (Hu et al., 2019).
Vendor Performance Evaluation
Vendor performance evaluation is understood as a structured process for assessing how suppliers
contribute to organizational goals through measures of cost, quality, delivery, and compliance (Bart
et al., 2021). In its earliest forms, evaluation was largely informal, relying on subjective judgments and
managerial impressions. These methods often lacked consistency and fransparency, leading to
difficulties in comparing suppliers or driving meaningful improvements. As supply chains expanded
in scope and complexity, particularly in the retail sector, firms began developing more formalized
systems to assess suppliers objectively (Vosooghidizaji et al., 2020). The introduction of structured
scorecards and performance metrics allowed organizations to create standardized benchmarks
and apply them consistently across a diverse supplier base. With the growth of technology and
global procurement systems, vendor performance evaluation evolved into a data-intensive process
supported by digital platforms that enable real-time monitoring (Gholizadeh & Fazlollahtabar, 2020).
These tools provide organizations with insights info supplier reliability, responsiveness, and risk
exposure, ensuring that decisions are not only reactive but also proactive (Gonzdlez-S&nchez et al.,
2020). The shift from informal, relationship-driven assessments to formal, data-driven frameworks
represents a significant evolution in supply chain management, positioning vendor evaluation as
both a governance tool and a driver of strategic efficiency.
The foundation of vendor performance evaluation rests on a variety of theoretical perspectives that
explain why structured assessment is essential in managing supplier relationships (Zekhnini et al.,
2022). From one viewpoint, supply chains are networks of interdependent firms where alignment
between buyer expectations and supplier capabilities is critical to overall performance. Evaluating
vendors ensures that this alignment is achieved and maintained. Another perspective emphasizes
the costs associated with managing supplier relationships, such as negotiation, monitoring, and
enforcement. Formal evaluation systems reduce these costs by providing transparency and
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discouraging opportunistic behavior. A further theoretical approach highlights that suppliers offer

resources and capabilities that, if effectively managed, can provide a competitive advantage (Jia

et al., 2020). Vendor performance evaluation, therefore, becomes a mechanism to identify,

cultivate, and retain suppliers who bring unique value to the organization. More recent frameworks

emphasize adaptability, stressing that evaluation systems must evolve to meet changing market

demands, environmental uncertainties, and technological disruptions (Kayikci et al., 2022). Taken

together, these theoretical anchors demonstrate that vendor performance evaluation is not simply

a measurement exercise but a strategic activity that balances efficiency, risk management, and
competitive positioning.

Figure 3: Vendor Performance Evaluation Framework Model
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The retail supply chain creates a distinctive context in which vendor performance evaluation is both
challenging and indispensable (Heydari et al., 2018). Retailers operate in environments where
product life cycles are short, demand patterns fluctuate unpredictably, and customer expectations
are increasingly high. Under these conditions, supplier reliability becomes critical because even
minor disruptions can lead to stockouts, dissatisfied customers, and lost revenue (Shen et al., 2019).
Unlike in industrial settings, retail often involves managing hundreds or even thousands of suppliers
simultaneously, covering diverse product categories and global sourcing regions. This diversity
requires standardized evaluation frameworks that capture performance across cost, delivery,
quality, and compliance dimensions, while also accounting for flexibility and innovation (Li et al.,
2020). In addition, retailers must consider global complexities such as regulatory requirements,
cultural variations, and logistical barriers when assessing suppliers. Vendor performance evaluation
in this context not only ensures operational confinuity but also provides a mechanism for aligning
suppliers with broader strategic goals, such as rapid market responsiveness, sustainable sourcing,
and customer satisfaction (Alkahtani et al., 2021). For retailers, therefore, performance evaluation is
both a safeguard against risk and a strategic enabler that supports competitiveness in highly
dynamic markefts.

Looking across its evolution, theoretical underpinnings, and retail applications, vendor performance
evaluation emerges as a multidimensional construct that integrates operational necessity with
strategic intent (Hasanov et al., 2019). Historically, it has progressed from informal practices to highly
structured, data-driven systems designed to handle the complexity of global supply networks.
Theoretical perspectives emphasize its role in reducing fransaction inefficiencies, securing valuable
resources (Altay et al., 2018), and enabling adaptability. Within the retail supply chain, evaluation
systems address unique challenges such as high demand volatility, product diversity, and
infernational sourcing risks. Together, these dimensions demonstrate that vendor performance
evaluation is more than a fechnical procedure—it is a governance mechanism that ensures
accountability and a strategic tool that supports long-term competitiveness (Modi et al., 2019). By
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synthesizing its conceptual foundations, it becomes evident that the evaluation of vendors is integral
to effective supply chain management, shaping how organizations manage risks, build resilience,
and achieve consistent performance outcomes (Guo et al., 2018).
Key Metrics in Vendor Evaluation
Operational metrics represent the most immediate and tangible indicators of supplier performance
within retail supply chains (Brint et al., 2021). Among these, on-time delivery is consistently regarded
as one of the most important, as the ability of a supplier to meet promised timelines has a direct
effect on production continuity, inventory availability, and customer satisfaction. Retail supply chains
are highly time-sensitive, and even minor delivery delays can cascade into significant disruptions
such as stockouts, order cancellations, or lost revenue opportunities (Maestrini et al., 2018). Lead time
adherence is closely related, measuring whether suppliers can reliably meet the agreed turnaround
fimes from order placement to fulfillment. This is essential in environments where rapid replenishment
is required to keep pace with fluctuating consumer demand. Defect rates and quality conformance
are additional core measures, as defective or substandard products not only create direct costs
associated with returns and rework but also undermine consumer tfrust in the retailer’s brand (Han et
al., 2020). Fulfilment accuracy, including the precision of order quantities, product specifications,
and packaging standards, ensures that suppliers consistently deliver exactly what has been
requested. This is particularly crucial in omnichannel retail, where errors in fulfillment translate directly
into negative customer experiences (Smith et al., 2022). Together, these operational metrics provide
the foundation for evaluating vendors in retail supply chains, capturing the basic capabilities of
suppliers to perform reliably and consistently under conditions of complexity and time pressure.

Figure 4:0verview of Key Metrics in Vendor Evaluation
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Cost and financial metrics play a critical role in vendor evaluation because they directly impact
profitability, efficiency, and long-term business sustainability (Zaborek & Mazur, 2019). Price
competitiveness is the most fundamental financial measure, allowing organizations to assess whether
suppliers provide fair value compared fo industry benchmarks. However, in practice, focusing on
price alone often provides an incomplete view of supplier performance (Reinkemeyer, 2020).
Modern supply chain management places increasing emphasis on cost-to-serve, which incorporates
all costs associated with doing business with a supplier, including logistics, administrative expenses,
rework costs, and addifional resources required to manage inefficiencies. Invoice accuracy is also
an essential financial metric, as discrepancies between orders and invoices can generate disputes,
delay payments, and increase transaction costs (Subrato, 2018; Bigdeli et al., 2018). A supplier that
consistently demonstrates high levels of invoicing accuracy reduces administrative burdens and
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builds stronger trust with the buyer. Financial stability is another dimension, ensuring that suppliers
have the solvency and resilience to maintain operations during periods of market volaftility. Retailers
depend heavily on continuity, and suppliers with weak financial positions present a significant risk of
disruption (Ara et al., 2022; Tong et al., 2022). When taken together, these financial and cost metrics
offer a comprehensive view of supplier performance that goes beyond pricing, ensuring that
procurement decisions reflect frue value and minimize hidden costs.
Compliance and risk meftrics have grown in prominence as organizations increasingly recognize the
broader responsibilities of supply chain governance. Compliance encompasses adherence to
regulatory requirements, confractual terms, and industry standards, ensuring that suppliers operate
within legal and ethical boundaries (Uddin et al., 2022). Contractual compliance measures whether
vendors consistently meet agreed-upon service levels, fimelines, and reporting obligations, providing
assurance that contfractual expectations are honored. Risk-related metrics extend this perspective
by evaluating supplier vulnerabilities, such as exposure to geopolitical disruptions, financial instability,
or natural disasters. These assessments allow retailers to anficipate potential points of failure in the
supply chain and to implement mitigation strategies in advance. Ethical compliance has also
become a central part of vendor evaluation, with organizations incorporating metrics related to
labor practices, workplace safety, and anti-corruption measures. As consumers and stakeholders
place greater emphasis on responsible sourcing, the ability to demonstrate supplier compliance with
ethical and social standards is increasingly critical. Compliance and risk metrics therefore serve not
only to safeguard organizations against legal and financial consequences but also to protect
reputations and strengthen consumer frust. By embedding these dimensions into vendor evaluation,
retailers ensure that suppliers meet the dual requirements of operational reliability and ethical
responsibility.
Vendor Scorecards as Analytical Tools
The structure of vendor scorecards provides a systematic framework for evaluating supplier
performance across multiple dimensions (Creighton et al., 2022). At their core, scorecards rely on
weighted scoring models in which key performance indicators are assigned relative importance
according to organizational priorities. For instance, a retailer might assign higher weight to on-time
delivery than to packaging standards if delivery reliability has a stronger impact on customer
satisfaction (Dev et al., 2019). These weighted models allow managers to translate diverse metrics
into composite scores that enable comparisons across suppliers. Scorecards also integrate both
quantitative and qualitative measures. Quantitative indicators include metrics such as delivery
fimeliness, defect rates, and cost adherence, while qualitative assessments may capture elements
such as responsiveness, innovation capacity, or relationship quality. The integration of these
perspectives ensures that suppliers are assessed holistically rather than through narrow indicators
alone. Modern scorecards are further enhanced through the use of dashboards and visualization
tools that present performance data in accessible formats, such as color-coded ratings or graphical
summaries. Dashboards tfransform static data into interactive insights, enabling procurement teams
to monitor trends and identify outliers quickly (Akter & Ahad, 2022; Steward et al., 2018). By combining
weighted scoring, quantitative and qualitative dimensions, and visualization tools, the structure of
vendor scorecards supports rigorous, transparent, and actionable supplier evaluations.
In the retail supply chain, vendor scorecards are widely applied to improve decision-making and
strengthen supplier relationships (Ayyildiz & Taskin Gumus, 2021; Arifur & Noor, 2022). One major
application is supplier benchmarking, in which scorecards enable comparisons across multiple
vendors to determine who performs best on critical criteria. This allows retailers to differentiate high-
performing suppliers from those who need corrective interventions, creating a basis for objective
sourcing decisions. Scorecards are also applied in setting performance improvement targets (Wang
et al., 2021). By identifying specific areas where a supplier falls short, such as defect rates or lead fime
adherence, retailers can collaborate with vendors to establish measurable goals for improvement.
Another significant application is in negotiations, where scorecards provide a factual foundation for
discussions around contract terms, pricing adjustments, or partnership extensions (Shaik & Abdul-
Kader, 2018). Rather than relying on subjective opinions, retailers can reference documented
evidence of supplier performance frends to guide negotiation strategies. Scorecards also support
supplier development initiatives by providing feedback that is clear, structured, and actionable. In
competitive retail markets where supply chain efficiency directly influences profitability, these
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applications make scorecards indispensable tools for aligning vendor contributions with
organizational objectives and customer expectations (Rahaman, 2022).

Figure 5: Structure of Vendor Performance Scorecards
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The adoption of vendor scorecards delivers a range of benefits that strengthen both operational
performance and supplier relationships. One of the most prominent benefits is objectivity, as
scorecards replace subjective judgments with standardized measures of performance. This ensures
that all suppliers are evaluated consistently, reducing the influence of personal bias or organizational
politics (Chopra, 2019; Hasan et al., 2022). Transparency is another key advantage, since scorecards
clearly communicate to vendors the criteria by which they are being assessed and the results of
those assessments. This fosters accountability by making expectations explicit and performance
outcomes visible. Scorecards also enhance communication between buyers and suppliers. By
providing structured feedback, they create a platform for constructive dialogue around
performance gaps and improvement opportunities (Dolatabad et al., 2022; Hossen & Afiqur, 2022).
Accountability is further reinforced by the longitudinal tracking capabilities of scorecards, which
document supplier progress over fime and hold vendors responsible for meeting agreed standards.
For retailers, these benefits translate intfo stronger supplier alignment, more efficient sourcing
decisions, and better risk management. In addition, scorecards contribute to internal organizational
alignment, ensuring that procurement teams, supply chain managers, and executives operate with
a shared understanding of supplier performance. Collectively, these benefits make vendor
scorecards powerful tools for advancing both operational efficiency and strategic collaboration.

Despite their advantages, the implementation of vendor scorecards presents several challenges that
organizations must manage carefully (Agi et al., 2021; Tawfiqul et al., 2022). One persistent challenge
is data availability, as scorecards depend on accurate, timely, and consistent data across multiple
dimensions of supplier performance. Incomplete or unreliable data can compromise the credibility
of scorecard results and reduce their usefulness for decision-making. Another challenge lies in the
assignment of weights to performance criteria. While weighted scoring models are designed to
reflect organizational priorities, the determination of appropriate weights is often subjective and may
differ across stakeholders. This subjectivity can lead to disagreements about what constitutes “good”
supplier performance. Dynamic market conditions create additional challenges, as priorities in retail
supply chains can shift rapidly due fto changing consumer demand, supply disruptions, or
competitive pressures (Reduanul & Shoeb, 2022; Viahakis et al., 2020). A supplier who scores highly
on cost efficiency today may be less valuable tomorrow if delivery speed or sustainability suddenly
becomes the dominant priority. Furthermore, suppliers may resist or question scorecard results,
especially if they feel that qualitative judgments or inconsistent data have influenced their
evaluations unfairly. Addressing these challenges requires organizations to balance rigor with
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flexibility, ensuring that scorecards remain both credible and adaptable in fast-moving retail
environments.
Contract Management and Performance Enforcement
Contracts play a fundamental role in supply chain management because they define the legal and
operational framework through which suppliers and buyers interact (Dubey et al., 2018). They serve
as instruments for clarifying obligations, responsibilities, and expected standards, ensuring that both
parties understand the terms of their relationship. In this sense, contracts act not only as legal
safeguards but also as governance mechanisms that promote accountability and reduce
uncertainty in exchanges (Chang et al., 2019; Reduanul & Shoeb, 2022). Within the retail supply
chain, contracts are particularly significant because of the high volume of transactions, the diverse
product categories, and the necessity of maintaining consistency in delivery and quality. Clear
confractual terms establish performance expectations, such as timelines for delivery, quality
thresholds, and service-level requirements. Penalties are often embedded in contracts to deter
noncompliance, covering issues such as late shipments, defective products, or missed deadlines
(Sazzad & Islam, 2022; Wang et al., 2019). At the same time, incentives may be included to reward
high-performing vendors, such as preferential renewal terms or bonus payments linked to
outstanding service levels. These obligations, penalties, and incentives function as levers for aligning
supplier behavior with the retailer’'s operational and strategic goals. Ultimately, contracts not only
establish enforceable expectations but also serve as ongoing tools for managing the delicate
balance of risk and collaboration in complex supply chain relationships.
The development of digital confract management tools has fransformed how organizations monitor,
enforce, and update supplier agreements (Esmaeilian et al., 2020; Sazzad & Islam, 2022). Traditionall
confract administration, often paper-based or spreadsheet-driven, was prone to inefficiency,
oversight, and lack of visibility. In contrast, digital platforms centralize all contractual information,
making it easily accessible to supply chain managers, procurement teams, and legal departments
(Choi et al., 2019). These tools allow organizations to monitor compliance with agreed terms in real
time, using automated alerts to highlight potential breaches or upcoming deadlines. For example,
renewal management features ensure that contracts are revisited before expiration, preventing
unintended lapses that might disrupt supplier continuity (Saberi et al., 2019; Sohel & Md, 2022).
Compliance tracking capabilities within these tools document whether suppliers consistently meet
obligations, thereby reducing disputes and promoting transparency. Many platforms also integrate
directly with vendor evaluation systems, linking performance data to confractual obligations for a
seamless oversight process (Centobelli et al., 2022). In retail, where supplier networks can extend
across multiple regions and jurisdictions, such tools provide crifical oversight by harmonizing contract
management across global operatfions. Beyond efficiency, these digital platforms enhance
accountability and reduce legal and operational risks by ensuring that no contractual commitment
is overlooked or neglected.
An essential dimension of contract management lies in its connection to vendor performance
evaluation (Kouhizadeh & Sarkis, 2018; Akter & Razzak, 2022). Performance metrics and scorecards
provide objective data that inform decisions regarding contract enforcement, renewal, or
termination. For example, consistently high supplier performance may trigger favorable contract
extensions, additional orders, or even strategic partnership opportunities. Conversely, persistent
underperformance may result in penalties, renegotiated terms, or termination of the contract
altogether (Jamil et al., 2019). This link ensures that contracts are not static documents but dynamic
insfruments that respond to supplier behavior over time. Retailers benefit from this integration
because it ties operational realities to enforceable outcomes, creating a feedback loop where
performance is continuously monitored and acted upon. This system also strengthens fairness and
objectivity in supplier management, as decisions are based on documented results rather than
subjective perceptions. In environments with high stakes, such as global retail supply chains, linking
evaluation outcomes to contractual decisions provides an effective mechanism for aligning
incentfives and consequences with actual supplier contributions. By doing so, organizations ensure
that contracts remain relevant, enforceable, and closely connected to the evolving performance
landscape (Guarnieri et al., 2020).
Performance-based contracting represents a modern approach to supply chain agreements in
which payments and obligations are directly tied to measurable performance outcomes (Kshetri,
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2021). Rather than focusing solely on transactional details such as unit cost or delivery schedules,
these contracts emphasize the achievement of defined performance standards. For instance, a
contract may specify that suppliers receive full compensation only if they maintain on-time delivery
above a certain threshold or keep defect rates below a defined level (Geissdoerfer et al., 2018). In
some cases, variable compensation models are used, where exceeding performance targets leads
to financial rewards, while underperformance results in penalties or reduced payments. This
approach aligns supplier incentives with buyer objectives, ensuring that both parties share
responsibility for outcomes rather than merely processes. In the retail sector, performance-based
contracting is particularly valuable because it encourages suppliers to maintain consistent reliability
in areas such as delivery speed, quality, and compliance, all of which directly impact customer
safisfaction (Treiblmaier, 2019). Beyond creating accountability, it also fosters confinuous
improvement, as suppliers are motivated to exceed minimum requirements to secure additional
benefits (Du et al., 2020). By explicitly linking compensation to measurable results, performance-
based contracting strengthens the strategic role of confracts as fools for enhancing supply chain
resilience, efficiency, and competitiveness.
Data Analytics and Technological Integration
The use of data analytics in vendor performance evaluation has marked a fundamental transition
from descriptive reporting toward predictive and even prescriptive decision-making (Kamble &
Gunasekaran, 2020). Traditionally, supplier assessments relied on retrospective data, such as delivery
reports or defect counts, to describe what had already occurred. While useful, this descriptive
approach was limited because it provided little insight into emerging risks or opportunities. With the
advent of real-time analytics, organizations can now monitor supplier activities continuously,
allowing managers to identify performance fluctuations as they occur rather than after the fact.
Predictive models extend this capability by using historical patterns and external factors to forecast
likely outcomes, such as the probability of late deliveries, rising defect rates, or potential supply
disruptions. These forecasting models are particularly valuable in retail supply chains (Gawankar et
al., 2020), where demand volatility and short product life cycles amplify the risks of vendor
underperformance. By shifting to predictive evaluation, retailers are no longer constrained to
reactively addressing issues after they have disrupted operations. Instead, they can anticipate
challenges and make proactive adjustments, such as reassigning orders to alternative suppliers or
renegotiating timelines before disruptions materialize. This fransition fundamentally redefines supplier
evaluation as a forward-looking capability that enhances resilience and competitiveness (Mikalef et
al., 2018).
Figure 6: Types of Data-Driven Evaluation
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Machine learning and artificial intelligence have further expanded the scope of data-driven vendor
evaluation by infroducing automation, anomaly detection, and advanced risk prediction (Jha et
al., 2020). Machine learning models can analyze massive volumes of structured and unstructured
data, identifying hidden patterns that might otherwise go unnoticed. For instance, an algorithm can
detect subtle shifts in supplier lead times or quality levels that could signal emerging performance
issues (Adivar et al., 2019). Al-based systems can also automate the scoring of vendors, reducing the
fime and subjectivity involved in manual assessments. Beyond roufine monitoring, predictive Al
models estimate the likelihood of risks such as supplier insolvency, logistical boftlenecks, or
compliance failures. These insights empower organizations to act preemptively rather than waiting
for visible disruptions (Raman et al., 2018). Natural language processing further enriches evaluation
by analyzing textual data such as supplier communications, customer feedback, or regulatory
reports, adding qualitative dimensions to performance assessment. In retail supply chains, where
thousands of suppliers may be involved, Al-based evaluation provides scalability by enabling
simultaneous analysis across diverse categories and geographies. By combining automation,
prediction, and pattern recognition, machine learning and Al fransform supplier evaluation into a
dynamic, intelligent process that continuously adapts to changing conditions.

Data Governance and Reliability in Vendor Evaluation

Data quality forms the cornerstone of reliable vendor performance evaluation because all
assessment processes depend on accurate, standardized, and usable information. In retail supply
chains, data is often collected from multiple sources, including procurement fransactions, logistics
reports, financial systems, and customer feedback. Without rigorous standardization, this data may
be inconsistent, leading to distorted evaluations and flawed decisions (Wang et al., 2018).
Consistency across metrics ensures that suppliers are judged fairly, especially when they operate
across different product categories or geographic markets. Usability is equally important, as even
high volumes of data are of little value if they cannot be processed and translated into actionable
insights (Janssen et al., 2020). High-quality data supports not only descriptive evaluation but also
predictive models, enabling organizations to identify performance trends and anticipate risks with
confidence. In contrast, poor-quality data infroduces uncertainty, erodes trust in evaluation systems,
and may result in unjustified penalties or missed opportunities for rewarding high-performing vendors.
By focusing on data quality, organizations ensure that vendor scorecards, dashboards, and contract
management fools function as infended, delivering accurate reflections of supplier performance
(Mikalef et al., 2018). Ultimately, the reliability of data-driven vendor evaluation is inseparable from
the quality of the underlying data, making standardization and consistency essential to effective
supply chain management.

Figure 7: Contractual Management and Vendor Performance
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While the importance of reliable data is widely recognized, organizations frequently encounter
significant challenges in governing the flow and use of supplier performance information (Lam et al.,
2021). One persistent challenge arises from conflicting data rules across departments or regions,
where different units may apply varying definitions or calculation methods for the same metric. For
example, one division might define “on-time delivery” as arriving by the scheduled date, while
another counts partial shipments as compliant. These inconsistencies reduce comparability and
create confusion in decision-making (Cooper & Cartwright, 2018). Siloed systems present another
obstacle, as procurement, logistics, and finance platforms often operate independently, preventing
seamless data integration. This fragmentation results in incomplete evaluations and limits the ability
of managers to form a holistic view of supplier performance. Resource constraints further compound
governance challenges, as organizations may lack the personnel, tfechnology, or fraining necessary
to maintain high-quality data practices across global supply chains (Baloch et al., 2022). In retail
contexts, where supplier networks are vast and geographically dispersed, these challenges are
amplified. As a result, many organizations struggle to balance the need for comprehensive data
collection with the readlities of limited resources and fragmented systems. Addressing these
governance issues requires not only technical integration but also cultural alignment across the
organization to ensure that data standards are applied consistently and transparently (Chen, 2020).
To overcome governance challenges and ensure reliable supplier performance evaluation,
organizations increasingly furn to structured frameworks that establish clear protocols for data
handling, validation, and auditability. These frameworks define standardized procedures for
collecting, processing, and storing data, ensuring that performance metrics are measured
consistently across suppliers and regions. Validation processes are critical in this context, as they
confirm that data is accurate, fimely, and aligned with agreed definitions before it is used in
evaluation models (Oussous et al., 2018). Auditability further strengthens reliability by providing
tfraceability and accountability, allowing organizations to verify the sources of data and confirm the
integrity of evaluation results. In practice, frameworks for reliable evaluation often integrate
technological solutions, such as centralized data warehouses or automated verification systems, with
governance mechanisms like cross-functional committees and compliance audits. These structures
create transparency and reduce the risk of manipulation or error (Law, 2022). In retail supply chains,
where evaluation outcomes directly influence contractual decisions and customer satisfaction, the
establishment of reliable frameworks ensures that vendor assessments are both credible and
defensible. By embedding proftocols, validation, and auditability into their evaluation systems,
organizations create a governance foundation that supports accuracy, fairness, and trust in supplier
performance measurement (Phadermrod et al., 2019).

Holistic Models and International Perspectives

Vendor performance evaluation cannot be understood in isolation from the broader global supply
chain context, where cultural, regulatory, and political factors significantly shape practices (Steward
et al., 2018). Suppliers operating in different regions face diverse regulatory environments, ranging
from strict compliance regimes in developed economies to less formal enforcement structures in
emerging markets. These regulatory differences necessitate flexible evaluation frameworks that can
adapt to local standards while maintaining global consistency (lvanov et al.,, 2021). Cultural
differences also play a role, influencing how performance expectations are communicated,
negotiated, and interpreted between buyers and suppliers. For instance, relationship-oriented
business cultures may place greater emphasis on trust and collaboration, while rule-based cultures
may prioritize strict adherence to metrics and confractual terms. Political stability, trade policies, and
international agreements further affect vendor evaluation by determining the reliability of cross-
border supply flows. Tariffs, sanctions, or sudden changes in government policy can alter supplier risk
profiles and influence performance outcomes beyond a vendor’s direct control. In this sense, global
supply chain management requires evaluation systems that are not only technically robust but also
contextually sensitive to geopolitical and cultural complexities (Mostafa et al., 2020). Such systems
allow organizations to maintain accountability and fairness while operating across diverse
international environments.
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Figure 8: Holistic Global Vendor Evaluation Models
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Insights info vendor evaluation are enriched by examining practices across industries such as
manufacturing, healthcare, and government procurement, each of which faces distinct challenges
and priorities (Frempong ef al., 2021). In manufacturing, vendor performance systems often
emphasize operational efficiency, lean processes, and just-in-time delivery, reflecting the sector’s
reliance on precision and cost control. Healthcare supply chains, by contrast, prioritize reliability,
compliance, and safety due to the life-critical nature of products and services. Vendor evaluation
in this sector often incorporates stringent quality checks, regulatory adherence, and risk
management to ensure patient safety and regulatory compliance (Wang et al., 2019). Government
procurement systems highlight tfransparency, accountability, and fairness, with scorecards frequently
used to monitor supplier compliance with public service obligations. These cross-industry
perspectives reveal that while the core principles of vendor evaluation—such as reliability, cost, and
quality—remain constant (Samtani et al., 2019), their relative importance shifts depending on
sectoral priorities. For retail, drawing lessons from these industries provides valuable insights info how
evaluation frameworks can be designed to balance efficiency, accountability, and consumer
satfisfaction. By synthesizing these cross-industry practices, organizations in retail can adopt best
practices that strengthen resilience, fairness, and adaptability in their vendor performance systems
(Taherdoost & Brard, 2019).

Holistic models of vendor performance evaluation emphasize the integration of scorecards,
performance metrics, and contract management into unified frameworks (Lim et al., 2018). Rather
than tfreating each tool as an isolated mechanism, integrated approaches position them as
complementary components of a comprehensive governance system. Scorecards provide a
structured view of performance across multiple dimensions, while confract management tools
enforce the outcomes of those evaluations through obligations, penalties, or incentives (Garg et al.,
2020). Metrics serve as the common language linking these systems, ensuring that performance
assessments are quantifiable, actionable, and aligned with strategic goals. When integrated, these
tools create a closed-loop process in which supplier performance is confinuously monitored,
evaluated, and adjusted through contractual and operational levers (Walker et al., 2021). This
integration also fosters collaboration between buyers and suppliers by establishing transparency and
clear expectations. For retailers, infegrated approaches reduce fragmentatfion in supplier
management, allowing procurement teams, compliance officers, and executives to work from @
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shared, coherent framework (Papanastassiou et al., 2020). Such models enhance decision-making

by linking operational performance to strategic sourcing and governance, ensuring that vendor

evaluation is embedded into the broader supply chain architecture rather than treated as a stand-
alone activity.

Figure 9: Comparative Analysis of Evaluation Frameworks
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This study adopts a quantitative, data-driven methodological approach to examine vendor
performance evaluation within retail supply chains, emphasizing the integration of operational,
financial, and compliance metrics with confract management practices. Data collection is primarily
based on a structured questionnaire distributed to procurement managers, supply chain specialists,
and contract administrators across retail firms. The instrument employs a five-point Likert scale to
capture quantitative perceptions of delivery reliability, cost competitiveness, financial stability,
compliance adherence, and contract enforcement. Purposive sampling is used to ensure responses
are obtained from individuals directly responsible for supplier evaluation and contract oversight, thus
guaranteeing data relevance. A target sample size of at least 250 respondents is set to provide
sufficient statistical power for generalization, with final numbers determined using power analysis to
ensure robustness. In addition to survey responses, secondary data such as vendor scorecards,
procurement reports, and compliance records are incorporated to friangulate findings, minimize
response bias, and enrich the dataset with empirical organizational evidence. By anchoring the
study in both primary and secondary data, the methodology ensures that conclusions reflect not
only percepftions but also documented supplier performance frends.

Data analysis is structured to generate both descriptive and inferential insights. Descriptive statistics
such as means, standard deviations, and frequency distributions are used to summarize supplier
performance practices and establish baseline patterns. Reliability of the instrument is tested using
Cronbach’s alpha, ensuring that data across constructs such as operational performance, cost
measures, and compliance are internally consistent. Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) and
confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) are employed to validate the dimensionality of the dataset and
confirm whether vendor evaluation metrics align with theoretical categories. Inferential techniques,
including multiple regression and structural equation modeling (SEM), are then applied to fest
hypothesized relationships, such as the link between vendor performance metrics and confractual
enforcement outcomes. Integrating vendor performance data with contract management records
provides a dynamic feedback loop, enabling the study fo identify how measurable results directly
influence contract renewals, penalties, or incentives. Ethical protocols are strictly observed
throughout the process, with informed consent, voluntary participation, and data confidentiality
maintfained. By grounding the research design in robust data collection and empirical analysis, this
methodology not only highlights current practices but also generates predictive insights into how
data-driven evaluation strengthens accountability, efficiency, and competitiveness in retail supply
chains.
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FINDINGS
The first significant finding of this review is that operational metrics continue to dominate vendor
performance evaluation in retail supply chains, despite the intfroduction of more complex and data-
driven tools. Out of the 84 articles reviewed, 56 specifically highlighted the critical role of operational
dimensions such as on-time delivery, lead time adherence, defect rates, and fulfilment accuracy in
shaping supplier assessments. These articles collectively accounted for more than 5,200 citations,
underscoring the long-standing importance of operational performance in both academic inquiry
and practical application. The findings suggest that retailers still prioritize efficiency and reliability
above other considerations, particularly in environments where stockouts or delays directly impact
customer satisfaction and sales outcomes. Several studies within the review emphasized that
operational meftrics serve as the most visible indicators of supplier performance and therefore form
the baseline upon which other evaluation dimensions are built. This heavy emphasis on operational
reliability reflects the highly competitive and time-sensitive nature of retail, where even minor lapses
in supplier performance can have cascading effects throughout the supply chain. The persistence
of operational metrics as the dominant evaluation tool highlights the difficulty of shifting managerial
attention away from immediate, tangible outcomes, even as new data-driven methods and
sustainability imperatives emerge.
The second major finding centers on the growing importance of financial and cost-to-serve metrics
in vendor performance evaluation. Among the reviewed literature, 41 articles addressed financial
considerations as a primary or secondary theme, generating a combined total of 3,400 citations.
While fraditional cost measures such as unit price remain important, more recent contributions
emphasize the hidden costs embedded in supplier relationships, such as administrative burdens,
invoice inaccuracies, and the costs associated with managing underperformance. The literature
demonstrates a shift from focusing solely on procurement price to adopting holistic cost-to-serve
perspectives that account for long-term value. For retailers, this shift has been especially pronounced
due to rising competition and narrowing profit margins, which make accurate cost analysis a
necessity rather than an option. Several reviewed articles also noted the role of financial stability as
an evaluation criterion, with retailers favoring suppliers who demonstrate resilience and liquidity
during periods of market volatility. The cumulative evidence from these studies suggests that financial
and cost-oriented metrics have become indispensable in  balancing short-term  price
competitiveness with long-term sustainability. By recognizing the hidden costs of supplier
management, retailers are developing more comprehensive evaluation systems that integrate
operational and financial dimensions, creating a stronger basis for strategic decision-making.

Figure 10: Key Vendor Evaluation Citation Trends
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A third significant finding is the widespread adoption of vendor scorecards as tools for consolidating
multi-dimensional performance information into a structured format. Out of the 84 reviewed studies,
47 explicitly analyzed or applied scorecards in retail or related sectors, together representing
approximately 4,600 citations. The findings demonstrate that scorecards have become the standard
mechanism for integrating diverse metrics, including operational, financial, compliance, and
customer-related indicators, into a unified system. Retailers benefit from the flexibility of scorecards,
as they can be customized to emphasize dimensions most relevant to specific contexts, such as
sustainability or innovation. The literature highlights that scorecards not only provide objectivity and
fransparency but also foster better communication between buyers and suppliers by making
evaluation criteria explicit. This system of structured feedback has been shown to improve
accountability and align supplier performance more closely with organizational goals. However, the
findings also indicate that scorecards face limitations, particularly in the subjectivity involved in
assigning weights to different metrics and in managing large volumes of performance data. Despite
these challenges, the adoption of scorecards reflects a consensus across the literature that retail
supply chains require multi-dimensional, integrated tools to manage supplier performance
effectively.

Figure 11: Contract Management in Vendor Evaluation
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The fourth key finding highlights the critical role of contract management systems in translating
evaluation outcomes info enforceable actions. Of the reviewed literature, 39 arficles explicitly
discussed the link between vendor performance evaluation and contract enforcement, generating
a fotal of 3,000 citations. The evidence shows that performance assessments are most impactful
when directly tied to confractual terms, including penalties for underperformance and incentives for
exceeding expectations. Contract management platforms were found to provide the necessary
oversight to ensure that these terms are implemented consistently, thereby reducing disputes and
increasing compliance. The review also found that performance-based contracting models are
gaining aftention, in which payments are linked to specific outcomes such as defect-free deliveries
or adherence to sustainability targets. Such models reflect a growing emphasis on aligning supplier
incentfives with buyer objectives, thereby encouraging continuous improvement. Retailers in
particular benefit from these systems because of the sector’'s dependence on high-volume, time-
sensitive fransactions, where failures can quickly lead to revenue losses and reputational damage.
The cumulative findings confirm that without strong confract management, vendor performance
evaluation risks becoming a passive reporting exercise rather than a driver of accountability and
improvement.

The final significant finding is the emergence of data-driven and technology-enhanced approaches
as fransformative forces in vendor performance evaluation. Across the reviewed studies, 52 artficles
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engaged with themes of analytics, machine learning, or technological integration, representing a
total of 4,800 citations. These studies demonstrate a clear movement from static, retrospective
evaluations toward predictive and real-fime systems. The incorporation of machine learning models
allows organizations to identify anomalies, forecast supplier risks, and automate performance scoring
at scale. Visualization tools such as dashboards further enhance decision-making by presenting
complex data in accessible formats, while infegration with enterprise resource planning and supply
chain management systems ensures that performance evaluations are embedded within broader
operational processes. The findings also reveal that while adoption levels vary, retailers are
increasingly turning fo fechnology to manage the vast supplier networks characteristic of the
industry. This shiff enables them to reduce subjectivity, improve reliability, and make proactive
adjustments to supplier management strategies. The combined evidence suggests that technology-
driven approaches are not merely augmenting fraditional practices but are redefining the very
natfure of vendor performance evaluation, positioning it as a strategic capability rather than a purely
operational task.
DISCUSSION
The findings of this review reaffirm the long-standing emphasis on operational metrics such as on-
time delivery, lead time adherence, defect rates, and fulfilment accuracy as the foundation of
vendor performance evaluation. Earlier studies in supply chain management consistently argued
that operational reliability is the most critical factor in maintaining continuity and efficiency,
particularly in industries with high tfransaction volumes. These earlier works highlighted that stockouts,
delays, or quality failures create disproportionate negative impacts in retail, where consumer
expectations are immediate and unforgiving. By comparing the findings of this review to earlier
studies (Iglesias et al., 2020), it becomes clear that the centrality of operatfional metrics has not
diminished over time, but rather has been reinforced. However, while past research largely treated
operational performance as a reactive measure—assessing failures after they occurred—this review
identifies a stronger shift toward continuous monitoring and predictive approaches that anticipate
disruptions before they materialize. Thus, operational metrics remain dominant, but their application
has evolved from retrospective assessments to proactive supply chain resilience strategies.The
growing role of financial and cost-to-serve metrics revealed in this study aligns with earlier discussions
on the limitations of focusing solely on unit price. Prior research emphasized that procurement
decisions based solely on price often failed to capture the hidden costs associated with managing
underperforming suppliers, including administrative disputes, expedited logistics, and increased
oversight. The findings here build on that earlier foundation by showing how cost-to-serve frameworks
have become embedded in modern evaluation systems (Ahlsell et al., 2022). While earlier studies
freated financial stability and long-term supplier viability as secondary considerations, the evidence
from this review indicates that these dimensions have gained prominence, especially in retail, where
profit margins are tight and supplier disruptions can lead to immediate revenue losses (Gutfierrez-
Franco et al., 2021). Comparisons with prior literature suggest a convergence: both emphasize the
inadequacy of price-only assessments, but contemporary analyses expand this argument by
integrating financial stability, invoice accuracy, and risk-based cost considerations into
comprehensive evaluation frameworks. This progression demonstrates how financial metrics have
matured into multidimensional tools that balance efficiency with sustainability (Chaffey & Smith,
2022).
Vendor scorecards emerged in earlier supply chain literature as a promising innovation that allowed
firms fo combine multiple metrics into a single evaluative framework (Crecelius et al., 2019). Early
applications were often criticized for being overly rigid or too reliant on subjective weighting, limiting
their practical impact. The findings of this review suggest that scorecards have since evolved into
instifutionalized practices within retail supply chains, widely adopted as standard tools for
benchmarking and supplier communication (Rybakov, 2018). By comparison, earlier studies
identified scorecards as experimental or supplemental tools, whereas today they serve as core
components of supplier management systems. The evolution reflects tfechnological advances that
allow for greater automation, dynamic weighting, and real-time updates, overcoming some of the
limitations noted in early research. At the same time, the challenges of subjectivity and data
dependency identified decades ago remain relevant, echoing concerns from earlier literature that
no scoring system can be entirely objective. The comparison reveals a continuity of critique but also

53


https://ajisresearch.com/index.php/ajis/about
https://doi.org/10.63125/0s7t1y90

American Journal of Interdisciplinary Studies
Volume 03, Issue 02 (2022)
Page No: 36 - 61
elSSN: 3067-5146
Doi: 10.63125/0s7t1y90
demonstrates significant progress in making scorecards more practical, scalable, and infegrated
with broader decision-making frameworks (Wagner et al., 2021).
The role of contract management in enforcing supplier performance has long been recognized in
earlier supply chain and procurement studies, which noted that evaluation mechanisms without
enforcement risk becoming symbolic rather than actionable (Phadi & Das, 2021). The findings of this
review strongly confirm those earlier arguments, showing that the most effective vendor
performance systems are those where evaluation results are directly linked to contractual incentives
and penalties (Blaha et al., 2021). Earlier studies often emphasized the legal and compliance
dimensions of contracts, focusing on reducing opportunism and safeguarding buyers from supplier
failure. Contemporary findings expand this perspective by demonstrating how contracts are
increasingly dynamic, linking directly to performance scorecards and being adjusted in real fime
based on supplier outcomes. This marks a shift from statfic, paper-based contracts to living
governance tools integrated with digital platforms. The comparison shows confinuity in the
recognition of contract importance but highlights a significant departure in practice, as confracts
now function less as passive documents and more as active management instruments that shape
vendor behavior through data-driven monitoring (Dumas et al., 2018).
Earlier research in supplier evaluation frequently noted the limitations of manual systems,
emphasizing the inefficiency and bias inherent in subjective or retrospective assessments. The
findings of this review show that data-driven enhancements, including predictive analytics, machine
learning, and dashboards, directly address these earlier concerns by providing automation,
scalability, and foresight (MacDonald et al., 2020). Historical studies highlighted the challenges of
detecting underperformance before it led to disruptions, a gap that predictive analytics now fills by
forecasting risks and identifying anomalies. Machine learning extends this capability further, allowing
organizations to manage supplier networks at scale with reduced human intervention. In comparing
earlier and contemporary findings, the shift is clear: what was once seen as a conceptual limitation
is now being resolved through technology. However, the review also shows that reliance on data-
driven tools infroduces new challenges, such as data governance and interpretability, which earlier
studies had not fully anticipated. Thus, while technology has advanced evaluation practices far
beyond traditional approaches, it has simultaneously intfroduced complexities that require further
refinement in both research and practice (Han et al., 2021).

Figure 12: Key Stages in Vendor Evaluation
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Past research often assumed that the availability of data automatically improved supplier
evaluation, but more recent studies—including the findings of this review—highlight that data
governance is equally critical (Yarnoff et al., 2019). Earlier work tended to focus on developing new
meftrics or designing frameworks, with limited aftention paid to the integrity, consistency, or
comparability of data. The findings here demonstrate that challenges such as conflicting definitions,
sioed systems, and limited resources undermine the reliability of evaluations, echoing and
expanding on the concerns only briefly noted in early scholarship (Mahadevan & Chejarla, 2022).
Compared to earlier studies, contemporary findings place much greater emphasis on protocols for
validation, auditability, and cross-functional governance structures, recognizing that without these
foundations (Heydari et al.,, 2020), advanced analytics cannot deliver accurate insights. The
comparison underscores a maturation of the field: while early literature concentrated on “what to
measure,” current research pays closer attention to “how to measure reliably.” This evolution reflects
the growing complexity of data environments in global retail supply chains and the recognition that
data quality is as important as the metrics themselves.
Finally, the findings related to holistic models and international perspectives demonstrate both
continuity and expansion relative to earlier literature (Classen, 2021). Early studies acknowledged
that supply chain practices varied across industries and regions, but they often approached these
differences descriptively rather than analytically. The present review shows that global supply chain
complexity now requires integrated frameworks that combine metrics, scorecards, and contract
management into cohesive systems. Earlier literature often treated these tools in isolation, whereas
contemporary findings emphasize the importance of linking them together to ensure accountability
and adaptability across diverse contexts. Additionally, international considerations such as cultural
norms, regulatory regimes, and political stability have become more prominent, reflecting the
globalization of retail supply chains. This represents a significant extension of earlier scholarship, which
tended to assume more homogenous environments (Sobb et al., 2020). Comparisons with prior
research thus reveal a trajectory from fragmented, context-specific insights toward integrated,
globally aware frameworks that account for both operational realities and strategic imperatives. The
synthesis underscores how vendor performance evaluation has matured from a set of isolated
practices into a holistic, internationally informed discipline central to retail supply chain
management.
CONCLUSION
This study underscores that data-driven vendor performance evaluation in retail supply chains is a
multidimensional process shaped by operational efficiency, financial sustainability, compliance, risk
management, and evolving priorities such as sustainability and customer orientation. The review
demonstrates that while tfraditional operational metrics like on-time delivery, defect rates, and lead
fime adherence remain foundational, contemporary frameworks have expanded to include cost-
to-serve models, vendor scorecards, confract management systems, and advanced data analytics
that together create more reliable and actionable evaluations. Scorecards emerged as
institutionalized tools that enable integration of diverse metrics, enhance communication, and foster
accountability, while contract management provides the enforcement mechanisms that tfransform
evaluations into binding obligations and incentives. The integration of analytics, artificial intelligence,
and visualization platforms has further advanced supplier assessment from retrospective reporting
toward predictive and prescriptive decision-making, allowing retailers to anficipate risks and act
proactively. Yet the findings also highlight that these advancements are confingent on robust data
governance, as the quality, consistency, and auditability of information determine the credibility of
any evaluation framework. By situating these developments within global and cross-industry
contexts, the review reveals that vendor evaluation is no longer an isolated operational task but a
strategic capability that supports resilience, fransparency, and competitiveness in highly dynamic
retail markets. Overall, the evidence affirms that the effectiveness of vendor performance evaluation
depends on its ability to integrate operational rigor, financial analysis, contractual enforcement,
technological innovation, and international awareness into a holistic framework that aligns supplier
contributions with organizational and consumer expectations.
RECOMMENDATION
Based on the synthesis of findings, it is recommended that retail organizations adopt an integrated
approach to vendor performance evaluation that combines operational, financial, compliance,
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sustainability, and customer-focused meftrics within standardized scorecard frameworks, supported

by robust confract management and enhanced through advanced data analytics. Retailers should

prioritize building strong data governance systems to ensure that evaluations are accurate,

consistent, and auditable, thereby reducing the risks associated with fragmented or poor-quality

information. Investment in digital platforms that integrate performance data with enterprise resource

planning and supply chain management systems will allow retailers to centralize oversight and

ensure that evaluation outcomes are directly tied to procurement and strategic sourcing decisions.

Furthermore, performance-based contracting should be more widely implemented, aligning supplier

incentfives and penalties with measurable outcomes to drive accountability and continuous

improvement. To remain competitive in globalized markets, organizations must also adapt

evaluation practices to account for cultural, regulatory, and political variations across regions while

embedding sustainability and ethical standards info supplier assessments to meet rising consumer

expectations. Collectively, these recommendations emphasize the need for vendor performance

evaluation to be positioned not merely as an operational function but as a strategic enabler that
supports resilience, transparency, and long-term competitiveness in retail supply chains.
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