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Abstract—The purpose of this article is to study the signaling
potential of “supplier awards” in creating shareholder value for
the award-giving and the award-receiving rm. We use event study
methodology with supplier awards as events that signal mutually
benecial buyer–supplier relationship (BSR) efforts to estimate the
rm value generated from these efforts. Supplier awards, apart
from being a supplier development (SD) activity in themselves, are
also a signal of a mutually benecial relationship between a buyer
and a supplier. This article performs a deep study by investigating
the impact of traits, such as award exclusivity and award satiation,
on the efcacy of supplier awards as a signaling mechanism. We nd
that shareholders of rms that give awards (buyers) and those of
rms that receive awards (suppliers) react positively to such events,
thereby establishing the signaling potential of supplier awards that
signal the mutually benecial BSR and SD efforts. We nd that a
more exclusive award has a higher positive impact on the buyer’s
shareholders. We also nd that there is a higher impact on the
supplier’s market value when that supplier receives awards less fre-
quently. This article pioneers a study of interorganizational awards
that considers traits, such as exclusivity and award satiation, that
are not frequently studied in extant research.

Index Terms—Buyer–supplier relationship (BSR), corporate
award, event study, rm value, supplier award.

I. INTRODUCTION

THE notion of the supply chain is often considered to have
shown companies the limitations of individualistic think-

ing. However, Japanese companies (post–World War II) had
already embraced collaborative thinking in the limited form of
supplier development programs to build long-term relationships
with their supply partners [1]. The success stories of Toyota,
Nissan, and Honda have shown their counterparts around the
world the importance of building deep supplier relationships
[2]. A report on the experiences of supply-chain leaders of
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industries across the world suggests that supply chains with
strategic supplier engagement enjoy a better reputation than
others [3]. Among other initiatives, supplier development (SD)
activities are one of the most important ways to build a deep and
long-term buyer–supplier relationship (BSR)1 [4], [5], [6].

This article aims to quantify the shareholder value creation
potential of events, such as the announcement of supplier awards,
which signify mutually benecial BSR and SD efforts. Al-
though numerous papers have studied the importance of these
efforts, there is a dearth of research establishing the shareholder
value-creation potential of such initiatives. Supplier award event
signals the mutually benecial BSR initiatives between a buyer
and a supplier. In this sense, this study is the rst to document
the market reaction to fruitful efforts by rms toward developing
BSR. Through “supplier awards,” a form of interorganizational
awards between transacting rms involved in BSR, we capture
the aforementioned market reaction toward the fruitful BSR.

This study is the rst to analyze the impact on shareholder
value of the award-giving rm (i.e., the buyer) along with the
award-receiving rm (i.e., the supplier). It is also the rst to
quantify and analyze the traits associated with the awards, such
as exclusivity and satiation. We use the event-study method to
study the phenomenon.

A. Supplier Awards

Among the various ways of developing BSR, one of the
primary ways is SD. SD can be dened as efforts by the buyer
to shape the capabilities of a supplier to meet its long-term
supply needs [4], [7]. SD activities, such as training and educa-
tion, technology investment, site visits, supplier evaluation, and
supplier recognition (awards), are considered “direct involve-
ment” activities/efforts [8]. “Indirect involvement” includes the
promise of increased future business and the use of alternative
suppliers to provide competition to the current supplier [8]. Sup-
plier awards are some of the important direct involvement SD
activities undertaken by companies [9], [10]. Many companies
have a supplier handbook that serves as a practical guide to
the SD process, and awards are one of the activities listed in
that handbook. For instance, ON Semiconductor, a Fortune 500
company, has a handbook that discusses its ve-step SD process,
one of the steps being a “supplier recognition award” [11]. Note

1As noted, supplier development (SD) initiatives are part of building buyer–
supplier relationships (BSR). In this regard, we refer to the literature on both
the topics. Additionally, from this point on, we use “BSR/SD” together while
making a common statement and “SD” independently for any specic statement
with respect to SD.
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that even without a formal SD program in place, rms engage
with suppliers through various activities that still fall under the
umbrella of BSR and SD efforts.

Awarding the best/preferred supplier indicates four major
aspects of a BSR/SD. First, the supplier award gives a clear
indication of a mutually benecial SD dyad, which also reects
the promise of a successful long-term BSR. Second, it is a way
of recognizing the efforts of the supplier in the rm’s growth
and provides a nonmonetary incentive to the supplier. Third,
from the supplier’s perspective, such recognition cements its
position and the perception in the market about its capabilities
and role in mutually benecial BSR/SD efforts. Finally, such
awards can be considered a good proxy for the efforts made
by the buying rm in building long-term relationships with
its supplier by implementing SD initiatives. Supplier awards,
therefore, signal the satisfaction of both the rms (buyer and
supplier) involved in the SD interaction [9], [12], indicating the
rm’s improved operational and nancial performance, leading
to a positive shareholder reaction. By calculating the shareholder
value generated by such awards, we estimate the value creation
potential of BSR/SD efforts for both the buyer and the supplier.

To gain a nuanced understanding of supplier awards, we also
study award characteristics such as “exclusivity” and “satiation.”
Exclusivity of an award is dened as the “number of awards
conferred by the buyer per supplier,” and the satiation of an award
is dened as the “frequency at which a supplier is receiving the
award.”

B. Contribution

Our study makes several contributions to the research and
literature in the eld of event study, operations management,
and BSR and SD literature. Through analyzing data from about
18 years, we nd that supplier awards have a positive impact on
the market value of both the award-giving (buyer) and the award-
receiving (supplier) rms.2 Furthermore, buyers’ shareholders
appreciate exclusive awards, and suppliers’ shareholders have
award satiation, i.e., initial awards have a higher impact than
subsequent awards. Our work also contributes directly to the
literature by being the rst study to capture the effectiveness of
supplier awards in signaling mutually benecial BSR efforts to
shareholders by quantifying the impact on the market value of
the rms involved. By studying both the award giver and the
recipient rm, the study provides a holistic understanding of the
“supplier award” phenomenon in the context of BSR/SD efforts.

II. LITERATURE REVIEW: RESEARCH GAP

We establish the research gap using two streams of literature,
i.e., organizational awards literature and BSR and SD literature.

A. Organizational Awards Literature

Organizational awards literature in the operations manage-
ment eld can be reviewed along the dimension of “type of

2We use the expressions “award-giving rm” and “buyer rm” interchange-
ably throughout this article. Similarly, we use the expressions “award-receiving
rm” and “supplier rm” interchangeably throughout this article.

TABLE I
SUMMARY OF RELEVANT ORGANIZATIONAL AWARDS LITERATURE

award” considered in a study. Earlier event studies related to the
type of awards have been based on 1) quality awards being used
as proxies for successful Total Quality Management programs
[13] or (2) awards conferred by third-party institutions, such as
the Malcolm Baldrige National Quality Award (MBNQA) [14]
and Automotive News’ PACE awards for supplier innovation
[15]. The studies that have considered awards conferred by the
buying rms are largely based on awards that represent one
unique dimension for which the supplier is awarded. Most such
studies are based on the dimension of “quality.” For example,
“quality awards,” studied by Hendricks and Singhal [13], repre-
sent product conformance and performance quality. The award
recognizes the quality of the product supplied by the rm and
not the overall supplier “rm” performance. The same is also
reected in the title of such awards, for instance, “product quality
award” or “innovation award.” However, some awards are con-
stituted by the buyers to recognize the suppliers who excelled on
multiple dimensions, signifying the overall mutually benecial
BSR. “Supplier awards” represent such awards. Therefore, the
assessment of a supplier for a potential “supplier award” is
based simultaneously on several dimensions, such as pricing,
reliability, cost, quality, delivery, innovativeness, technology,
continuous improvement, responsiveness, exibility, safety, and
environmental responsibility, depending on each buying rm’s
specic context. These multiple criteria for “supplier awards”
are also reected in the denitions of such awards (refer to web
Appendix B for sample denitions from our dataset). Table I pro-
vides a snapshot of the existing organizational awards literature
along with the research gap. We nd no paper studying “supplier
awards” except Azadegan and Pai [16], which considers the
impact of supplier awards in the computer and semiconductor
industry on the supplier’s nancial performance. Specically,
they consider the product lifecycle perspective to understand
the impact of operational awards (i.e., supplier awards ) and
“product awards” during various lifecycle stages. The objective
of their study was to capture the impact of such awards on the
suppliers’ (award receivers) nancial performance. We note that
the study, by Azadegan and Pai [16], does not consider the
signaling potential of such awards to create shareholder value
for the concerned rms. Moreover, unlike this study, the study by
Azadegan and Pai [16] (and other studies in the awards literature)
does not consider the perspective of both the award giver (buyer)
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and the receiver (supplier) together and is limited to the context
of a single industry, the semiconductor industry.

Next, we discuss the other differentiating factors of our study,
such as the consideration of award characteristics and the choice
of signaling theory as the appropriate theoretical lens. None of
the papers we have come across in the eld empirically studies
any award characteristics. Through our study, we quantify and
test the award characteristics such as exclusivity and satiation.

Depending upon the objective, various studies based on
awards have chosen an appropriate theoretical lens to analyze the
phenomenon. The objective of the study by Wilson and Collier
[14] was to test the effectiveness of the MBNQA’s award criteria
that are primarily based on “leadership drives the system that
creates results.” Chae et al. [15] adopted the social capital view
in their objective of analyzing which supplier the buyer values
the most out of all the suppliers that have previously won a
PACE innovation award. Specically, the authors look at the role
of social capital between the buyer and the supplier toward the
innovation value added by the supplier. In their study, Azadegan
and Pai [16] utilized the diffusion of innovation (DOI) model
to capture the impact on suppliers’ nancial performance on
receiving awards for innovation. DOI lens enables the authors
to capture the product lifecycle and the role of innovation at
different stages of the lifecycle. Hendricks and Singhal [13]
hypothesized the positive impact of an award on the market
value of a rm due to the likely increase in the net expected
future cash ows of the rm. The authors differentiate between
conformance quality and performance quality and how each
form of quality improvement can lead to a positive market value
once the supplier receives the quality award. In our study, we
adopt the signaling theory lens to analyze the impact of supplier
awards on the market value of the rms. Moreover, given that
our study analyses the award characteristics, such as exclusivity
and satiation, signaling theory provides us with appropriate
constructs to build argumentation on how such characteristics
of an award lead to different market value impacts.

B. BSR and SD Literature

As mentioned earlier, awarding a supplier is considered an
SD activity, thus signifying the mutually benecial BSR dyad.
From that perspective, our study also contributes to the broad
literature around SD and BSR. We briey discuss the gap lled
by our study in this stream. We classify the extant literature
related to BSR/SD under three broad categories,3 viz.,

1) participating entity’s perspective;
2) theoretical lenses;
3) type of impact.
Our extensive literature review reveals several papers dis-

cussing the benets of SD efforts. However, we nd that the
extant literature provides only a limited understanding of these
benets. First, a majority of such papers limit their benet
analysis to the operational level, and the impact on nancial
performance is largely understudied. Second, most of the papers

3Web Appendix A provides a detailed classication of the extant literature in
these categories along with the references for the papers.

study the impact of SD efforts on the buyer and, to an extent,
on the BSR. The impact on supplier’s performance is largely
missing, with the few studies that analyze it doing so from
the buying rm’s perspective. Moreover, no attempt has been
made to estimate the shareholder value creation potential of
BSR/SD efforts for the buyer and the supplier. Market value
is an important indicator of rm performance. Therefore, any
evidence pertaining to the effect of BSR/SD efforts on the
market value of the rms involved is valuable information. The
objective of such studies in the literature is to analyze the impact
on the operational, nancial, and strategic performance of the
parties involved in mutual relationships. Hence, the theoretical
lenses adopted in such studies include transaction cost theory,
resource-based view, evolutionary perspective, social exchange
theory, knowledge-based view, resource dependence theory, and
social capital theory. Given that our objective is to analyze
the impact on the market performance through supplier award
events, signaling theory provides us with the required constructs.
Table A2 in web Appendix A provides a snapshot of the existing
BSR and SD literature along with the research gap.

Based on the research gaps identied, we dene our research
aim as:

Studying the shareholder value creation potential of events,
such as the announcement of supplier awards, that signify mu-
tually benecial BSR and SD efforts while understanding the
efcacy of supplier awards as a signaling mechanism for such
mutually benecial efforts.

III. HYPOTHESIS DEVELOPMENT

A. Signaling Theory

We use signaling theory to build our theoretical grounding
and the eventual hypothesis development. The signaling theory
is based on the premise that information asymmetry between
parties is reduced through appropriate signals [17], [18]. The
mechanism involves the sender, the receiver, the signal, and
the signaling environment or context. The senders are typically
the insiders (for instance, managers) of a rm who have infor-
mation about the rm that is not easily available to outsiders.
Such information may include supply chain health, the rm’s
investment plan in technology, or, in our study’s context, the
state of the relationship with the key suppliers. The receivers
are the outsiders who lack the “privileged perspective” about
the rm due to the information asymmetry. The extant literature
in operations management has considered various categories of
receivers, such as customers [19], [20], supply chain partners
[21], and investors [22].

In the context of our study, we consider shareholders/investors
as the receivers. Investors and shareholders access the rm infor-
mation through publicly available documents such as nancial
reports. However, they may not have access to private informa-
tion about the rm, such as its initiatives around developing mu-
tually benecial relationships with its supply chain partners. To
reduce such an information asymmetry, investors and sharehold-
ers may look for signals, such as “supplier awards,” that can help
them in their decision-making process. Senders intend to convey
specic information through these signals to the receivers. As
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mentioned earlier, “supplier awards” are representative of the
mutually benecial supply chain relationship. Furthermore, such
awards are considered part of the SD/BSR process. Therefore,
we can say that the senders (buyers), through such signals (such
as supplier awards), intend to convey the benets the rms
involved (buyer and supplier) have received through the SD/BSR
engagement in the past period to the outsiders (shareholders and
investors).

Next, we develop the base hypotheses for our study while
discussing how the BSR/SD practices that lead to mutually ben-
ecial relationships affect the respective rms’ (the buyer and
the supplier) operational, strategic, and nancial performance,
which in turn, when signaled through “supplier award” inuence
the shareholders and investors to take their decision.

B. Abnormal Returns for Buyer and Supplier Firms

SD efforts are an ongoing process throughout a year, either
formally constituted through a program or informally practiced
depending on where the buying rm is located on the continuum
between limited to extensive SD adoption [23]. A compre-
hensive list of different types of SD activities undertaken by
various rms (in their respective contexts) is presented in web
Appendix B. On the one hand, giving an award to a supplier
rm is one of the SD activities [9], [10], [24] undertaken by
a buyer rm, and on the other hand, such an award is also a
strong signal of the benets of BSR/SD efforts that both the
rms are reaping [9], [12]. This situation is clear when we
compare different SD activities with sample award denitions
from our dataset.4 It is evident that factors considered while
evaluating a supplier for an award are also directly linked to
the SD activities performed by rms. For example, “innovation
practices” as one of the criteria for awards is directly related
to the SD activity of ”giving product/technology development
advice.” Similarly, “cost” as one of the criteria for awards is
directly related to the SD activity of cost-saving projects. We
again note that not all SD efforts are successful and that most
fail at the implementation stage [25]. Therefore, although SD
activities are carried out throughout a year, the announcement
of an award is a clear signal to the outside world of the mutually
benecial BSR/SD efforts carried out between the two rms to
date and the promise of future long-term benets. Hence, the
event generates an immediate stock market reaction.

The impact of BSR/SD efforts on the associated rms can
be classied into three categories (please nd relevant papers in
Table A3 in web appendix), viz.,

1) impact on operational performance;
2) impact on strategic performance;
3) impact on nancial performance.
Successful BSR/SD efforts positively affect a rm’s opera-

tional and strategic performance [26], which in turn positively
affect the rm’s nancial and nonnancial performance, leading
to positive shareholder reaction.

Regarding the impact on operational performance, supplier
rms involved in a long-term relationship experience higher

4See web appendix for SD activities and award denitions in dataset.

sales growth and better process performance (in terms of qual-
ity, cost, inventory, and lead time) compared to supplier rms
involved only in transactional relationships with their customers
(buyers) [8], [26], [27]. Furthermore, the improvement in sup-
plier’s operational performance is mediated by bilateral com-
munication, cooperation, and commitment [28] and resource
allocation [29], among others. Regarding the impact on strategic
performance, a long-term relationship enables the exchange of
knowledge between buyer and supplier rms, creating a joint
position of competitiveness [30]. The receipt of an award sig-
nals the positive impact of BSR/SD efforts on the operational
and strategic performance (and, therefore, on the nancial and
nonnancial performance) of the supplier rm. This, in turn,
reassures the supplier’s shareholders’ expectations of increased
future cash ows. Hence, we propose the following hypothesis:

H1: Receiving an award as a quality/dependable/top supplier posi-
tively impacts the award-receiving rm’s market value.

There is an equal incentive for the buyer to put effort into
maintaining and strengthening the relationship [31]. Buyers can
utilize the supplier’s capabilities to their advantage in BSR and
hence increase their quality and process performance [26], [32],
thereby improving their operational performance. Regarding the
impact on strategic performance, successful BSR/SD efforts
improve buyer rms’ market responsiveness [33] and competi-
tive advantage [34]. Moreover, a dedicated SD program for its
suppliers enables a buying rm to tailor its purchasing strategy
to its corporate strategy [10], resulting in a positive impact on
both operational and strategic performance. The positive impact
of BSR/SD efforts on the operational and strategic performance
positively impacts the nancial and nonnancial performance
of the buyer rm. Therefore, an event of “supplier award”
signals and reassures the buyer’s shareholders’ expectations of
increased future cash ows due to the buyer’s effort to develop
benecial supply chain relationships. Hence, we propose the
following hypothesis:

H2: Giving an award to a quality/dependable/top supplier positively
impacts the award-giving rm’s market value.

C. Value of Award

Not every award holds equal value among the potential recip-
ients or the audience in general. Different characteristics of the
award giver and the award recipient impact the perceived value
of an award [35]. The higher the value of an award, the more it
is sought after by the potential recipients. One way to judge the
value of an award is to determine how exclusive the award is.
Recognition through an award has more value if the award is
difcult to get and more recipients are vying for the same [36].

1) Award Giver (Buyer): A buyer can have an SD program
with many of its suppliers in some form or another. In such
a scenario, receiving an award from the buyer indicates the
success of the relationship and provides the supplier assurance of
future business with the buyer. From the supplier’s perspective,
the more suppliers there are that receive such an award from
the buyer, the less condence the supplier and its shareholders
will have in the perceived value of such an award. The above
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argument (at the ‘individual’ level) is well observed in the
domain of economics and HRM [35], [37]. This leads us to
propose the following hypothesis:

H3a: The exclusivity of the “supplier award” positively impacts the
increase in the award-receiving rm’s market value.

From the buyer’s (award-giving rm’s) perspective, the more
exclusive the award is, the more it is valued by its shareholders.
Although giving awards to many suppliers might indicate a
buyer’s fruitful relationship with multiple suppliers, it might
not surprise the market enough, i.e., the more the number of
awards, the lesser the surprise for the market. Moreover, buyers
tend to be selective while giving awards to their suppliers. One
of the rationales behind being selective while giving awards
is to induce competitive pressure among suppliers to improve
their performance [8]. Furthermore, giving an award is also an
indirect indication of the performance standard the buying rm
sets for its suppliers, and an exclusive award is an indication
of “asking more” from the suppliers, in the absence of which
the buyer might only deserve a sub-standard service from its
suppliers[23]. Hence, we propose the following hypothesis for
buyers:

H3b: The exclusivity of the “supplier award” positively impacts the
increase in the award-giving rm’s market value.

2) Award Recipient (Supplier): How frequently a per-
son/organization receives an award has an impact on the per-
ceived value of the award [36]. Initial recognition has a higher
value to the receiver than subsequent recognition [36]. This
phenomenon of fatigue to excess has been referred to as satiation
in the nutrition literature [38]. The satiation effect has been
studied in management literature to signify fatigue from various
events like television commercials [39] or market events [40].
Any award or recognition has a similar satiation effect where the
initial award will have a higher impact, and satiation or fatigue
will set in for subsequent awards leading to a lower impact from
those. This can also be understood from the expectancy theory
[41], [42].

Receiving an award for the rst time is generally unexpected
by shareholders, leading to a strong reaction in the stock market.
On the other hand, a supplier’s receipt of an award that it has
secured multiple times in the past is more obvious than a sur-
prising outcome in the eyes of its shareholders. The absence of
surprise on winning awards continuously is the award satiation
or fatigue, referred to in the preceding paragraph. Extant research
on second awards and subsequent victories has established that
the novelty and desirability of any award decrease steadily as
the awards become frequent [43]. As Bordalo et al. [44] pointed
out, the market values a rm with respect to expectations. Hence,
the market value of rms will rise less with repeat awards as a
result of the satiation effect getting stronger in the shareholders.
We hypothesize that as the frequency of receiving the award in-
creases, the increase in the market value reduces nonlinearly due
to diminishing marginal satiation from the subsequent awards.
Hence, we propose the following hypothesis:

H4a: As the frequency of receiving the “supplier award” increases,
the increase in award receiving rm’s market value diminishes non-
linearly.

From the award giver’s perspective, the award-receiving
rm’s satiation can affect the award-giving rm’s market value.
That is, if an award-giving rm awards a supplier whose satiation
is high (owing to receiving such awards more frequently), then
the increase in the award-giver’s market value is less. This is
likely the case as the expectation of such an event is already
high, and the element of surprise is missing. Hence, we propose
the following hypothesis:

H4b: As the frequency of receiving the “supplier award” increases
for a supplier, the increase in the market value of the rm giving an
award to the supplier diminishes.

IV. DATA AND METHOD

Our empirical study employs a two-phased approach, i.e.,
event study followed by regression analysis. The two phases
together enable us to test thoroughly the hypotheses proposed
in Section III.

A. Data Collection

To collect data related to these events, we used two databases,
i.e., Factiva and LexisNexis.5 Our time frame of analysis is 2002
to 2019. We chose the following three keywords for a news
search: supplier awards, supplier award, and best supplier award.
These three keywords were selected after analyzing corporate
reports and news events about supplier awards to cover the
maximum number of news articles related to the event of choice.
Post the utilization of these keywords, we employed a secondary
analysis to extract any remaining announcements. For the same,
we included the asterisk (∗) wildcard in the search phrases to
enable us to capture a vast array of supplier awards and act as a
robustness measure to ensure we did not miss differently worded
awards, including preferred supplier awards, excellent supplier
awards, and choice supplier awards. Web Appendix B provides a
brief selection of the events (in the period 2002–2019) with
examples of some news announcements.

The news announcements are generated from both databases
to ensure that we can capture any news event from any news
outlet pertaining to the event of interest. The earliest recorded
occurrence of the event in any newspaper is treated as the event
date as it is the rst occurrence of the news in the public domain
[45], [46]. Web Appendix C shows the data preparation process
in detail. All confounding events are eliminated from the dataset
of the news events that we collect as suggested in the established
literature [47], [48]. To remove the data points with confounding
events, we create a new search window for each event for the
supplier and the buyer. If any confounding event is detected in
the event window of 5 days [−22], that event is eliminated from
our dataset for the buyer/supplier for whom a confounding event
is detected. Confounding events include the following:

5Factiva and LexisNexis are news aggregation databases. Utilization of com-
plementary databases ensured higher robustness for data collection in the sense
that we could capture the earliest announcement of a news item from a news
outlet and released on one of these databases.
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1) declaration of annual results;
2) declaration of dividend;
3) top management arrests;
4) resignation or death of top management;
5) announcement of mergers or acquisitions.
This step leads to a total of 484 events for analysis.
Furthermore, for these 484 events, we follow the listed steps

to create the dataset of award-giving rms (buyers): 1) remove
unlisted award-giving rms and 2) remove award-giving rms
with confounding events. This process leaves us with a total of
290 relevant events. Table C2 shows the number of announce-
ments of supplier awards as retained in our dataset at different
stages of analysis.6

For this set of award-giving (buyers) and award-receiving
(suppliers) rms, we retrieve the daily closing stock prices for
a period of 232 days ranging from 230 days before the event to
2 days after the event. These data are generated from Bloomberg
and Thomson-Reuters along with rm-level nancial data,
such as rm revenue and prot. Both award-receiving (suppliers)
and award-giving (buyers) rms in our dataset have diverse sets
of characteristics, and this ensures the robustness and general-
izability of our analysis. Table D1 in web appendix shows the
characteristics of the rms in our dataset.

B. Research Method

The event study employed in this article is widely used in
a variety of management disciplines to analyze the impact of
rm-specic managerial events on their market value [49], [50].
Several researchers have used event studies to test the impact on
rms of awards-related announcements, such as quality awards
[13] and green activities [45]. A detailed description of the event
study method and models used in this study are provided in web
appendix.

Our event of focus is the announcement of awards to suppli-
ers. We use regression with abnormal returns as the dependent
variable for subsequent analysis. Through the event study, we
generate the value of the abnormal return, or the excess return,
over the expected market transaction for each rm that can be
attributed to the phenomenon under study, i.e., the giving and
receiving of supplier awards. The primary explanatory variables
in our analysis are the two award characteristics, i.e., “award
exclusivity” and “satiation distance.”

1) Award Giver (Buyer) Metric: Exclusivity: We opera-
tionalize the desirability of the award through variable exclu-
sivity (Exclusivity). In organizational studies, exclusivity or
desirability of the award is generally construed as the possibility
of a specic employee getting an award compared to the wider
pool of potential recipients [51]. It is often operationalized as
the number of awards per eligible employee.

For rm-level awards, this translates to the “number of awards
per supplier.” Hence, we have operationalized exclusivity as this.
Operationalization of the above construct requires data on the

6Detailed description of data including year-wise, month-wise, and industry-
wise distribution of rms in the sample set have been made available in Table
C1 in the web appendix.

exact number of suppliers of each rm in every year of analy-
sis, i.e., 2002–2019. However, the limitations in collecting and
archiving data on the supply-chain division of rms suggest that
Bloomberg SPLC only has these data for the period beginning
in 2006 compared to our original analysis period beginning in
2002.

To overcome this limitation, we create the exclusivity variable
by treating rm size (operationalized by rm revenue) as a proxy
for the number of suppliers. The assumption is that larger rms
have larger numbers of suppliers. We later validate this assump-
tion as shown in Section V.7 Using rm size enables us to analyze
the impact of award exclusivity on the complete data from the
period 2002–2019 using rm revenue as the denominator instead
of supplier count. The variable is operationalized by replacing
the “supplier count” in the exclusivity measure with the log of
rm revenue plus one (the number 1 is added as a constant to
eliminate the possibility of division by 0 in case of logarithms).
This transforms our measure of exclusivity to the “number of
awards per unit revenue.” This metric indicates if a small rm
is giving too many awards and hence the award is less exclusive
or if a large rm (with potentially many suppliers) is giving few
awards making the award highly exclusive.

However, in the case of supplier awards, additional complex-
ity is the fact that a rm may not give supplier awards every year,
and the number of awards given every year may change. This
way, the awards could be exclusive not just in size but also in
time, i.e., an award being available once a few years. Hence, we
take this into account as well while operationalizing an alternate
metric of “exclusivity” called “exclusivity rolling.”

We consider two aspects while dening Exclusivity in this
fashion, viz., 1) the rate at which buyer rm i has been awarding,
i.e., the average number of awards given by buyer rm i per year,
and 2) average supplier count/pool out of which buyer rm
awarded. To ensure the independence of the metric from the
sample time frame, we create a rolling window of n years
preceding the award wherein we compute the award metrics.
We then dene exclusivity of supplier award by buyer i in year
t (with n denoting rolling window length) as

Exclusivity_rollingit =
average award ratet

average supplier countt

=

∑t
j=t−(n−1) awarded suppliers countij

/
n

average supplier countt
. (1)

For our analysis, we have taken the rolling window length
to be 5 years. This rolling window analysis ensures that we
take into account rm behavior over a xed time window that is
large enough to study recurring award patterns (if any). To check
the robustness of the metric, we also compute the metric and
perform analysis for a 3-year window.

For instance, in the year 2006, a rm gives one award, then
the exclusivity of that award will be based on the total number

7We use the Bloomberg SPLC data, which provides the historical supplier
count of each rm on a specic date, to create the exclusivity variable with the
actual supplier count corresponding to award announcements for the 2006–2019
period and use that recomputed metric for robustness analysis.
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of awards given till 2006 (let us suppose it was zero, two, three,
four, and one in the 5-year window from 2002 to 2006, totaling
to ten). The denominator will have years elapsed till 2006,
i.e., 5, and the average number of suppliers (let us assume 100 till
the year 2006). So, the exclusivity will be (10/5)/100 or 0.002.
For the purpose of analysis, we normalize the values and subtract
it from 1, i.e., 0 represents the lowest exclusivity, and 1 represents
the highest exclusivity.

2) Award Recipient (Supplier) Metric: Satiation Distance:
As discussed in Sections II-B and III-C2, theory suggests that
the value of awards (in terms of stock market reaction) would
be higher for rms that receive the awards scarcely vis-a-vis
rms that receive them frequently. We have used the con-
struct of satiation distance to operationalize award satiation for
rms. This is in line with prior literature that operationalizes
satiation either as satiation retention i.e., amount of satiation
that is retained from each exposure [52], or satiation distance
i.e., amount of exposure required to achieve full satiation
[38]. The operationalized construct is, therefore, high (i.e.,
1) for a supplier rm receiving an award for the rst time
and decreases (toward 0) as the rm receives more awards
and the rm’s satiation of the award (fatigue with award)
increases.

To capture the hypothesized nonlinear effect of award fre-
quency in the regression analysis, satiation_distance is dened
as the inverse of the number of awards won by the supplier rm
such that an innite number of awards will lead to full satiation
(0 distance) and the rst award will lead to satiation distance
of 1

Satiation_distancejt = 1/Number of awards received

by the supplier j in preceding n years (2)

where n is the rolling window period. Similar to the computation
of exclusivity, this metric might also suffer from sample bias,
where the start period of data collection will change the com-
puted satiation distance. Hence, we deploy a similar strategy
where we compute the variable in a 5-year rolling window that
would inform us of the satiation distance of the rm in a 5-year
rolling period. We perform a robustness check on the variable
with a 3-year rolling period as well. For instance, the satiation
distance for a rm in the year 2006, if it has received 4 awards
during 2002–2006, would be 0.25, whereas, for a rm that has
received its rst award in 2006, it would be 1.

3) Control Variables: We also use several control variables
to control for their probable effect on the hypothesized variables
under study. The variables are similar to the ones used in similar
event studies [15], [53]. The rst of these is the Prot margin
of the rm. It is dened as the prot per unit revenue of the
rm. It is essential to control for prot margin as it accounts for
the relative performance of the rm that may, in turn, impact
the stock returns [53]. We have used the rm’s sales as another
control variable in our analysis. It is an indicator of rm size.9

Firms of different sizes would have a different impact on their
stock returns due to similar events, and hence it is necessary to
control for size [15]. Another variable that needs to be controlled

for is market capitalization.8 Market capitalization is used to
control for effect due to the size of the rm [54]. It denotes the
size of the rm by its market value. Another nancial variable
that we have controlled for is nancial leverage. It denotes
the debt-to-equity ratio for a rm and is a very important in-
dicator impacting the rm’s market valuation. It is necessary to
control for leverage as the stock returns of a rm are sensitive to
their leverage, and not controlling for leverage may overestimate
the impact of the events on their returns [55].

For the supplier, we have also included the size of the award-
giving rm (buyer) as a control as the buyer rm’s size and
hence its market power and reputation may impact the value the
market attaches to a specic award. We have not included the
counterparty size in the analysis of the buyer as a single buyer
gives supplier awards to multiple suppliers at a time of varying
sizes, and hence the impact of the supplier’s size on the buyer
cannot be uniquely differentiated.

We have also controlled for rm type using the dummy
variable Manufacturing. It is set as 1 for manufacturing rms and
0 for other rms. Although the supplier awards are given mainly
by manufacturing rms, the suppliers receiving may be either
manufacturing or otherwise. Given the nature of the awards and
their impact on manufacturing rms, it is necessary to control for
rm type. Another control variable is Year representing the time
series and is included to control for the effect of time. Since our
dataset consists of awards given over a long period, this control
variable accounts for variance due to time.

4) Regression Model: We use the weighted least squares
(WLS) and the ordinary least squares (OLS) regression for the
estimation. The data consist of multiple rms that received the
award on the same day, which may lead to a cross-sectional
correlation in the dataset. WLS regression and the groupwise
heteroskedasticity procedure account for both correlation and
heteroskedasticity in the data and have been employed in extant
research [56], [57]. We use the method proposed by Karaath
[58] for analyzing the abnormal returns of the award-giving rms
and the award-receiving rms by assuming error variance to be
equal within industry groups. The inverse of variance computed
from group-specic OLS residuals is used as the weight for rms
within an industry group. The following model specication is
used for award-receiving (supplier) rms:

ARij = β0 + β1Exclusivityi + β2satiation_distancej

+ β3Prot marginj + β4Salesj

+ β5Market capitalizationj

+ β6Financial leveragej + β7Manufacturingj

+ β8Year + β9Award giving rm salesi (3)

where ARij represents abnormal returns to rm j due to
award i.

Similarly, we use the model specication of the above equa-
tion to analyze the award-giving (buyer) rms. We include the
average satiation of all suppliers awarded by rm j to analyze the

8We use the natural log of market capitalization as a control variable in this
analysis.
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TABLE II
ABNORMAL RETURNS FOR THE PERIOD 2002–2019 FOR ALL SUPPLIER FIRMS

impact of the award receiver’s satiation on award-giving rm.9

ARj = β0 + β1Exclusivityj + β2Prot marginj

+ β3Salesj + β4Market capitalizationj

+ β5Financial leveragej + β6Manufacturingj

+ β7Year + β8Average satiation j . (4)

For variables with long-tailed distribution, i.e., sales and mar-
ket capitalization, we use the log of the variable to ensure normal
distribution of the data. We ensure that the regression analysis
performed is valid and robust. The regression models are tested
for the presence of multicollinearity and heteroskedasticity. For
all the models, variance ination factor (VIF) is reported to
be less than 7. The highest VIF is found for model 4, with
a mean VIF of 3.8. We also conduct the Breusch–Pagan test
for heteroskedasticity for the models. The null hypothesis of
constant variance cannot be rejected for any of the models.

V. RESULTS AND ANALYSIS

Table II presents the results of the analysis in the form of
the average abnormal returns for the award-receiving (supplier)

9It needs to be stated here that we can only compute average satiation for all
listed suppliers as detailed satiation information for nonlisted suppliers is not
present.

rm. The results are for the time window of [−1, 1]. We have
reported the abnormal returns computed through the base market
model as well as Fama–French–Carhart four-factor (FF4) [59]
models to provide an additional level of robustness.

We report the relevant test statistics and multiple event win-
dows in line with the most robust result-reporting standards10

[60]. The results clearly show that the impact of the award
announcement is most signicant on the day of the event, i.e.,
day [0]. The results are consistent across different models, as
presented in Table II (0.28∗∗∗ in the market model and 0.29∗∗∗

in the FF4 model). Hence, we can conclude that there is a
signicant positive impact of the announcement of the award
on the market returns for the award-receiving (supplier) rms,
which supports the proposed hypothesis H1.

One counterintuitive result that Table II shows is the negative
abnormal returns on the days preceding and succeeding the
announcement of the awards. Based on the core premise of the
event study based on the efcient market hypothesis, we would
expect the supplier rms to have positive abnormal returns on
the day of the award, as discussed above. Furthermore, the mixed
market reaction for the supplier on days preceding the event day
could be because of the uncertainty around the possibility of

10Web appendix contains the detailed methodological information on these
tests performed on abnormal return.
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TABLE III
ABNORMAL RETURNS FOR THE PERIOD 2002–2019 FOR ALL BUYERS

receiving an award. A similar market-correcting phenomenon
has been documented post-specic events in the nance litera-
ture [61], [62]. We believe further studies are required to dive
deeper into this phenomenon, which is beyond the scope of the
current study. However, our results unequivocally establish a
positive market return on the day of the award announcement.

For the award-giving rms (buyers) also, the results for the
analyzed period 2002–2019 show signicant abnormal returns.
The returns are almost similar in magnitude to the standardized
abnormal returns for the award-receiving (supplier) rms
(0.28% for suppliers, Table II, and 0.3% for buyers, Table III).
The analysis regarding award-giving rms (buyers) on the
complete event window is shown in Table III. The ndings
illustrate that there is no signicant leakage for award-giving
rms or any delay in the assimilation of the event. The impact
is signicant only on the day of the event, i.e., day [0], which,
again, supports hypothesis H2. The market value of the buyer
rm is signicantly impacted by the announcement of awards
for its best/preferred suppliers. The signaling mechanism works
signicantly, not only for the award-receiving (supplier) rms
but also for the award-giving (buyer) rms.

To test other hypotheses, we use OLS and the WLS regres-
sion, as specied in the previous section. Extant literature has
suggested the use of differing event windows for analysis of
abnormal returns like 2-day window [−10] and 3-day window
[−11] [53]. However, in our case, we nd no evidence of either
news leakage or delayed assimilation, as the impact of the awards
is signicant on the day [0] only. Hence, we use the abnormal
returns on the day [0] as the dependent variable for analysis.
However, to illustrate the robustness of results and also to
provide comparability with extant research in this domain, we
have also provided regression results with abnormal returns for
event windows [−11] and [−10] in web appendix. The abnormal
returns for all of these analyses are calculated using the Fama–
French four-factor model. Table C4 (in web appendix) shows the

correlation coefcients of the variables, where the upper triangle
shows the coefcients for the award-giving (buyer) rms, and
the lower triangle shows the coefcients for the award-receiving
(supplier) rms.

Table IV contains the results of the analysis of abnormal
returns for award-receiving (supplier) rms using the WLS
method.11 Model 1 contains the control variables, whereas
Model 2 contains the explanatory variables with the simple
formulation of exclusivity included. In Model 3, we use the
rolling formulation of exclusivity instead of the simple formula-
tion. In Model 4, we include a variable for explanatory variable
interaction. The interaction effects are included to account for
any moderation effect that the explanatory variables may have
on each other.

The results presented in Table IV show that exclusivity has
an insignicant impact on the abnormal returns of the award-
receiving (supplier) rms (WLS coefcient =−0.005, p > 0.1).

This leads us to reject hypothesis H3a. This nding implies
that the exclusivity of the award has no bearing on the abnor-
mal returns of the supplier. A possible explanation is that the
shareholders of award-receiving rms do not attach a higher
value to an award being awarded to a select few rms but attach
value to the phenomenon of receiving the award itself. However,
we do nd that the variable satiation distance has a signicant
and positive impact on abnormal returns of the award-receiving
(supplier) rms (WLS coefcient = 0.011, p < 0.05). This
indicates a decline in impact on the market value of suppliers due
to each additional award. Hence, we nd support for hypothesis
H4a. Models 6 and 7 in Table V indicate that the coefcient
for average satiation of the suppliers for award-giving rms
is insignicant. This indicates that our hypothesis H4b is not
supported. There is no impact on the award giver on account of
the frequency of awards received by its suppliers on average.

The results for award-giving (buyer) rms are shown in
Table V. The results illustrate that the coefcient for exclusivity
is positive and signicant (WLS coefcient = 0.427, p < 0.01,
Model 6). This nding shows that with an increase in the ex-
clusivity of awards, award-giving (buyer) rms obtain more sig-
nicant abnormal returns. Hence, hypothesis H3b is supported.
The results remain consistent for longer event windows of [−10]
and [−11] for both buyers and suppliers. The results for longer
event windows are available in web appendix.

A. Robustness and Additional Analysis

1) Variable Robustness: We have created constructs of ex-
clusivity and satiation. In exclusivity, we have made two major
assumptions. First, we have replaced supplier count by rm
size as supplier data was unavailable. Here, we test that assump-
tion and run the robustness analysis for the period of 2006–2019,
where supplier data was available, and we could use supplier
count to compute exclusivity. Table D4 in web appendix shows
the results of the WLS regression analysis for both supplier
(Model 1) and buyer (Model 2) using the alternate formulation of

11We have shown the WLS results in the main paper in interest of parsimony.
The OLS analysis performed for comparative analysis has been provided in
online appendix.
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TABLE IV
RESULTS OF WLS ANALYSIS FOR AWARD-RECEIVING (SUPPLIER) FIRMS ON EVENT DAY, DAY [0]

Fig. 1. Relationship between the number of suppliers and revenue of award-
giving rms.

exclusivity metric using no. of suppliers for award-giving rms.
Here exclusivity is computed as “no. of awards per supplier.”
The results indicate no signicant qualitative change. Fig. 1 also
shows the relationship between the number of suppliers and the
rm size of award-giving rms. We nd them to closely follow
each other (Pearson correlation coefcient = 0.62, p < 0.01),
establishing the validity of our assumption in computing a virtual
exclusivity metric for the complete period during 2002–2019.

Second, we have created an alternate exclusivity metric
to account for exclusivity over time that we have computed
over 5-year rolling windows. We have done similar compu-
tations for “satiation distance” as well. To test the robustness

of our construct against alternate specications, we create the
“exclusivity_rolling” and “satiation distance” metrics in 3-year
windows as well. The results are available in Table D5 in web
Appendix D. The results denote no qualitative difference from
the original formulation.

Another possible cause of concern with our variable formu-
lation could be the fact that the rolling time windows may mask
the variance within the time windows. For instance, there would
be a difference between rms giving three awards as one each
year versus three in the rst year and none afterward. To control
for this effect, we computed a variable “awards_sd” representing
the standard deviation in awards by the award-giving rm in its
exclusivity metric. The results after controlling for this variable
are presented in Table D10 in web appendix and show the
variable to be insignicant.

2) Test of Endogeneity: Endogeneity is increasingly consid-
ered a major issue in causation analysis in regression-based
research [63], [64]. We take multiple steps to ensure our analysis
is free of endogeneity concerns. First, we include several control
variables to ensure that only the effect of the target variable is
captured in the analysis [63], [65].

Finally, to ensure that endogeneity is not arising out of
the explanatory variables or control variables, we perform the
Durbin–Wu–Hausman test. The test statistic for the award-
receiving (supplier) rms is found to be 0.74 (p = 0.377), and
for award-giving (buyer) rms, it is found to be 0.69 (p= 0.561).
In both cases, the null hypotheses of no-endogeneity cannot be
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TABLE V
RESULTS OF ANALYSIS FOR ABNORMAL RETURNS OF AWARD-GIVING

(BUYER) FIRMS

rejected. Web appendix contains the detailed computations for
the test.

3) Additional Robustness Tests: We have performed addi-
tional robustness tests to ensure the validity of the results. These
are presented in web appendix. Our results are robust to these
tests as well. These are presented in Table D10 in web appendix.

VI. DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS

The results from both H1 and H2 indicate that shareholders
of both the buyer and supplier value their rms’ efforts to de-
velop stronger long-term relationships as signaled by “supplier
awards.”

One of the interesting results of our analysis pertains to hy-
potheses H3 and H4a. As theorized, we nd that as the frequency
of awards received increases for a supplier rm, the rise in
the market value due to the award diminishes nonlinearly, i.e.,
a supplier rm that receives awards rarely witnesses a higher
impact on its market value than the one that regularly receives
awards. This phenomenon can be observed in Fig. 2, where the
nonlinear diminishing trend in the abnormal stock market return
with the increase in award frequency is clearly visible.

For award givers (buyers), a more exclusive award has more
value. The act of giving the award to only a few rms reafrms
the importance of the award-giving effort as opposed to the act of
giving awards to many suppliers where the shareholders cannot
ascertain the impact of the awards. From the award-receiving
(supplier) rm’s perspective, the nonsignicance of award

Fig. 2. Relationship between award frequency and abnormal returns on day 0
of supplier rms.

exclusivity is surprising. Although the theoretical discussion in
Section III suggests that more exclusive awards should lead to
higher market returns for the supplier, the results did not support
the hypothesis. It is evident that the “exclusivity” of an award
does not impress the shareholders. It is the act of receiving an
award that is more important for shareholders of award-receiving
(supplier) rms than receiving an exclusive award.

The temporal analysis around the nancial crisis of 2008
provides some interesting insights that could be further analyzed
in future works.12 The results show that for award-receiving

12Detailed temporal analysis is provided in web appendix.
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(supplier) rms, the abnormal return for the period before 2008
is statistically signicant and much higher than the overall ab-
normal return in the 2002–2019 period. However, the abnormal
return in the post-crisis period is not signicantly different
from 0. This nding shows the ineffectiveness of awards as the
signaling mechanism post-2008 for the supplier rms.

For the award-giving (buyer) rms, we nd that the impact
is greater in the latter period than in the earlier period. One
of the possible reasons for the deviant behavior of the award-
giving (buyer) rms compared to the award-receiving (supplier)
rms becomes apparent on deeper inspection of the nature and
quantity of awards. Although the number of awards is lower in
the pre-2008 period than in the post-2008 period, the number of
awards per rm decreases from 2.5 in the former period to 1.6
in the latter. In the former period, a few concentrated rms give
out many awards.

A. Implications for Academia

In the existing SD literature, a supplier award/recognition is
primarily studied as a mechanism to motivate suppliers, and
therefore existing studies [16] have looked at its impact on a
rm’s nancial performance. The results of our study establish
the usefulness of such awards as an effective signaling mech-
anism to the outside stakeholders as we nd evidence for the
market value creation potential of such awards for both the buyer
and the supplier. Our study also contributes to the organizational
awards literature. Through our study, we ll the research gap
around the shareholder value creation potential of such awards.
Unlike the existing studies [13], [14], [15], [16], [66], it is the rst
(to the best of our knowledge) to study award characteristics such
as exclusivity and award satiation and their impact on the awards’
impact on shareholders of rms. This article opens up the dis-
course around how rms can communicate/signal their efforts
around relationship-building with their supply chain partners.
Future works can take up other issues, such as the implications
of a rm having multiple awards in place, the implications of
choosing a closed versus open methodology for the awards in
place, etc. Furthermore, other dimensions, such as relationship
asymmetry, the relative reputation of the involved parties, and
the length of the relationship, can be studied in conjunction with
the phenomenon of award announcements to better understand
the effect of such events.

B. Implications for Practice

This article establishes the role of supplier awards as a signal-
ing tool apart from their generally understood role of motivating
suppliers. Given that shareholders of both the parties involved
react positively toward such events, the probability of both
the buyer and the supplier acting farsightedly toward building
long-term relationships increases. Based on our ndings, we
have the following recommendation for the buyer and supplier
rms.

Through our study, the signaling potential of “supplier
awards” in creating positive shareholder value is established.
Therefore, rms that engage in BSR and SD activities but have
not institutionalized the practice of awarding the best suppliers

should consider doing the same. Not only will it help the buyer
rm but also the supplier rm, thereby creating overall supply
chain value.

For buyers, we nd that the exclusivity of the award is
signicantly connected to rm value. An award’s signaling
effectiveness is only as strong as the exclusivity of that award.
Therefore, buyers should carefully establish and implement
the evaluation criteria for giving out awards, thereby limiting
the awards granted only to deserving suppliers. We nd that
shareholders of supplier rms overlook award exclusivity. They
attach signicance only to the act of building relationships with
buyers. Our results would recommend that suppliers should not
be too concerned about the number of awards a buyer gives;
instead, they should be invested in building a fruitful long-term
relationship with a buyer reected through supplier awards.
Furthermore, we nd that shareholders respond much more
positively, as indicated through higher abnormal returns, for
rms getting their maiden or initial supplier awards. This means
that suppliers that have not received too many supplier awards in
the past should put additional effort into securing those awards,
as their shareholders will recognize and respond very positively
to such additional efforts.

We also found that the shareholders understand the impor-
tance of the SD process in the manufacturing sector, given the
real-time investment and effort required in this sector. Therefore,
rms belonging to the manufacturing sector should realize the
importance of “supplier awards” as an SD activity and as an
effective signaling mechanism. Through our study, we show that
awarding a supplier is not a simple activity, and it has signicant
market implications. Therefore, a rm needs to capture the data
to understand the impact of its award policy and, in the long term,
utilize the data analytics around the same to suitably modify its
policy for the best results.

VII. CONCLUSION

This research has its share of limitations, which must be
considered in interpreting the results. The rst limitation arises
from the choice of methodology. Any event study assumes the
presence of an efcient market, which assumes that the current
market price of a rm accounts for all the information available
to the shareholders. The results may not hold in the case of
market inefciency. Second, although all efforts were made to
include a wide array of supply chain awards, a broader and more
inclusive set of keywords could be used in the future to capture
as many awards. Third, we have treated buyers and suppliers
as distinct entities owing to the choice of listed rms with
nonconfounding events as a unit of analysis. However, future
research could consider the buyer–supplier dyad level. Fourth,
better proxies for award characteristics can improve the study.
The mechanism of possible interplay between these and other
possible award characteristics also needs to be studied in subse-
quent research. In this study, we were also limited by the limited
availability of supplier characteristics data. Future studies could
include more supplier characteristics to enhance the models.
Additionally, alternate methods like propensity score matching
techniques could be utilized to test the robustness further.
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Within the bounds of the study’s limitations, our current
research extends our understanding of the mechanism through
which BSR development awards are viewed by shareholders.
We analyze their value-generating capacity and identify the
circumstances wherein these activities create maximum impact
for both buyers and suppliers. This study is unique in its two-
sided approach to addressing a complex value-creation issue
in the domain of supply chain management. This empirical
investigation proves beyond a doubt the impact of SD efforts on
buyers and suppliers, as well as their importance as perceived
by rm shareholders.

NOTE

Supplementary Material (Online Appendix) necessary for re-
producibility of the work can be accessed from Authors’ page at
https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=4308919.
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