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Abstract

Background

This study aims to find out the various types of supply chain management systems used by Coca-Cola bottling
companies in Namanve.

Methodology

The study adopted a cross-sectional study. The target population was 428 and the sample was 209. However, the
response rate of 86% gave 179 participants. The main research instrument was questionnaires. Data was analyzed using
mean and standard deviation; Pearson Correlation and Regression Analysis.

Results

The majority, 57% of the respondents were male while 43% were female. The dominance of the male respondents in
this study could mean that Coca-Cola employees are more male than female.

The study found that the types of supply chain management systems used by Coca-Cola were satisfactory (general
average mean=2.64, Std=1.034). The study further found that supplier and customer integration were poorly practiced
by the company. However, information sharing and internal integration were satisfactorily practiced by the company.

Conclusion
The study found that the supply chain management system was satisfactory in the Coca-Cola company (general average
mean=2.64, Std=1.034).

Recommendation

There is a need for Coca-Cola Company to improve its relationship with suppliers. This can be achieved by sharing
information with suppliers and regularly solving problems jointly with suppliers where needed. This will help in
building a good relationship which will guarantee company performance both financially and structurally.

There is a need for Coca-Cola Company to handle their customers properly. This can be achieved by attending to them

promptly and responding to their complaints professionally and satisfactorily.
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Background of the study

Supply Chain Management is regarded as one of the most
influential development business management techniques
and it has gained significance for improving
organizational performance (Lampert and Cooper, 2011).
In practice, supply chain management is regarded as a
successful business concept and a good practice to link all
stakeholders and ensure cost-effective and timely
movement of materials and information from the
inception of a product or service to its final consumption
(Giannakis and Groom, 2014). The traditional
understanding of supply chain management is to leverage
the supply chain to achieve the lowest initial purchase
prices while assuring supply. Typical characteristics
include multiple partners; partner evaluations based on
purchase price; cost-based information bases; arm ’s-
length negotiations; formal short-term contracts; and
centralized purchasing. Operating under these conditions
encourages fierce competition among suppliers, often

requiring playing one supplier against the others, and uses
rewards or punishment based on performance. The
fundamental assumption in this environment is that
trading partners are interchangeable and that they will take
advantage if they become too important. In addition, there
is a belief that maximum competition, under the discipline
of a free market, promotes a healthy and vigorous supply
base that is predicated on the “survival of the fittest”
(Robert, 2010).

Coca-Cola plant started its performance in Wakiso district
in South-Eastern Uganda in 1986. The company uses
different supply chain systems including integrated
systems (system application and products) responsible for
management information systems which help us to make
serious decisions ( Supply and chain manager Coca Cola
com[pany-Namanve, 2009). Supply chain management at
the Coca-Cola plant includes bottle packing, buying raw
materials, supplying customers, and issuing raw materials.
Coca-Cola’s supply chain management system faces
several shortfalls that include among others poor
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information sharing, poor customer and supplier
orientation, and poor internal integration. This study aims
to find out the various types of supply chain management
systems used by Coca-Cola bottling companies in
Namanve.

Methodology

Research Design

A cross-sectional study is a type of observational study
that analyses data collected from a population, or a
representative subset, at a specific point in time—that is,
cross-sectional data. This study employed a cross-
sectional research design. The cross-sectional design
allows for the study of the population at one specific time
and the difference between the individual groups within
the population to be compared. It also provides for the
examination of the co-relationship between the study
variables (Amin, 2005)

However, cross-sectional studies also have some
weaknesses. For example, routinely collected data does
not normally describe which variable is the cause and
what the effect is. Cross-sectional studies using data
originally collected for other purposes are often unable to
include data on confounding factors and other variables
that affect the relationship between the putative cause and
effect (Schmidt and Kohlmann, 2013).

This study adopted a cross-sectional study because it is
less expensive than other research designs. This is because
in a cross-sectional survey, a specific group is looked at to
see if an activity, say, financial performance, is related to
the supply chain management system being investigated
(Lee, 2014).

Quantitative data analysis was used to describe the
statistics of the scores using indices that describe the
current situation and investigate the associations between
the study variables using information gained from the
questionnaires.

Study Area
This study was carried out in Namanve where the coca
cola plant is located.

Target Population
According to Mohamoud (2014), there are a total of 428
employees working in the Coca-Cola plant in Namanve.
These employees were the target population in this study.
The employees included both managerial and support
staff.
This study used Solven’s formula to determine the sample
size of the study.

N

" 1+ N(a)?

Where;

N=target population
n=sample size

a = level of significance

n

428

"= 1+ 428(0.05)

428

2.05

n =209

Table 1 gives the summary of the Target population and
Sample Size Computation

Table 1: Target Population and Sample Size

Category of Respondents Target Population Sample Size
Managerial staff 15 7

Support Staff 413 202

Total 428 209

Sampling Techniques

The researcher selected the managerial staff using a
purposive sampling method based on his own knowledge
and professional judgment. This is because purposive
sampling is usually used when a limited number of
individuals possess the trait of interest. It is the only viable
sampling technique for obtaining information from a very
specific group of people (Amin, 2005). Furthermore, the
researcher used a simple random sampling method to
select the support staff. In this technique, each member of
the population has an equal chance of being selected as a
subject. The entire process of sampling is done in a single
step with each subject selected independently of the other
members of the population. The researcher achieved this
by writing the names of all the respondents obtained from
the human resource department. The names were put in a
bowl and shaken like lotto and then randomly selected.
The names were selected until the researcher was satisfied
with the number that he needed.

Data Collection Instruments

This study used a questionnaire as the main data collection
tool.  Closed-ended questionnaires — where some
questions were presented the responses were fined and the
respondent was expected to choose the answer from the
options given him/her. This was done to provide quick
results and a lot of information in no time. A four-point
Likert scale of strongly agree, agree, disagree and strongly
disagree was used. The study used a nominal scale where
the numbers or letters were assigned to objects to serve as
labels for identification or classification. The ordinal scale
was used to include the characteristics of the nominal
scale plus an indicator of order by weighting from the
highest of 4 (strongly agree) and lowest of 1 (strongly
disagree). The use of the nominal scale shows a statement
of “greater than” or “less than” without stating how much
greater or less. The researcher preferred to use
questionnaires because they are relatively easy to analyze;
they are familiar to library staff and managers; they are
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simple to administer, and because a large sample of a
given population can be contacted at a relatively low cost.

Validity and Reliability

Validity

Validity deals with the degree of fit between a construct
and its indicators (e.g. questionnaire). It refers to how well
the conceptual and operational definitions mesh with each
other. According to Davis (1996), a measurement scale is
valid if it does what it is supposed to do and measures
what it is supposed to measure. This study used the
content type of validity.

Content validity ensures that the measures include an
adequate and representative set of items and the clarity of
the definition and concept used. As Kerlinger (2011)
notes, “Content validation is guided by the question: is the
substance or content of this measure representative of the
content of the universe of the property being measured?”’
A major threat to content validity is ill-defined terms and
or concepts. The variable measurements of the study were
consistent with prior studies and hence there did not seem
to be any threat to content validity.

To find a procedure that creates the critical dimensions of
the variable being measured, Davis (1996) suggested the
following procedure: i) conduct an exhaustive search of
the literature for all possible items to be included in the
scale. Enumerate these dimensions and put them in a
scaling format similar to the one that the researcher
utilizes in the study; ii) solicit expert opinions on the
inclusion of items. Find experts in the field and ask for
suggestions as to any additions or deletions to the scale;
iii) pre-test the scale on a set of respondents similar to the
population to be studied. Encourage suggestions and
criticisms as to the contents and/or wording of the scale;
iv) modify as necessary. Suggestions 2 and 3 should be
used to modify the device to ensure Nunnally’s (2010)
criteria for content validity: the adequacy with which
important content has been sampled, and the adequacy
with which the content has been cast in the form of test
items.

In this study, a pilot study of the questionnaire was
conducted to determine whether or not any alterations or
rewording of questionnaires was necessary due to any
jargon, inconsistencies, or leading questions. The sample
of the pilot study involved ten respondents from Coca
Coca-Cola Company (not included in the analyzed
sample). In addition to testing the actual questionnaire
items, the pre-test included in-depth conversations with
some of the participants. This was carried out not only to
ascertain direct feedback on specific sections or items of
the questionnaire but also to serve as an opportunity to
give an opinion on the structure and appropriateness of the
instrument. The data from the pre-test was also used to
facilitate a trial of the codification, programming, and

statistical analyses using SPSS version 22.0. As a result of
the pilot study, changes were made to the instrument
including as mentioned previously, the deletion of some
inappropriate questions.

Reliability

Reliability is the extent to which measurements of the
particular test are repeatable. In other words, the
measuring procedure should yield consistent results on
repeated tests (Nunnally, 2010). The more consistent the
results given by repeated measurements, the higher the
reliability of measurement procedures (Carmines and
Zeller, 2009). Nunnally (2010) suggested that there are at
least four methods of estimating the reliability coefficient:
test-retest method, alternative form, subdivided-test
method (referred to as the split-half method), and methods
concerning internal consistency. In the test-retest method,
the same set of measures is administered at two different
times to the same respondent. The scores obtained from
the two different times are then correlated. In alternative
forms, two equivalent forms of scale are constructed and
then administered at two different times to the same
respondents. For the third method, the subdivided test or
the split-half method, the scale is divided into two sets of
items and given to the same respondents. The reliability
coefficient is estimated by correlating the score of two
halves. According to Osgood et al (2007), “the reliability
of an instrument is said to be the degree to which the same
score can be reproduced when the same objects are
measured repeatedly”. In this study, heterogeneity
reliability was used.

Content heterogeneity

Content heterogeneity deals with the heterogeneity of the
behavior domain sampled. That is, the more homogeneous
the items of the scale, the higher the interitem consistency.
The internal consistency of the variables was determined
by Cronbach’s coefficient alpha for each scale (Nunnally,
2010). Coefficient alpha treats both content sampling and
content heterogeneity as the sources of variance.
Cronbach’s alpha is based on the average correlation of
items within a test if the items are standardized. If the
items are not standardized, it is based on the average
covariance among items.

In this study, the Cronbach’s alpha was calculated. The
results are presented in Table 3.2. The Cronbach’s
coefficient alpha observed ranged from 0.72 to 0.85,
which is well above the acceptance level. This argument
is also supported by Sekaran (2000). They stated that in
general, reliabilities less than 0.60 are considered to be
poor, those in the range of 0.70 are acceptable, and those
over 0.80 are good. Thus, the inter-item consistency
(content sampling and content homogeneity) of the
measures used in this study can be considered to be good.

Table 2: Reliability of Scales

Scales Number of items Cronbach’s Alpha
Supplier integration 5 0.78
Internal integration 4 0.74
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Customer integration 5 0.85
Information Sharing 5 0.81
Budget performance 5 0.77
Profitability 5 0.79
Liquidity 5 0.83
Solvency 4 0.75

Data Gathering Procedure

An introduction letter was obtained from the management
to collect data. The researcher reproduced an adequate
number of questionnaires above the required sample size
(209), to take care of attrition.

During the administration of the research instruments on
the selected respondents, the respondents were properly
and adequately oriented on the study and why it was being
carried out. The respondents were verbally requested to
consent to the study. They were also guided on how to fill
out the questionnaires and the importance of answering
every item of the questionnaire without leaving any part
unanswered. The respondents were requested to kindly
respond to the questionnaire on time. The researcher
retrieved the filled questionnaires within one week. After
retrieving them back, they were thoroughly checked to
ensure that all items were adequately answered by the
respondents.

After retrieving back, the questionnaire and collecting the
required data, it was prepared for analysis by using
Statistical Package for Social Scientists (SPSS, version
22.0) software. In this process, the data underwent these
processes i.e. data editing which involved checking the
filled questionnaires for any omissions or mistakes; then
data coding which involved giving each item of the
questionnaire or variable a code to be used when imputing
the data into the computer, and lastly data entry into the
computer for analysis.

Data Analysis

After processing (i.e. editing, coding, and entry into the
computer) the collected data, the researcher analyzed it.
The analysis was conducted in the following manner: The
frequency and percentage distribution were used to
determine the profile of the respondents; descriptive
statistics (mean and standard deviation) were used to

determine the magnitude and measure of dispersion of the
variables.

Furthermore, the Pearson Correlation Coefficient was
used to establish the relationship between the study
variables. Pearson correlation was used to measure the
strength of the association between the supply chain
management system and financial performance. On the
other hand, regression analysis was used to determine the
level at which the independent variable (supply chain
management systems) predicts the variation in the
dependent variable (financial performance).

Ethical Considerations

Informed Consent

The researcher made sure that subjects were made aware
of the nature of the research project; consent was
voluntarily given; and the persons involved had the legal
capacity to give consent.

Privacy and Confidentiality

The researcher made sure participants were anonymous
and their privacy was adequately observed.

Plagiarism

The researcher made sure that all the work cited in this
work that did not directly reflect his views were correctly
referenced.

Results

Response Rate

The researcher distributed 209 questionnaires but only
179 were retrieved. This response rate value is above the
average response rate in any humanity study.

Demographic Characteristics

The demographic characteristics of the respondents were
measured in terms of gender, age, education level, and
work experience.

Table 3: Demographic Characteristics
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|Gender Frequency Percent (%)
Male 102 57.0
Female 77 43.0
Total 179 100.0
Gender
30-39 years 89 49.7
20-29 years 35 19.6
40-49 years 29 16.2
Above 50 years 26 145
Total 179 100.0
|Education
Certificate 67 374
Diploma 66 36.9
Bachelor Degree 35 19.6
Master Degree 11 6.1
Total 179 100.0
\Work Experience
1-5 year 104 58.1
Less than 1 year 43 24.0
More than 5 years 32 17.9
Total 179 100.0

Source: Primary data, (2021)

Table 3 revealed that the majority, 57% of the respondents
were male while 43% were female Coca-Cola minance of
the male respondents in this study could mean that Coca-
Cola employees are more male than female.

Furthermore, the majority, 49.7% of the respondents were
within the age group of 30-39 years, while 19.6% of the
respondents were within the age group of 20-29 years.
Similarly, 16.2% of the respondents were within the age
group of 40-49 years while 14.5% of the respondents were
above 50 years. The dominance of the respondents within
the age group of 30-39 years could be because Coca-Cola
Company enjoys employing mature and intelligent people
who can work in their finance department and improve
their supply chain management systems.

In addition to that, table 3 revealed that the majority,
37.4% of the respondents were certificate holders, while
36.9% were Diploma Holders. Furthermore, respondents
who were bachelor's and master's holders were
represented by 19.6% and 6.1% respectively. The

dominance of the certificate holders in this study could be
attributed to the low education level in Somalia which
leaves very few people to be employed in white-collar
jobs.

Last but not least, the table revealed that the majority,
58.1% of the respondents had work experience of 1-5
years, followed by 24% who had work experience of less
than 1 year and 17.9% who had work experience of more
than 5 years.

The Various Types of Supply Chain
Management Systems Used by Coca-Cola
Bottling Company in Namanve

Objective one: the first objective of this study was to
find out the various types of supply chain management
systems used by Coca-Cola bottling companies in
Namanve.

Table 4 gives a summary of the findings.
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Table 4: The Various Types of Supply Chain Management Systems Used by Coca-Cola
Bottling Company in Namanve

Supply Chain Management System Mean Std. Deviation Interpretation
Supplier integration
We select and rely on a small number of highly qualified | 3.83 0.986 Very Satisfactory
suppliers.
We expect our relationship with key suppliers to lasta long | 2.36 0.602 Poor
time.
We regularly solve our problems jointly with our suppliers. | 1.88 0.328 Poor
We consider our suppliers as an extension of our company. | 1.38 0.492 Poor
We share sensitive information with our suppliers. 1.32 0.418 Poor
Average mean 2.15 0.565 Poor

Customer Integration
We anticipate and respond to customers’ evolving needs | 3.00 1431 Satisfactory

and wants.
We frequently measure and evaluate customer satisfaction. | 2.43 3.140 Poor
We emphasize the evaluation of formal and informal | 2.31 1.692 Poor

customer complaints.

Customer focus is reflected in our business planning. 1.50 0.506 Poor
We frequently interact with customers to set our | 1.42 0.498 Poor

competitive priorities.
Average mean 2.13 1.453 Poor
Information Sharing
There are direct computer-to-computer links with key | 3.29 0.970 Very Satisfactory
suppliers.

Intra-organizational coordination is achieved using | 2.68 1.074 Satisfactory
electronic links.

We have electronic mailing capabilities with our key | 2.67 1.162 Satisfactory
suppliers.

We use electronic transfer of purchase orders invoices | 2.07 1.091 Poor
and/orunds.

Our coordination with suppliers and buyers is achieved | 1.86 0.884 Poor

using electronic links.

Average mean 2.51 1.036 Satisfactory
Internal Integration

Our inter-departmental logistic activities are closely | 3.96 1.037 Very Satisfactory
coordinated.

Our logistics integration is characterized by excellent | 3.87 0.952 Very Satisfactory
distribution, transportation, or warehousing.

The inbound and outbound distribution of goods with our | 3.85 1.080 Very Satisfactory
suppliers is well integrated.

Information and materials flow smoothly between our | 3.43 1.252 Very Satisfactory
supplier firms and us.

Average mean 3.78 1.080 Very Satisfactory
General average mean 2.64 1.034 Satisfactory

Source:

Primary data, (2021)

The results presented in Table 4 revealed that the supply
chain management system was assessed by respondents as

Mean Range Response Mode | Interpretation
4 | 3.26-4.00 Strongly Agree Very satisfactory
3 | 251-3.25 Agree Satisfactory
2 | 1.76-2.50 Disagree Poor
1 | 1.00-1.75 Strongly Disagree | Very poor
Source: Primary data, (2021)

satisfactory in Coca-Cola Company (general average
mean=2.64, Std=1.034).
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The study investigated to find out the types of supply
chain management systems used by the Coca-Cola
Company in Namanve, unfortunately, the study found that
supplier and customer integration were poorly practiced
by the company. However, information sharing and
internal integration were satisfactorily practiced by the
company.

To further elaborate on the above findings, table 4
revealed that supplier integration was assessed by
respondents as poor with an average mean of 2.15 and a
standard deviation of 0.565. This was attributed to the fact
that the majority of the respondents disagreed that they
expect their relationship with key suppliers to last a long
time (mean=2.36, Std=0.602). Furthermore, respondents
also disagreed that they regularly solve their problems
jointly with their suppliers (mean=1.88, Std=0.328) and
consider their suppliers as an extension of their company
(mean=1.38, Std=0.492).  Similarly, respondents
disagreed that they share sensitive information with their
suppliers (mean=1.32, Std=0.418).

The above results imply that Coca-Cola Company does
not have a good relationship with its suppliers. This is
because they do not solve their problems jointly with their
suppliers; neither do they share sensitive information with
their suppliers. This can lead to poor performance of the
company if there is no good relationship with suppliers.
This is because, in every company, suppliers are the
backbone to any success, hence without a good
relationship; the company is bound to fail.

Supplier integration, therefore, would help in providing
vital help to the company in terms of information sharing,
coordination, trust, shared technology, integrated
processes, long-term contracts, assisting suppliers to
improve  production processes, fostering quality
improvements, investing in supplier’s assets, including
suppliers in new product development, improving
supplier’s overall capabilities, risk, and reward sharing,
and shared gains from development efforts. As such,
integration will result in improved decision-making,
enhanced knowledge sharing, aligned capabilities, built
learning routines, and increased performance of supply
chain partners. Trust enhances the degree of commitment
between the two parties, reduces transactional costs,
improves cooperation, enhances the satisfaction of the
two parties, decreases formal contracts, and reduces
conflicts.

The study findings in Table 4 revealed that customer
integration was assessed by respondents as poor with an
average mean of 2.13 and a standard deviation of 1.453.
The poor customer integration at Coca Cola Company
could have been attributed to the fact that majority of the
respondents of the respondents disagreed that they
frequently measure and evaluate customer satisfaction
(mean=2.43, Std=3.140), and emphasize the evaluation of
formal and informal customer complaints (mean=2.31,
Std=1.692). Similarly, respondents disagreed that the
company’s customer focus is reflected in its business
planning  (mean=1.50, Std=0.506).  Furthermore,
respondents disagreed that they frequently interact with

customers to set competitive priorities (mean=1.42,
Std=0.498).

The above findings could imply that Coca-Cola Company
does not take its customers seriously. This is because they
do not focus on their customers by evaluating to find out
their level of satisfaction, and complaints. The company
also is seen not to interact with customers. This implies
that if there is market competition for customers, Coca-
Cola will likely lose because they do not value its
customers as much as it should have.

Unfortunately, the fundamental aspect of customer
relationships is the focus on key customers to understand
their needs and requirements and to satisfy them.
Customer integration can be practiced through integrated
problem-solving initiatives, direct customer contacts,
managing customer complaints, increasing customer
satisfaction, and establishing long-range relations with
customers. In other words, customer integration is
expected to yield different benefits to organizations. Such
benefits include the ability to differentiate products from
competitors, increased market share and retention of
profitable customers, improved customer loyalty, quickly
resolving potential problems, shared knowledge and
expertise  concerning new  technologies, deep
understanding of customer needs, and rapid responses to
customers.

The findings in Table 4 revealed that information sharing
was assessed by respondents as satisfactory with an
average mean of 2.51, and a standard deviation of 1.036.
The above findings were attributed to the fact that the
majority of the respondents strongly agreed that they have
a direct computer-to-computer link with key suppliers
(mean=3.29, Std=0.970) and that they achieve intra-
organizational coordination using electronic links
(mean=2.68, Std=1.074). The company also indicated that
they have electronic mailing capabilities with their key
suppliers (mean=2.67, Std=1.162). Unfortunately, the
company does not use the electronic transfer of purchase
orders invoices, and/or funds (mean=2.07, Std=1.091).
The above findings imply that Coca-Cola Company is
doing its level best to share information with suppliers
through emails and electronic measures. However, the
electronic measures are limited to a greater extent. This
could be because of their lack of technology capability to
handle the security issues that come about with using the
internet infrastructure.

Information sharing means distributing useful information
for systems, people, or organizational units. To enhance
the results of information sharing, organizations should
answer four main questions: First, we ask what to share,
then whom to share it with, then how to share, and finally
when to share. The quality of answers will help to avoid
redundancy, reduce sharing costs, and improve responses.
The term ‘Information Sharing’ can also be referred to as
‘Knowledge Sharing’ or ‘Information Integration’. There
exists a myriad of information in a supply chain, such as
logistics, business, strategic, tactical, and many more.
We all know that the main principle of SCM is the sharing
of information within supply chains. By sharing
information with members of the supply chain, an
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organization can respond more quickly to the customer’s
changing needs.

Furthermore, the findings presented in Table 4 revealed
that internal integration was assessed by respondents as
very satisfactory with an average mean of 3.78 and a
standard deviation of 1.080. The very satisfactory internal
integration at Coca-Cola was attributed to closely
coordinated inter-departmental logistic activities in the
company (mean=3.96, Std=1.037) and having logistics
integration which is characterized by excellent
distribution, transportation, and warehousing
(mean=3.87, Std=0.952). Furthermore, the company has
well-integrated inbound and outbound distribution of
goods with suppliers (mean=3.85, Std=1.080). This has
made information and materials flow smoothly between
the company and supplier firms (mean=3.43, Std=1.252).
Internal integration is an essential practice that should be
implemented before moving to achieve external
integration. Internal integration deals with integrating and
linking information among different organizational
departments, creating easy access to inventory
information, developing an easily accessed integrated

database that encompasses main operational data,
integrating  production processes using advanced
information systems, and linking production and

marketing departments using computerized planning
systems.

In general, Coca-Cola Company does not have good
customer and supplier integration; however, it does share
its information and has a good internal integration where
there is good inter-departmental communication.
Unfortunately, Coca-Cola Company has left very vital
aspects that could steer its financial performance to a
greater level. Their negligence of customers by not
focusing on their needs, complaints, and level of
satisfaction if taken advantage of by a potential competitor
could cause a huge blow to the company. Not only that,
the company does not have a very good relationship with
its suppliers, rather it keeps its suppliers outside the box
without having any good communication and feedback
with them.

Discussion

The Various Types of Supply Chain
Management Systems Used by Coca-Cola
Bottling Company in Namanve

This study was to find out the various types of supply
chain management systems used by Coca-Cola bottling
companies in Namanve. The study found that the types of
supply chain management systems used by Coca-Cola
were  satisfactory  (general average mean=2.64,
Std=1.034). The study further found that supplier and
customer integration were poorly practiced by the
company. However, information sharing and internal
integration were satisfactorily practiced by the company.
To further elaborate the above findings, the study found
that supplier integration was assessed by respondents as
poor with an average mean of 2.15 and standard deviation
of 0.565. This was attributed to the fact that Coca-Cola

Company does not have a good relationship with its
suppliers. This is because they do not solve their problems
jointly with their suppliers; neither do they share sensitive
information with their suppliers. This therefore means that
Coca-Cola Company does not maintain a long-term
relationship with its suppliers.

According to Li et al. (2012), supplier integration is
characterized by various aspects and activities such as
information  sharing, coordination, trust, shared
technology, integrated processes, long-term contracts,
assisting suppliers to improve production processes,
fostering quality improvements, investing in supplier’s
assets, including suppliers in new product development,
improving supplier’s overall capabilities, risk and reward
sharing, and shared gains from development efforts.
Unfortunately, Coca-Cola company does not take
advantage of this integration, instead, they terminate
suppliers immediately after a contract has been
accomplished.

According to Un et al. (2010), collaboration with suppliers
offers only limited new knowledge, because these often
act in the same market as the firm. The information of the
supplier and the buyer might therefore be the same, or at
least similar. Nevertheless, the supplier’s knowledge is
something that can be very important for the firm. As the
supplier has another set of skills, this might be a resource
for the firm to use. Un et al. (2010) also state that even if
the knowledge of the suppliers is limited, it is easier to
access this knowledge than the knowledge of other actors
in the supply chain. The supplier also supports
innovations more than other actors, due to the
combination of common goals and complementary
capabilities between the supplier and the firm.

A study by Wynstra and Weggeman (2011), states that
integrating suppliers leads to lower risk, as the risk is
shared between the two firms (supplier and buyer), the
firm can move faster into new markets, and also gain new
resources. Hagedoorn (2013) states that if information and
knowledge are shared to a higher extent between firms,
the quality of the product will be higher than if the
information and knowledge exchange were to be poor.
Lau et al. (2010) conclude in their research that suppliers
might not want to expose their knowledge and resources
and thus not be willing to share all valuable information.
By only delivering the required information, the
innovation process might be disturbed, which will
probably lead to less innovative products and lower
performance (Lau et al., 2010). This is a fairly short-term
thinking by the supplier, as his success increases with the
success of the buying firm (Un et al., 2010).

The study findings further revealed that customer
integration was poor (average mean=2.13, Std=Standard
Deviation=1.453). The findings could imply that Coca-
Cola Company does not take its customers seriously. This
is because they do not focus on their customers by
evaluating to find out their level of satisfaction, and
complaints.

Tan et al. (2012) suggest that customer relationship is an
important element of SCM practices; it involves the
downstream element of SCM. In their study, customer-
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relations practices include the following: evaluating
customer complaints, following up with customers for
feedback, enhancing customer support, predicting key
factors affecting customer relationships, predicting
customers’ future expectations, interacting with
customers to set standards, and measuring customer
satisfaction. Furthermore, the result of their survey
suggests that firms that have strong customer relationships
are confident in their ability to evaluate customer
complaints and provide support to their customers.
Vickery et al. (2003) emphasize the importance of
establishing a close customer relationship as a major
practice of supply chain integration to enable
organizations to respond faster to customers. As the
demand for customized products and personalized
services increases, so does the need to have close
relationships with customers (Wines, 1996). Furthermore,
Tu et al. (2004) hypothesize that close customer contact
will lead to higher levels of mass customization
capabilities. This suggests that close and continuous
interaction with customers is essential for organizations to
develop highly customized products.

In other words, customer relationship comprises the entire
array of practices that are employed to manage customer
complaints, build long-term relationships with customers,
and improve customer satisfaction (Claycomb et al.
2013). Tan et al. (2014) consider customer relationship
management as an important component of SCM
practices. As pointed out by Day (2012), committed
relationships are the most sustainable advantage because
of their inherent barriers to competition. The growth of
mass customization and personalized service is leading to
an era in which relationship management with customers
is becoming crucial for corporate survival (Wines, 2011).
Good relationships with supply chain members, including
customers, are needed for the successful implementation
of SCM programs. Close customer relationship allows an
organization to differentiate its product from competitors,
sustain customer loyalty, and dramatically extend the
value it provides to its customers (Magretta, 2012).
Information and knowledge from customers is highly
valuable for a firm’s ability to innovate. However, the
problem is that compared to knowledge from suppliers, it
is much harder to get (Griffin and Hauser 2013).
Interacting  with  customers could improve the
understanding of the wants and needs in the market, and
firms can avoid major losses, both in time and money.
However, it is unfortunate that Coca-Cola Company is
taking their customers seriously. This implies that if there
is market competition for customers, the Coca-Cola
Company would likely lose because they do not value
their customers as much as they should have.
Furthermore, the findings revealed that information
sharing was satisfactory (average mean =2.51, Std=
Standard Deviation=1.036). The findings imply that
Coca-Cola Company is doing its level best to share
information with suppliers through emails and electronic
measures. This implies that the advancements in
information technology have greatly contributed to the
evolution of sharing information throughout the supply

chain. According to Stein and Sweat (1998), regular
exchanges of information enable supply chain parties to
perform as a single body. This signifies that shared
information has different kinds related to inventory,
resources, products, demands, delays, and planning
information. It may also include information about
quality, logistics, customer and general market
information, and design information. Singh (2013) argues
that to yield the best results, shared information has to be
adequate, accurate, credible, and timely. This is because
information sharing affects performance in terms of
improved customer responsiveness, decreased costs,
enhanced service levels, and reduced levels of
complexity.

Mohr and Spekman (2014) suggest that information
sharing and being knowledgeable about each other’s
business help partners maintain their relationship for a
longer time. Thus, it will reduce uncertainties in the
market if supply chain members have more information
and knowledge about other members (Yu et al., 2001).
Furthermore, Frazier et al. (1988) suggest that
organizations should share and exchange information
with their suppliers regarding production plans, core
products, process designs, schedules, and product
development to create synergies between the organization
and its suppliers. This synergy will increase the ability of
supply chains to react effectively to sudden changes and
uncertainties in the market (Lee, 2000).

Many researchers have suggested that the key to the
seamless supply chain is making available undistorted and
up-to-date marketing data at every node within the supply
chain (Towill 2015; Balsmeier and Voisin 2014). By
taking the data available and sharing it with other parties
within the supply chain, information can be used as a
source of competitive advantage. Lalonde (2012)
considers the sharing of information as one of five
building blocks that characterize a solid supply chain
relationship. According to Stein and Sweat (2014), supply
chain partners who exchange information regularly can
work as a single entity. Together, they can understand the
needs of the end customer better and hence can respond to
market change quickly.

Sharing Information among supply chain members may
bring several benefits to industries. Among these benefits,
Lee et al. (2007) demonstrate the potential advantages of
information sharing for manufacturers in two ways, either
expected cost reduction or inventory reduction. According
to Zhao et al. (2012), if information sharing is used
efficiently, the manufacturers can reduce inventory costs
by 5 to 35 percent when the service level is maintained or
increased by the retailers.

When additional information becomes available within a
supply chain, partners may benefit from this improved
visibility to alter existing plans or formulate future
operations. For instance, sharing demand information
enables each of the supply chain members to make
accurate predictions based on real demand (Li et al. 2012).
Furthermore, the findings revealed that internal
integration was satisfactory (average mean=3.78,
Standard Deviation=1.080). This was attributed to the fact
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that the company has closely coordinated inter-
departmental logistic activities and has logistics
integration which is characterized by excellent
distribution, transportation, and warehousing.

According to Vanichchinchai and Igel (2009), internal
integration is an essential practice that should be
implemented before moving to achieve external
integration. This is because internal integration deals with
integrating and linking information among different
organizational departments, creating easy access to
inventory information, developing an easily accessed
integrated database that encompasses main operational
data, integrating production processes using advanced
information systems, and linking production and
marketing departments using computerized planning
systems.

Barratt (2013) stresses that there are not just gains in
adopting internal integration: There could be a
development of one large organizational silo. To avoid a
great silo, Barratt says stress should be applied to
simultaneously link inner collaboration with external
collaboration: “Internal integration must be aligned with
the drivers and constraints of the rest of the supply chain.
The predominantly mentioned positive impact of internal
integration is the alignment of inner processes; other
positive impacts have been scarcely mentioned (Chen et
al.2009). Nevertheless, Lambert and Cooper (2011) stress
that a company’s success comes down to how successfully
management can integrate the intricate network of
business relationships in the company. But there is
another side of the coin; Parker et al. (2012) stress that
needed integration mechanisms in internal integration
may give rise to costs that are not outweighed by the
benefits of implementing them. Fully integrating may
become too costly. Johnson and Filippini (2013) take it
one step further, questioning the very impact of internal
integration on-time performance.

When talking about internal integration, it is usual to talk
about supply-related functions that should be internally
integrated, such as purchasing, manufacturing, and
logistics. According to Barratt (2013), there is also a need
to include marketing and R&D activities (NPD).
According to Barratt, internal integration can be enabled
through internal collaboration as collaboration can
overcome functional myopia. However, Lambert and
Cooper (2011) report that improvement in efficiency of
internal supply chain activities such as purchasing,
manufacturing, and logistics, has been sought by
organizations for many years. Some authors would
suggest that very few organizations have achieved internal
integration of their activities. For example, Barratt states:
“There are few if any organizations that have achieved
complete internal integration, i.e. purchasing-
manufacturing-logistics-marketing. Kahn and Mentzer
classify such early forms of integration as predominantly
based on interaction, in the sense that functional
departments hold meetings and attempt to share more
information” (p.35).

Collaboration efforts, such as common vision or shared
resources, are said to be missing in such meetings.

Bowersox et al. (2010) are of similar opinion stating that
there have been efforts to integrate internal functionality
by many firms, but that there is much evidence to strongly
indicate that there are significant gaps: “Managers often
report more success in coordinating with customers than
with their own manufacturing, logistical, and marketing
operations. The capabilities that support internal
integration are cross-functional unification,
standardization, simplification, compliance, and structural
adaptation.” Therefore, according to Bowersox et al
(2010), identification, quantification, and organizational
learning of the capabilities that support internal
integration have no significance.

In general, Coca-Cola Company has left very vital aspects
that could steer its financial performance to a greater level.
Their negligence of customers by not focusing on their
needs, complaints, and level of satisfaction if taken
advantage of by a potential competitor could cause a huge
blow to the company. Not only that, the company does not
have a very good relationship with its suppliers, rather it
keeps its suppliers outside the box without having any
good communication and feedback with them.

Conclusion

The study found that the supply chain management
system was satisfactory in the Coca-Cola company
(general average mean=2.64, Std=1.034). In conclusion,
therefore, as regards supply chain management systems,
Coca-Cola Company does not have good customer and
supplier integration; however, it does share its
information and has good internal integration where there
are good inter-departmental communications.
Unfortunately, Coca-Cola Company has left very vital
aspects that could steer its financial performance to a
greater level. Their negligence of customers by not
focusing on their needs, complaints, and level of
satisfaction if taken advantage of by a potential competitor
could cause a huge blow to the company.

Recommendation

There is a need for Coca-Cola Company to improve its
relationship with suppliers. This can be achieved by
sharing information with suppliers and regularly solving
problems jointly with suppliers where needed. This will
help in building a good relationship which will guarantee
company performance both financially and structurally.
There is a need for Coca-Cola Company to handle their
customers properly. This can be achieved by attending to
them promptly and responding to their complaints
professionally and satisfactorily.
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