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ABSTRACT
This research empirically investigates the relationships among the four most common supply chain management practices (supplier partnership, customer relationship, information sharing, and lean system), net trade cycle, and financial performance. It consists of nine hypotheses concerning the relationships of the aforementioned factors that have been verified throughout reviewed literature and examined via employing the structural equation modelling technique. This research used data taken from floated questionnaires at three manufacturing companies in the Kingdom of Bahrain. An inclusive review of the literature to retrieve the four most common supply chain management practices has been undertaken and has identified limitations in the research techniques applied. This research has discovered the significant influences of the supplier partnership, the information sharing, and the lean system of the three most common supply chain management practices and the net trade cycle on the financial performance. Although this is the first research that combines the critical relationships among those four most common supply chain management practices, the net trade cycle, and the financial performance in one model, it is important to note that this study was unsuccessful in demonstrating whether there is a significant influence between customer relationship of the most common supply chain management practices and the net trade cycle on the financial performance. 
Researchers can employ the outcomes of this research to discover several related hypotheses in more details and increase the accuracy of forthcoming empirical relationships among those factors. This research offers particular suggestions for such further research. The outcomes of this research can be utilized by managers to highlight the execution of those four most common supply chain management practices and the net trade cycle in their respective ventures. Moreover, almost all of those relationships are found to have significant influences on the financial performance. Furthermore, the outcomes can be recommended to production managers who may well assign resources to enhance these practices to achieve the greatest outcomes.
Keywords: Supply chain management practices, Net trade cycle, Financial performance, Structural equation modelling
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[bookmark: _Toc495527304][bookmark: _Toc500087459]CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION
[bookmark: _Toc500087460]1.1 Background of the Study
A supply chain encloses each exertion comprised in manufacturing and distributing a final product, from supplier to consumer. Four fundamental procedures: plan, source, produce, distribute, commonly describe these exertions, which encompass running supply and demand, obtaining raw materials and spare parts, producing and get-together, storing and inventory hunt down, instruction enter and instruction controlling, dissemination through entire stations, and distribution to the customers (Supply Chain Council, 1997). American Production and Inventory Control Society (APICS) defines supply chain as “the procedures beginning the first raw materials toward last ingestion of the complete product connecting through supplier-consumer companies” (p. 68). The supply chain contains the entire occupations internal and external association that permits the value chain to manufacture products and offer services to customers. Lummus et al. (2001) clarify this description by encompassing the information systems essential to control the whole of those actions. This conceptualization is consistent with Alber and Walker (1998) who defined supply chain as “the universal network employed to provide products and services from raw materials to final customers via an engineered flow of information, corporeal dissemination, and cash flow” (p. 68).
Managing a supply chain is becoming the watchword for companies. Moreover, supply chain management has turn out to be a crucial research area throughout the previous decade (Cook & Heiser, 2011). As indicated by several researchers, competition is no more existing among organizations, but among supply chains (Cox, 1999; Lambert & Cooper, 2000; Noble, 1997). In the present day’s competing business environments, monitoring and integrating the supply chain is no longer a choice but a must (O’Connell, 1999; Spekman et al., 1998). Supply chain management has foreseen an improved consideration from educators, advisers, and business managers’ comparability (Croom et al., 2000; Tan et al., 1998; Van Hoek, 1998).
The supply chain management practices are anticipated to generate added value in several methods: decreased bookkeeping, decreased inventory cost, upturned customer service (Balsmeier & Voisin, 1996; Sengupta & Turnbull, 1996), enriched degree of excellence, quicker distribution, wider obtainability, tougher competitive advantage (Patterson, 1995), and improved agility of a company (Prater et al., 2001). Numerous companies are currently identifying supply chain management as the core to form a maintainable competitive advantage for their products or services in a progressively jam-packed marketplace (Jones, 1998).
The literature is complete with catchwords, for instance, integrated purchasing plan, integrated inventory administration, supplier integration, purchaser-supplier partnerships, supply-base administration, planned supplier alliances, supply chain synchronization and supply chain management, to discourse the components of phases of this new management philosophy of supply chain management (Tan, 2001). Although each term discourses components of phenomenon, usually concentrating on immediate suppliers of a company; supply chain management is the most extensively employed, however, misemployed term to designate this viewpoint. Inappropriately, there is a mystifying abundance of overlapping terminologies and meanings for supply chain management. This is in some measure due to the method that the perception of supply chain management is settled. Originally, the development and evolution of supply chain management followed two distinct pathways: buying and supply management, and shipping and inventory management (Tan et al., 1998), which ultimately merged into a rounded supply chain management that incorporates all the value-added actions across the supply chain.
Most literatures on supply chain management as designated on this document follow purchasing and supply perspectives. According to this viewpoint, supply chain management is identical to the integration of supply base that progressed as of the traditional buying and materials purposes. It is an administrative viewpoint that encompasses traditional intra-project actions by passing trading partners composed with a mutual aim of optimization and competence (Suhong Li, 2002). This viewpoint on supply chain management stresses on the manufacturing sector and its upstream activities, and has little to do with the downstream activities of transportation and inventory management. A transportation and inventory management perspectives in the wholesaling and retailing sector emphasize on location and inventory management issues more often than manufacture. In this perspective, supply chain management is identical to integrated inventory management structures. An integrated inventory management system covers the integration of procedures, structures, and companies that monitor the drive of commodities from the suppliers to pleased customers while lessening damage (Suhong Li, 2002). Thus, an integrated inventory management comprises inventory management system, seller interactions, conveyance, delivery, storing, and distribution facilities.
Ultimately, these two viewpoints progressed into an integrated supply chain management perspective that integrates the entire actions alongside the supply chain (Tan, 2001). The goal of supply chain management is to generate manufacturing procedures and inventory management purposes perfectly through the supply chain as an operational competitive armament that cannot be simply replicated by competitors. The ways in which supply chain management varies starting integrated inventory management and buying and supply management are the scopes and the activities they refer to. Supply chain management has advanced into a rounded approach to manage across organizational boundaries, comprising upstream side of purchasing and supply management, and the downstream side of physical distribution and inventory management (Slack et al., 1998). On the other hand, supply chain management goes further than integrated inventory management because its purpose is to integrate the entire business procedures and initiate final customers toward innovative suppliers, which offer products, services, and information that add value for the consumers (Cooper et al., 1997). From this view point, supply chain management comprises not only inventory management activities, even if stretched to the entire supply network, but also to other procedures (Romano & Vinelli, 2001).

The description given by the Council of Logistics Management (CLM) offers a comprehensive and concise summary of aforementioned descriptions. Moreover, unlike other descriptions, this description clearly designates the planned nature of harmonization between trading partners and clarifies the double determination of supply chain management: to enhance the performance of a separate company in addition to that of the entire supply chain. This description is similarly employed in the study of Mentzer (1999) and Mentzer et al. (2000). Consequently, it is obvious to accept this description in this research. Supply chain management is described here as the universal, planned harmonization of the traditional business purposes in addition to schemes through these business purposes inside a specific organization as well as through businesses inside the supply chain for the determination of enhancing the long-standing performance of the separate associations and the supply chain in its entirety (CLM, 1998).
Irrespective of the improved attention to and several anticipations from supply chain management, various difficulties still occur in the employment of supply chain management by companies. Boddy et al. (1998) found that less than partial of the respondents deliberated that their companies were successful in employing such change. This is consistent with the comment by Spekman et al. (1998) that 60% of all associations will fail. The Deloitte Consulting study stated merely two percent of the manufacturers ranked their supply chains as a domain level (Thomas, 1999). Tan et al. (1999) indicated that even though the general media is complete with reports of companies that planned in advance the supplier-purchaser partnerships, subcontracted secondary capabilities, and accepted customer relationship practice; insufficient organizations have flourished concurrently on the entire frontages.
The failure of supply chain management practices may result from the complexity of supply chain management; more notably it is the outcome of conceptual misperception in supply chain management and the absence of a theoretical model in guiding supply chain management. Thus far, supply chain management phenomenon has not been better comprehended in the literature. After directing broad literature review, Croom et al. (2000) determined that very little theoretical effort has been done in the field of supply chain management when associated to empirical- based studies and they highpoint the requirement of pure described constructs and conceptual models in supply chain management. Numerous studies still tend to measure supply chain management as being as good as integrated inventory management, concentrating on inventory deduction both inside and through companies in the supply chain (Bechtel & Jayaram, 1997; Romano & Vinelli, 2001; Van Hoek, 1998). Some researchers employ the term supply chain management either to lead the administration of the supplier system or as a substitute of integration with suppliers, as a consequence of seeing it as impartial in the expansion of the traditional buying and supplier management actions (Banfield, 1999; Lamming, 1996).
Moreover, the theoretical misperception and the absence of hypothetical model in supply chain management are also exposed in the practical research. Cautious literature review discovers that most of recent practical supply chain management study impartial emphasize on the upstream or the downstream lateral of the supply chain, with a substantial stress on the upstream lateral. Several practical researches have discoursed on a diversity of subjects from the supplier side, like supplier choice, supplier participation, and manufacturing performance (Choi & Hartley, 1996; Vonderembse & Tracey, 1999), the impacts of supplier association on company (Stuart, 1997), attainment influences in planned supplier associations (Monczka et al., 1998; Narasimhan & Jayaram, 1998; Stuart, 1997), and supply management direction and supplier or purchaser performance (Shin et al., 2000). In contrast, there are numerous researches concentrating on downstream connection between producers and vendors (Alvarado & Kotzab, 2001; Clark & Lee, 2000). Merely insufficient new researches instigate to reflect both upstream and downstream edges of the supply chain concurrently. Frohlich and Westbrook (2001) examined the influences of the supplier and customer integration on performance enlargement; Tan et al. (1998) discovered the relationships between supplier management practices, customer relationships practices and organizational performance. Despite that fact, the researches of Frohlich and Westbrook (2001) and Tan et al. (1998) had reflected on the whole supply chain. Their researches devoted merely on the portion of supply chain management problems and did not measure supply chain management from an integrated view that link with efficient working capital management to enhance financial performance via good utilization of resources.
On the other hand, in the field of corporate finance, it is usually recognized that the main economic goal of a company should be to emphasize on the expansion of stockholder value. With the intention of recognizing this goal, the administration of a company wants to guarantee that the company's capital is spent in value added and commercial ventures that will create positive net present values. Broad practical study has been utilized to discover the influence of exploitation and funding results on company value. Just now, the emphasis has also progressively been positioned on the influence that working capital results apply on company value (Deloof, 2003; Lazaridis & Tryfonidis, 2006; Nazir & Afza, 2008).
The net working capital of a company embodies an exploitation of the company's capital in current assets and the usage of current liabilities to fund portion of this exploitation. This exploitation in net working capital is essential to sustain the procedures of the company; and, if deprived of adequate exploitation would mean improbable to guide commerce and breed income. It is vital, nevertheless, that administration should guarantee that the working capital exploitation is resourcefully exploited; meanwhile, an over exploitation in untapped working capital might result in the obliteration of value. If a company is capable to decrease its exploitation in working capital, then the capital can be spent in other more commercial ventures where value is generated (Erasmus, 2010).
Nonetheless, administration similarly suffers the difficulty that an under exploitation in working capital might result in liquidity issues. If an inadequate exploitation in cash, inventory or account receivable is completed, the company may wrestle to run its daily business. Consequently, sales may dwindle, and eventually, profitability may be negotiated. This compromise between liquidity and financial performance was emphasized by Smith (1980), who indicated that working capital management might perform a vital part in the financial performance, danger predilection, and eventually, the value of a company. Johnson and Soenen (2003) similarly struggled that efficient working capital management is one of the main features of monetarily fruitful companies. 
The relationship between net trade cycle and profitability was examined on companies in the USA (Shin & Soenen, 1998). The denominators encompassed the computation of the sold amounts of inventory, account receivable, and account payable. The net trade cycle is computed by articulating its entirety as a percentage of sales. As a result, the value of a company's net trade cycle designates the number of days of sales that the company has to fund its net working capital exploitation. The outcomes of their research designated that a statistically significant negative relationship occur between an organization's net trade cycle and its profitability. They affirmed that a deduction in a company's net trade cycle could result in the formation of shareholder value. Net trade cycle gauges the organizational consumption to transfer resource inputs into cash flows which is a meaningful dimension of a company's liquidity and profitability (Hsieh & Wu, 2013). Thus, it has a relationship with the financial performance which is mainly determined by return on assets, return on equity (Shakoor et al., 2012), operational profit margin (Torghabeha et al., 2014) and competitive position (Lama et al., 2012). 


By means of any practical research, it will be improbable to examine a relationship deprived of valid and reliable dimension tools for the constructs encompassed in the relationships. As a result, a major involvement of this study is the improvement of valid and reliable measurement instruments for 1) the most common supply chain management practices, 2) net trade cycle, and 3) financial performance. The measurement instruments for the constructs in the proposed model are implemented with modification from previous researches.
From a practitioner’s view point, this research provides vital guidelines for a company in better understanding supply chain management issues and for more effective application of supply chain management practices. This research identifies different supply chain management practices that companies can adopt and the factors for simplifying the application of supply chain management practices. Additionally, the gauges from net trade cycle developed in this research provide a valuable tool for companies to assess and benchmark their supply chain system. 
The outcomes of the existing supply chain management research are characterized by opposing outcomes leading to misperception among researchers. The opposing outcomes are credited to the utilisation of numerous practices to gauge supply chain management (Abdallah et al., 2014). In addition, supply chain management researches are mainly emphasized on organizations in developed countries. Organizations in developing countries suffer an actual challenge to enhance their functional competencies, containing supply chain management, with the intention of being capable to compete and endure in the present day’s competitive environment. Competition has radically upturned through the latest two decades (Abdallah et al., 2014).
[bookmark: _Toc500087461]1.2 Significance of the Study 
The most common supply chain management needs to be designated and related with efficient net trade cycle that may lead to enhancing financial performance by increasing liquidity and profitability via eliminating unnecessary costs which are essential for any successful company (Hsieh & Wu, 2013). The net trade cycle embraces importance to gauge liquidity and also aids as a dimension linking the procedures of the company (Farris & Hutchison, 2002). To do so, it is required to attain the optimal level of net trade cycle through balancing between the risks related to a too low level of net trade cycle and investments in current assets (García-Terual & Martínez-Solano, 2007).
Some previous studies found significant relationship between supply chain management and financial performance (Kumar & Nambirajan, 2013), while others found significant relationship between net trade cycle and financial performance (Erasmus, 2010), and others found significant relationship between supply chain management in general and net trade cycle (Hofmann & Kotzab, 2010). However, none of the previous studies were found to have combined the most common supply chain management practices, net trade cycle, and financial performance in one model. Novelty of this research is to find the significant relationships among these critical constructs in one model. This path leads to the following research questions.
[bookmark: _Toc495527305][bookmark: _Toc500087462]1.3 Research Questions
RQ1. What are the most common supply chain management practices?
RQ2. What are the direct influences of those most common supply chain management practices on financial performance?
RQ3. What are the indirect influences of those most common supply chain management practices on financial performance that are mediated by net trade cycle?
Therefore, this research aims to examine the four most common supply chain management practices (supplier partnership, customer relationship, information sharing, and lean system) with efficient net trade cycle to enhance financial performance in one developing country such as the Kingdom of Bahrain to fill out this literature gap. Through an extensive literature review, this research identifies the four most common dimensions of supply chain management practices (the supplier partnership, the customer relationship, the information sharing, and the lean system), three measurements of net trade cycle (inventory conversion period, receivable collection period, and payable deferral period), and four dimensions of financial performance (return on assets, return on equity, operational profit margin, and competitive position). The important relationships to be examined include (1) the indirect influences of those most common supply chain management practices on the financial performance that are mediated by the net trade cycle; (2) the direct influences of those most common supply chain management practices on the financial performance; and (3) the influence of the net trade cycle on the financial performance.  
[bookmark: _Toc500087463]1.4 Scope of the Study
This research mainly used questionnaire instrument to collect data to test the influences of the four most common supply chain management practices (supplier partnership, customer relationship, information sharing, and lean system as independent variables), net trade cycle (as a mediator variable) on financial performance (as a dependent variable) at three manufacturing companies in the Kingdom of Bahrain. 
Consequently, the results of this research is limited to these six variables which are supplier partnership, customer relationship, information sharing, lean system, net trade cycle on the financial performance. These four most common supply chain management practices have been selected based on the most frequently used practices in the literature. Hence, there are many other supply chain management practices that have been ignored in this research. Moreover, the financial performance has been well measured by return on assets, return on equity, operational profit margin, and competitive position that are used in previous key studies.
Furthermore, the results of this research represent the responses from the three manufacturing companies alone in the Kingdom of Bahrain where the questionnaires have been administered. In addition, research locale is held only in the Kingdom of Bahrain causing the results of this research to significantly vary from other countries where access to different technologies and competencies are more prevalent.
[bookmark: _Toc500087464]1.5 Dissertation Chapters Outline 
Chapter 2 is the literature review on the conceptual substance and several constructs of supply chain management, net trade cycle, and financial performance. The theoretical model that shows the relationships between the constructs and the improvement of hypotheses are presented in Chapter 3. The research methodology for creating substances for dimension tools appears in Chapter 4. This methodology comprises pre-examining with consultants and educationalists, a pilot study employing interview method and conducting questionnaire method. Data analysis contains questionnaire survey, reliability, validity results, and the results of hypotheses testing employing structural equation modelling methodology are shown in Chapter 5. Chapter 6 interprets the extracted outcomes that consist of constructed validity interpretation and tested hypotheses interpretation. Chapter 7 concludes with the briefs of major findings, research contribution, practical implications, limitations and future research, and recommendations.
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[bookmark: _Toc500087465]CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW
As competition intensifies and markets became global, so did the challenges associated with getting products and services to the right place, at the right time and at the lowest cost. Realizing that enhancing efficiencies within a company alone is insufficient, companies should regard the competitiveness of the whole supply chain. Developing close, long-term relationships with both customers and suppliers can take substantial wastes out of the supply chain, and is a potentially valuable method of acquiring competitive advantage (Spekman et al., 1998). Understanding and practicing SCM have become a crucial requirement to survive in the competitive global race and to rising financial performance (Garwood, 1999).
Moreover, increased competition in recent decades has owed to the rationalization of short-term investments, giving working capital management a vital role in company’s financial performance (Appuhami, 2008; Shin & Soenen, 1998). Net trade cycle management has been considered as essential to working capital management (Deloof, 2003; Richards & Laughlin, 1980).
Consequently, this chapter contains three sections namely: supply chain management, net trade cycle, and financial performance that are discussed in details below. Some previous studies found significant influence by supply chain management practices on financial performance (Kim, 2006; Kumar & Nambirajan, 2013; Huo, 2012). Others found significant influence by net trade cycle on financial performance (Erasmus, 2010; Karaduman et al., 2010; Shakoor et al., 2012). Moreover, others found significant relationship between supply chain management in general as well as net trade cycle (Hofmann & Kotzab, 2010). Conversely, this research combines these critical relationships among the most common supply chain management practices, net trade cycle, and financial performance in one model. The question remains as to what the four most common supply chain management practices are that will lead to efficient net trade cycle, thereby, eventually enhancing financial performance of companies by eliminating unnecessary costs.
[bookmark: _Toc495527307][bookmark: _Toc500087466]2.1 Supply Chain Management (SCM)
The works of several researchers have been employed in starting the need for supply chain in the present- day competitive environment. As competition heightens, companies have been made to appreciate that it is insufficient to improve efficiency, but the precondition for remaining in competition is to identify and implement supply chain management practices (Dikshi & Trivedi, 2012).
Supply chain management has turned out to be a crucial research area throughout the previous decade (Cook & Heiser, 2011). Nevertheless, the outcomes of current research herein are described by opposing outcomes leading to uncertainty among researchers. In addition, supply chain management research is mainly the centre of consideration of companies in developed countries (Abdallah et al., 2014). Companies in developing countries suffer an actual phase to improve their equipped capacities, together with supply chain management, to enable them to contribute and survive in recent competitive business landscape. Competition has radically expanded throughout the last two decades (Abdallah et al., 2014). Furthermore, prior researches have given consideration to diverse supply chain management practices (Kumar & Nambirajan, 2013). The supply chain management has the observation of manager actions to find out if it sustains the linear objective commodities flow from suppliers to producers to distributors and retailers (Sherer, 2005). The concentration in supply chain management is strongly twisted in favor of the manufacturing sector (Boon-itt & Pongpanarat, 2011).
Mentzer et al. (2000) described the supply chain as a group of at least three bodies directly comprised in the upstream and downstream flows of products, services, funds, and information from a source to a consumer. Supply chain management comprises purchasing, producing and managing inventory crosswise the supply chain (Cooper et al., 1997; Ellram & Cooper, 1990). Fruitful operation of supply chain management needs the administration of upstream, internal, and downstream of the supply chain (Vickery et al., 2003).
Supply chain management has turned out to be a vital precondition to remaining in the competitive universal battle and to increasing profitability (Moberg et al., 2002; Power et al., 2001). The concept of supply chain management has aggregate consideration among educationalists, advisors, and commercial executives (Croom et al., 2000; Li et al, 2005; Tan et al., 1998). In the academe, many research works have been completed to examine the influences of various supply chain management practices on financial performance (Choi & Hartley, 1996; Tan, 2002; Zhou & Benton, 2007). However, many of the recent empirical studies either focus on the inside supply chain, the upstream, or downstream of the supply chain (Li et al., 2005).
The perception of supply chain management has been determined from diverse viewpoints in diverse literature organizations, for instance, buying and supply management, inventory management, processes administration, marketing, organizational theory, and management information systems (Dikshi & Trivedi, 2012). Notwithstanding the amplified consideration paid to supply chain management, the literature cannot be provided much lane of direction to assist the supply chain management practices. This has been credited to the interdisciplinary source of supply chain management, the theoretical misperception, and the evolutionary nature of supply chain management perception. There is no general putative description of supply chain management in the literature (Dikshi & Trivedi, 2012).
Stock and Boyer (2009) described supply chain management as the administration of a system of relationships inside a company and among mutually dependent companies and business units containing material suppliers, buying, manufacture services, inventory management, marketing, and related structures that simplify the onward and inverse flow of materials, facilities, funds and information from the innovative manufacturer to last consumer with the gains of added value, financial performance maximisation via productivities and attaining customer gratification. Academicians have proclivity to numerous purposes and objectives of supply chain management such as cumulative productivity, decreasing cycle time, and inventory (Wisner & Tan, 2000).
Over current periods, supply chain management has developed in prominence by reforming the structural emphasis from practical silos to integrated actions. Supply chain management emphasizes on attaining the lowest total cost via synergistic communication of all supply chain practices. The cash conversion cycle is a vital gauge as it links through incoming material actions with suppliers, via producing processes and the outcoming inventory management and sales actions with customers (Farris & Hutchison, 2002).
Supply chain management provides chances for development through the business procedure. James Morehouse, the vice-president of consulting company A.T. Kearney in Chicago, records that the total cycle time for corn flakes is near to an annual, and that cycle ties in the medicinal sector mean is 465 days. More houses struggle that if supply chain management developments enclosed the whole factors from first supplier to last consumer fulfilment, total cycle time could be decreased to 30 days (Bradley, 1998).
In many studies, supply chain management practices have been described as a group of activities supposed in an organization to enhance active administration of its supply chain. The most current development of supply chain management practices comprises supplier partnership, subcontracting, cycle time compression, incessant procedure flow, and information technology sharing (Dikshi & Trivedi, 2012). Tan et al. (1998) engaged buying, degree of excellence, and customer relations to describe supply chain management practices in their practical research. 
Several supply chain management practices were suggested in the literature (Abdallah et al., 2014). Cook and Heiser (2011) described the subsequent supply chain management practices: information sharing, long term relationships, progressive planning tools, leveraging the internet, and supply and delivery system constructions. They generated an influence of supply chain management practices on financial performance with the mediate effect on supply chain role.
Supply chain management practices are described as the group of actions supposed by a company to encourage active administration of its supply chain (Koh et al., 2007). Donlon (1996) designates the development of supply chain management practices as comprising supplier partnership, subcontracting, cycle time density, incessant procedure flow, and information technology sharing. 
Based on the preceding literature, supply chain management practices are observed from various viewpoints with a mutual objective of cultivating financial performance. In revising and combining, the literature stated four supply chain management emerging practices, namely supplier partnership, customer relationship, information sharing, and lean system. A more exhaustive explanation of these practices is delivered successively. Moreover, some prior researches initiated that there is a significant relationship between supply chain management in general and net trade cycle (Hofmann & Kotzab, 2010; Saenz et al., 2003). Therefore, there is actually a need to explore the relationships among the four most common supply chain management practices as independent variables and net trade cycle as a mediator variable: the influence of the four most common supply chain management practices (supplier partnership, customer relationship, information sharing, and lean system) as independent variables on financial performance (return on asset, return on equity, operational profit margin, and competitive position) as a dependent variable; and the influence of net trade cycle (inventory conversion period, receivable collection period, and payable deferral period) as a mediator variable on financial performance (return on asset, return on equity, operational profit margin, and competitive position) as a dependent variable.
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Supplier partnership is described as the long- range relationship between the company and its suppliers. It is envisioned to influence the planned and practical competencies of distinct contributing companies to encourage them attain significant on-going gains (Li et al., 2005; Stuart, 1997).
Supplier partnership is associated with several actions for instance information sharing, direction, expectation, shared technology, integrated procedures, long range agreements, supporting suppliers to advance manufacture procedures, adopting improved degree of excellences, spending in supplier’s assets, encompassing suppliers in recent product improvement, cultivating supplier’s general competences, danger and gain involvement, and shared benefits from advanced exertions (Dyer et al., 1998; Echtelt et al., 2008). For itself, integration outcomes in enriched decision taking, enriched information involvement, allied competencies, constructed knowledge procedures, and amplified performance of supply chain partners (Echtelt et al., 2008).
By emerging partnership with suppliers, it is probable to exert more successfully with a few aggressive suppliers who are keen to part accountability for the achievement of the products. Suppliers previously contributing in the product scheme procedure can produce more cost- operative scheme selections, grow another theoretical solution, choose the best activities and knowledge and assist in form valuation (Monczka et al., 1994). Deliberately allied companies can exert narrowly together and eliminate missed time and exertion (Balsmeier & Voisin, 1996). Further, highlighting inside capabilities needs superior dependence on outside suppliers to back non- primary condition, predominantly in the scheme and industrial back.
As Tompkins (1998) highlights, conventional business linking competitive attempting, numerous bases, and confrontational relationships do not apply in integrated supply chain circumstances. A right supplier partnership, which highlights guide, long- range relationship, thus promising joint scheduling and issue- resolving exertions (Gunasekaran et al., 2001; Lamming, 1993; Stuart, 1993), is severe in functioning a front-line supply chain (Noble, 1997). Honda of America and Chrysler, frequently mentioned for their foremost practice in emerging partnership relationships with suppliers, have attained abundant gains from it (Sheridan, 1998).
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Customer relationship is described as the demand management practice throughout long- range customer relationship, gratification enlargement, and criticism administration (Tan et al., 1998). The important feature of customer relationship is the consideration on main customers to appreciate and satisfy their wants and necessities (Sheth et al., 2000). It is also described as the whole collection of activities that are affianced for the determination of handling customer criticisms, establishing long- range relationships with customers and cultivating customer gratification (Li et al., 2005; Tan et al., 2002). Customer relationship covers diverse activities, for instance, integrative issue- resolving creativities, straight customer associates, handling customer criticisms, cumulative customer gratification, and forming long- term relations with customers (Boulding et al., 2005; Sousa, 2003; Tan et al., 1998).
Customer relationship is anticipated to produce diverse gains for companies. Such gains comprise the capability to distinguish products from rivals, amplify market share, retain lucrative customers, enrich customer loyalty, resolve probable issues rapidly, share information and proficiency regarding recent technologies, understand customer wants deeply, and respond quickly to customers (Magretta, 1998; Wasti & Jeffrey, 1999). Noble (1997) and Tan et al. (1999) reflect customer relationship administration as one of the most vital supply chain management practices. The development of form customization and tailored facility is prominent to an age in which relationship administration with customers is flattering and vital for corporate economic existence (Wines, 1996).
A main measurement of supply chain management practices encompasses the administration of upstream suppliers in addition to downstream integration of customers (Tan et al., 1999). Customer relationship has long been acknowledged as an inside part of a company’s marketing plan to upturn revenues and financial performance (Bommer et al., 2001). The main goal in customer relationship is to apprehend and reach customers’ wants and necessities. Close customer relationship lets a company to distinguish its product from rivals and radically expand the value it delivers to its customers (Magretta, 1998) and withstand customer loyalty. A company’s customer relation activities can impact its achievement in handling the entire supply chain in addition to its inside performance. 
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Information sharing is described as the degree to which serious and exclusive information is connected to an individual’s supply chain companion (Li et al., 2005). The innovations of information technology have immensely contributed to the development of sharing information through the supply chain. Even interactions of information permit for supply chain members to achieve as a sole form (Stein & Sweat, 1998). Shared information has diverse classifications comprising inventory, assets, products, demands, postponements, and scheduling information (Sakka & Botta-Genoulaz, 2009). It may as well comprise information about degree of excellence, inventory management, overall market information, and scheme information (Singh, 2013). So as to generate best outcomes, communal information has to be sufficient, precise, reliable, and appropriate (Li et al., 2004). Information sharing influences performance in terms of enriched customer receptiveness, reduced costs, enriched service ranks, and decreased degrees of complication (Zhao et al., 2002).
Numerous academicians have recommended that the main goal of the unified supply chain is to obtain factual and latest marketing data at each echelon inside the supply chain (Balsmeier & Voisin, 1996; Towill, 1997; Turner, 1993). Having the information accessible and visible to other members in the supply chain, customer data can be employed as a basis for competitive advantage (Jones, 1998; Novack et al., 1995).
Information sharing is a main component for any supply chain management scheme (Moberg et al., 2002). Information sharing is described as the information connected between members where the accurateness, sufficiency, and appropriateness denote to the degree of excellence of information. Li et al. (2004) described information sharing in the supply chain as the degree to which energetic and exclusive information is connected to the organization’s supply chain member. The benefit of information sharing in supply chain management has been exhaustively reflected (Cachon & Fisher, 2000). Information sharing advances harmonisation in supply chain procedures to permit the material flow and decreases inventory costs. Information sharing influences the supply chain performance both in terms of total cost and service level (Zhao et al., 2002).
Numerous academicians have highlighted the prominence of information sharing in supply chain management practices. Lalonde (1998) deliberated on sharing of information as a portion of four construction blocks that describe concrete supply chain relationship. Rendering to Stein and Sweat (1998), supply chain members that interchange the information on a consistent base are accomplished to exert as a sole body. Collaboratively, they have a better sympathy with the last customers and are better accomplished in responding to changes in the marketplace. In addition, Yu et al. (2001) emphasized that the negative influence of the rawhide whip with a very long plaited lash impacts on a supply chain can be removed by sharing information with trading partners. Tompkins and Ang (1999) suggested that the main reasonable and distinctive influence for the 20th century is the capable usage of applicable and appropriate information by the entire practical parts inside the supply chain to reach organizational goals. Sharing information with suppliers provides Dell Company the gains of quicker cycle times, decreased inventory, and enriched predictions. Altogether, the customers achieve greater degree of excellence of products at a lower price (Stein & Sweat, 1998).
Nonetheless, there is the unwillingness on the component of companies in the supply chain to share information with each other. Information is commonly detected as offering a benefit over rivals while companies struggle sharing with their members (Vokurka & Lummus, 2000). This uncertainty was due to diverse influences, encompassing the professed threat of getting rid of competitive advantage in other companies, the sharing of dominant information, for instance, inventory amounts and manufacture timetables with other network participants and the probability of dropping customers to other rivals (Ballou et al. 2000; Croom et al., 2000; Lancioni et al., 2000).
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Lean system is described as the activities of removing waste in an industrial system, deliberated by decreased set-up periods, small ration extents, and pull-production (Li et al., 2005). The term lean demonstrates a system that employs less of entire efforts to generate yields alike with the form manufacturing system, however, provides an enlarged selection for the last consumer. The rationale behind schedule lean thinking in supply chain management is that companies mutually recognize the worth stream for every product from ideas to intakes and develop this worth stream irrespective of old style operation (Mclvor, 2001). Removal of discarded waste is an essential idea inside the lean system. The consideration on discarded waste was founded by Taichii Ohno, Toyota’s Chief Engineer. Ohno recognizes Seven Wastes in the manufacturing system: over manufacture, coming up, shipping, unsuitable treating, unneeded inventory, flaws, and unneeded indication. However, the Seven Wastes were initially settled in a productive situation, and study has exposed that waste elimination is similarly appropriate as a foundation for development through the entire variety of supply chain (Taylor, 1999).
In Lean Thinking written by Womack and Jones (1996), five rules are recognized which are essential to the removal of waste. Taylor (1999) combines these five rules into the supply chain management situation and creates five lean rules for supply chain management which are 1) identify what generates worth from customer’s view point; 2) recognize the actions which are crucial to convey that worth through the entire supply chain of the worth stream; 3) create worth by removing discarded waste between added worth actions and inside added worth actions; 4) merely create or transfer, what is pulled by the customers and not what manufacture components select to create and push into the supply tube and 5) struggle for distinction not only in terms of product degree of excellence but also in the corporeal procedure, information systems, and administration which begin supply chain action.
Lean thinking and lean practice have turned out to be a very vital measurement of executing supply chain management (Handfield & Nichols, 1999; Mason-Jones & Towill, 1997). Companies that have not reengineered their whole supply chains to turn out the unwanted costs, time, and other wilds; so, they can provide high degree of excellence. Best worth products at extremely fast production will danger dropping customers. Lean functioning practice is the key teamster to an extremely integrated and down- sized supply chain, encouraging both cost savings and closer, more creative functioning member relationships. Decreasing the period needed to improve, produce, and allocate products not only decreases costs but also upturns efficiency, permits best charges to be indicted, decreases dangers, and upturns suppleness (Burgess, 1998).
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Extensive competition in current decades has anchored its consideration in the justification of short- range investments, providing working capital management a vital part in company financial performance (Appuhami, 2008; Baños-Caballero et al., 2011; Shin & Soenen, 1998). Working capital management comprises managing cash, inventory, and account receivable as well as the influencing factors of a company’s financial performance. Numerous prior researches have gauged the influence of working capital on company financial performance (Deloof, 2003; García-Terual & Martínez-Solano, 2007; Soenen, 1993).
The impact of working capital management on the financial performance of manufacturing companies has paid the consideration of researchers in several countries in recent times (Shakoor et al., 2012). Numerous studies disclose that efficient working capital management by shorter inventory conversion period and receivable collection period, and longer payable deferral period are linked with higher profitability (Hsieh & Wu, 2013).
The traditional sight on assessing a company's working capital management was to highlight on liquidity gauges, for instance, the current and quick ratios. These ratios, though, are grounded decently on balance sheet figures at the end of the financial year and an amount of issues are related with these static gauges (Jose et al., 1996). In Richards and Laughlin (1980), the combined income statement figures would generate a flow gauge that highlights the operating cycle of the company and which would be well appropriate to assessing working capital management.
In an effort to offer a basic technique to appraise a company's liquidity necessities, Gitman (1974) described the total cash cycle as the number of days between the first cash out flows related to the manufacture of an element and the last cash inflow of cash when the manufactured element is sold and the cash is received. The total cash cycle is computed by adding the company's raw material, the manufacturing, the finished inventory and account receivable turnover times, and subtracting the account payable turnover time. By bearing in mind the turnover times of the several working capital parts, the emphasis is located not only on the quantity of capital put in but also on the timing of these investments. Richards and Laughlin (1980) described this gauge as the cash conversion cycle and practiced it to assess working capital management.
One key decision which makes part of financial management is that of settling an optimal balance of liquid resources in the company. Liquidity has been reflected key to either success or failure of a number of companies irrespective of having reported huge profits from their books of accounts (Majanga, 2015). It is contended, however, that companies with liquidity problems struggle to stay afloat, and they are perhaps to wind up if no development on their working capital is made. Similarly, companies with healthy liquidity positions are probable to advance smoothly in their procedures and that most of such companies have strong fortitude and development even in turbulent economic environments (Majanga, 2015). The liquidity position of a company is substantially influenced by the levels of inventory, account receivable, and short range debts (Lyroudi & McCarty, 1993), and therefore a good management of these components may lead to a company reaching a good liquidity and profitability position. In determining the company’s liquidity, the current and quick ratios have been acknowledged traditionally as suitable gauges of the liquidity situation of a company, the former being the appearance of company’s total current assets in contrast with its total current liabilities; whereas the latter being the appearance of highly convertible current assets in contrast with total current liabilities (Watson & Head, 1998). Lately, financial analysts as well as scholars such as Anser and Malik (2013) and Appuhami (2008) supported another gauge of a company’s liquidity, the cash conversion cycle, which is said to be one of the most commonly employed gauges to appraise and evaluate the dangers and revenues related with liquidity management. The cash conversion cycle is described as the time period between a company paying out cash for its manufacture costs and receiving cash from the proceeds of its commodities. The gauge of the cash conversion cycle climaxes how the companies or the whole sector is performing in addition to illuminating the areas where further development may be required (Padachi, 2006) by demonstrating the degree of working capital financing required for particular level of procedures. 
Managers, therefore, need to appropriately evaluate the working capital needs and recognize the basic components of liquidity in order to efficiently and effectively decide on the company’s operation and be capable of balancing between liquidity and profitability (Manoori & Muhammad, 2012). Causal to the vital factors impacting working capital management, as identified in Lyroudi and McCarty (1993) would help executives to fix the optimal amount of exploitation in current assets as well as the good sources to finance them. This will enable them to be well- prepared and ready for irregular positions that have irregular impacts on company performance. Specifically, the cash conversion cycle is described as the summation of the inventory conversion period plus the receivable collection period minus the payable deferral period. Theoretically, the smaller the cash conversion cycle is, the faster the company can recover its cash from the revenues of its products. The more cash the company will acquire, the more liquid it will turn out to be. On the contrary, if the cash conversion cycle is high, then the organization proceeds extended to recuperate cash back into its system. Therefore, a high cash conversion cycle would designate a liquidity issue. This is in agreement with Gattis (2009) who contended that it is vital to viewpoint the cash conversion cycle in a movement; where a descendent movement is positive, demonstrating that the operating cycle is shortening, while an ascending movement is negative, demonstrating that the cycle is lengthening, hereafter cash is tied up for a lengthier period.
Reducing a company's cash conversion cycle can be attained by declining the turnover times of the current assets, and aggregate the turnover time of the account payable. A company with a reasonably short cash conversion cycle, therefore, typically accomplishes to collect cash rapidly, and dispense its givers of trade credit near the due time. With Gentry et al. (1990), this runs through outcome in a higher present value of the cash flows and afterward, in a higher company value. The efficient administration of working capital is, thus, supposed to result in an upturn in company value.
Jose et al. (1996) observed the relationship between liquidity management and profitability. The outcomes of their study exposed a statistically negative influence of the cash conversion cycle on the return on assets in addition to the return on equity. In consequence, their research gauged the impact of particular sectors and companies. Despite the fact that some exclusions from their overall outcomes were indicated, they determined that company performance is enriched by efficient working capital management (Jose et al., 1996). Karaduman et al. (2011) proposed the administration for the inventory, account receivable, and account payable is to be gauged by the most vital choice for finance executive for the reason that their influence on the company's value and general financial performance of the company. The outcomes of their study indicated that the financial performance of the companies may be enriched by decreasing the time period for cash conversion cycle.
Efficient cash conversion cycle management offers managers a better monitor on a company’s short range investments, which in sequence may influence risk, financial performance, and, in this manner, company value (Ebben & Johnson, 2011; Peel et al., 2000). Grounded on the trade-offs between anticipated financial performance versus risk and benefits versus drawbacks, a company’s cash conversion cycle can be optimized to make the most of profitability and growth (Baños-Caballero et al., 2011; Lazaridis & Tryfonidis, 2006). Decreasing the account receivable period, joined with lower inventory and stretched supplier credit terms, generates to a shorter cash conversion cycle, and working capital policy encompassing a shorter cash conversion cycle and a lower capital level may enhance financial performance (Ebben & Johnson, 2011; Wang, 2002). The benefit of a particular policy is that processes funded economically, as current liabilities, experiences little or no attention. Nonetheless, this policy comprises danger, as low inventory amounts joined with a short range trade credit may guide to a greater process danger and reduced revenues (Ebben & Johnson, 2011; Wang, 2002).
Manufacturing companies have greater level of liquidity as a result of a greater amount of inventory and account receivable (Soenen, 1993). Cash conversion cycle and its parts control the efficient amount of inventory and account receivable. Executives can enhance a company’s financial performance by handling the period enclosed by the cash conversion cycle. It can be attained by retaining optimal amount for all of the parts of cash conversion cycle (Dong & Su, 2010). The outcome of correlation and regression analysis displays strong opposite relationship among the quantity putting in inventory, account receivable, and the company’s financial performance (Shin & Soenen, 1998). The inventory conversion period is an outcome of the period engaged by the company to transform his inventory into sale of finished goods; inventory conversion period has a main influence on the length of cash conversion cycle. Relying on the researches, for instance, Deloof (2003) and Rehman and Nasr (2007), the inventory conversion period data was employed in creating company inventory policy.
The length of payable deferral period performs a vital function in the development of cash conversion cycle. Greater disbursement time will decrease the companies’ cash conversion, and lower disbursement time will increase the companies’ cash conversion cycle (Lazaridis & Tryfonidis, 2006). The length of period the organization is capable to postpone its disbursements on its diversity of supply procurements is called payable deferral period (Moss & Stine, 1993). Speeding up collection and slowing down disbursements are the straightforward principles of effective administration of account receivable and account payable. This standard of working capital apprehension with the notion offered by Hong-Mei (2008) cash conversion cycle provides more obvious perceptions for efficient administration of company’s short term assets and liabilities that will guarantee the appropriate amount of liquidity requirements.
To examine the relationship between liquidity administration and operating performance, Wang (2002) investigated a sample of 1,555 Japanese companies and 379 Taiwanese companies in several sectors over from 1985 to 1996 period. The outcomes disclosed that the cash conversion cycle, return on assets and cash conversion cycle, return on equity relationships were usually negative, proposing that managers could upturn company financial performance by decreasing cash conversion cycle. On the situation of emerging financial prudence, the research of Zariyawati et al. (2009) on Malaysian companies through the period from 1996 to 2006 discloses that there is a negative influence of cash conversion cycle on profitability. In addition, Dong and Su (2010) as well stated the similar influence of cash conversion cycle on profitability for the period from 2006 to 2008 for the practice listed in Vietnam Stock market. Financial performance of the company is negatively influenced by cash conversion cycle. In line with the outcomes of Gill et al. (2010), financial performance of the companies correlated with the collection of account receivable and slow collection of account receivable associated with low financial performance. The outcome divulges negative relationship between account receivable and financial performance. Conversely, the outcome discloses that slow down collection of account receivable correlates with low financial performance. Executives can generate worth by decreasing their inventory conversion period (García-Terual & Martínez-Solano, 2007). Using a panel sample of 255 associations listed on the Stock Exchange of Thailand from 2007 to 2009, Napompech (2012) established the fact that although sector characteristics have an influence on gross operating profits, managers can still upturn the financial performance of their companies by reducing the cash conversion cycle, inventory conversion period, and receivable collection period.
However, numerous researchers have found an influence of cash conversion cycle on financial performance. Lyroudi and Lazaridis (2000) tested the relationship between the liquidity, financial performance, and leverage ratios of 82 companies in the food sector listed on the Athens Stock Exchange in 1997. They uncovered the influence of cash conversion cycle on return on assets. Gill et al. (2010) tested a sample of 88 US industrial organizations over from 2005 to 2007 period and originated a significant influence of cash conversion cycle on financial performance. The researchers contended that managers might upturn financial performance, and thus, company values by emphasising on cash conversion cycle and retaining account receivable at an optimal amount. Alike outcomes were found by Sharma and Kumar (2011), who investigated a sample of 263 non-financial companies in India over 2000 to 2008 period. In addition, Abuzayed (2012) contended decisively, from a research of 93 non-financial companies in 11 sectors from 2000 to 2008 that financial performance and cash conversion cycle were significantly and positively correlated. The outcomes exposed that more financially performing companies were less interested to achieve their working capital resourcefully. In their study to examine the influence of cash conversion cycle on company’s financial performance, Lyroudi and McCarty (1993) found that the cash conversion cycle is significantly and positively related to all three financial performance ratios, namely: return on investment, return of equity, and net profit margin. Related to his study, Quayyum (2011) presented a comparable study on companies enlisted with the cement sector of the DSE over a period from 2005 to 2009 and found the existence of a significant level of relationship between the financial performance indicators and several liquidity indicators in addition to working capital parts. Shin and Soenen (1998) discovered significant influence of efficient cash conversion cycle management on profitability and liquidity of companies.
As enlisted in the review of literature, prior practical outcomes are varied and faced vagueness regarding the practice of the influence of cash conversion cycle on company financial performance. The idea that these researches are grounded on diverse sample collections and settings somewhat designate the difference.
Shin and Soenen (1998) examined the influence of a company's net trade cycle on its financial performance using a sample of 58985 company with years comprehending the period from 1975 to 1994 based on companies from the USA. The computation of the net trade cycle distinguishes from the cash conversion cycle. Dissimilar to the cash conversion cycle, where the denominators encompassed in the computation of the turnover rates of inventory, account receivable, and account payable distinguish, the net trade cycle is computed by stating them entirely as a proportion of revenues. Accordingly, the value of a company's net trade cycle designates the number of days of sales that the company has to fund its net working capital exploitation. Cash conversion cycle is not deprived of its opponents, though. Gentry et al. (1990) contended that the cash conversion cycle only emphasizes on the length of time that capital is put in the company's operating cycle and that the quantity of finances spent in a product is inadequately measured. Therefore, they acclaimed an adjusted form of the cash conversion cycle, described as the weighted cash conversion cycle. The weighted cash conversion cycle weighs the turnover time of a particular part by bearing in mind the percentage of the total cash otherwise engaged in that part. They contended that even though the weighted cash conversion cycle is a more accurate gauge to employ than the cash conversion cycle, the absence of obtainability of the data needed restricts its implementation by external analysts. The outcomes of their research disclosed that a statistically significant influence occurs in a company's net trade cycle through its financial performance. They decided that the efficiency of a company's net trade cycle could result in the formation of shareholder value.
In this research, the net trade cycle is computed as a gauge of working capital management. In the investigative phases of the study, the cash conversion cycle was also computed. A quantity of issues, though, was practiced when computing cash conversion cycle values. Firstly, the McGregor BFA record does not cover full figures on the cost of sales amount for all companies for the whole period under review. In addition, the cost of procurements through the year was also exclusive and had to be predictable. As a result of these, extra approximations were required to compute the cash conversion cycle. The resultant sample would have been noticeably smaller than the individual grounded on the net trade cycle. Shin and Soenen (1998) also substantiated the appropriateness of the cash conversion cycle. Meanwhile, its computation comprises the addition of ratios with diverse denominators. The working capital management is a proxy by net trade cycle, which should be neither too short nor too long, that it varies from time to time and from different sector to another (Karaduman et al., 2010). 
This research further examines the influence of net trade cycle as a mediator variable on the financial performance as a dependent variable. The net trade cycle components are explicated in details below.
1) Inventory Conversion Period (ICP). This is a gauge of how long a company ties its funds to inventory. When a business holds too much inventory for too long, its liquidity position gets cooperated. Inventory makes an enormous component of current assets predominantly for manufacturing entities and the longer it is held, the more funds are tied up, thus, paralyzing the operations. It also gauges the number of days that is required to sell inventory, in which shorter time is better to upturn liquidity (Farris, 1996) on the expense of suffering from stock-out which may result in lost sales and so, it should be between speeding up and slowing down (Nobanee et al., 2011).
2) Receivable Collection Period (RCP). This variable gauges on average the number of days it takes for a company’s trade debtors to pay their dues. It is sensible that for a company to have an appropriate liquidity position, the receivable collection period must be as lower as promising (Leitch & Lamminmaki, 2011). It also gauges the number of days that is required to collect account receivable in which shorter time is better to upturn liquidity (Boardman & Ricci, 1985) on the expense of losing customers who are switching to competitors by imposing aggressive credit policy, which may also result in lost sales (Nobanee et al., 2011).
3) Payable Deferral Period (PDP). This liquidity component gauges the length of time in days the company defers payments to its suppliers and other creditors. It is contended that a business can increase its liquidity by delaying payments to suppliers and creditors. However, it is practical that businesses should take caution for fear of losing its reliable and key suppliers for non-payment. It also gauges the number of days that is required to disburse account payable in which longer time is better to invest cash (Boardman & Ricci, 1985) at the expense of losing early payment discounts as well as the possibility of receiving bad quality materials from supplier, which would eventually influence the profitability (Nobanee et al., 2011).
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Organizational performance denotes how well a company satisfies its market and financial objectives (Yamin et al., 1999). The short range goals of supply chain management are mostly to upturn efficiency and decrease inventory and cycle time, whereas a long range goal is to upturn financial performance for the entire parties of the supply chain (Tan et al, 1998). Financial metrics have aided as a technique of matching companies and appraising a company’s behaviour over time (Holmberg, 2000) and the eventual usefulness of supply chain management have to be gauged by particular performance.
Organizational performance in their research is gauged by profit margin on sales and general competitive situation. These gauges have been employed extensively in the preceding study (Stock et al., 2000; Vickery et al., 1999). These performance gauges were evaluated by respondents on a 5- point Likert scale from “significant decrease” to “significant increase”. Previous study has revealed that executive valuations of organizational performance are dependable on inside goal performance (Vickery et al., 1999) and even though outside secondary data (Venkatraman & Rananujam, 1986).
Organizational performance is a pointer which gauges how sound a company attains their goals (Hamon, 2003). Ho (2008) described organizational performance in terms of how sound a company realizes its goals. Schermerhorn et al. (2002), however, attributed organizational performance depending on the degree of excellence and the number of individual or group effort accomplishment. Koh et al. (2007) and Petrovic-Lazareric et al. (2007), on the other hand, looked at organizational performance from the viewpoint of supply chain management to organizational performance. Koh et al. (2007) considered that even though organizational performance is gauged by both financial and market standards, the short range goals of supply chain management are to increase efficiency and decrease inventory and lead time. Tippins and Sohi (2003) ascertained the organizational performance gauges on four magnitudes: relative financial performance, return on investment, customer retention, and total sales development. 
The topic of performance remains controversial. Indeed, the researchers have resisted finding a description to this concept by seeking its sources and its relations with the several strategies on how to attain it (Azouzi & Jarboui, 2016). The major goal is to identify the financial performance indicators.
Financial performance is hardly defined in the preceding literature (Kirby, 2005; Richard et al., 2009) because there is no consistent gauge and scope. Yet, it is the broadest and most widely- accepted dependent variable in management research (Richard et al., 2009; Rogers & Wright, 1998). Financial performance ratios including return on assets, return on equity, operational profit margin, and competitive position are the most common financial performance indicators which are explained in details below.
1) Return on Assets (ROA). Return on total assets is computed by dividing the net profit after tax by total assets. This ratio gauges the profitability of the assets utilized in generating net income for the company. Because the assets are financed by debt or equity or a combination thereof, a high return on assets designates that the assets are being engaged in the most profitable way to generate net income and vice versa. The return on assets demonstrates how effectively the company is using resources to upturn the level of profits earned on total assets invested via properly managing the supply chain. A well- utilized resources via proper management of the supply chain that is mediated by the efficient net trade cycle can lead to dramatically increased profitability through a well utilization of total assets which is considered as the optimal expected result. It is a vital gauge, as companies must invest profitably in new capital endeavours above the company’s cost of capital to generate additional value for the company (Khuong, 2002). Company assets are valuable and limited resources. These are often elevated through a combination of liabilities and equity. The return on assets ratio displays how effectively a management has invested in valuable company resources in order to recompense shareholders for its risks. The return on amount of assets is a ratio with which managers are typically acquainted with through financial reports. It can also be recognized in annual reports of public companies.
2) Return on Equity (ROE). The return on equity ratio is a gauge which designates the amount of net income generated as a proportion of the shareholders’ equity that can be reached through properly managing the supply chain. A well- utilized resources via proper management of the supply chain that is mediated by the efficient net trade cycle can lead to dramatically increased profitability through a well utilization of owners’ investments which is considered as the optimal expected result. This financial measurement designates a company’s profitability status by observing the profit level of a company generated from the money shareholders invested (Ebert et al., 2006). Return on equity is also commonly known as the return on net worth. Net income, computed per fiscal year, is calculated before any dividends are detached from common shareholders, but after dividends are paid to preferred shareholders because shareholder equity does not cover preferred stock shares.
3) Operational Profit Margin (OPM). The operating income amount was designated as a performance variable in the questionnaire because this measurement unit has been described by strict guidelines of the U.S. generally accepted accounting principles. Operating income, when articulated as a percentage of total net sales, characterizes earnings generated for each sales in dollar turned over via properly managing the supply chain. A well- utilized resources via proper management of the supply chain that is mediated by the efficient net trade cycle can lead to dramatically increased profitability through a well utilization of total net sales which is considered as the optimal expected result. The ratio is the same irrespective of size, because the return is articulated as a percentage instead of a number and is employed to gauge return variables. The operating income percentage amount also permits for benchmarking against companies within the same sector, irrespective of size, because the return is articulated as a percentage instead of absolute dollars. Researchers such as Steiger (2008) and Torghabeha et al. (2014) employed the operational profit margin to explicate its relationship with company value.
4) Competitive Position (CP). The competitive position is measured by how a company is compared to its rivals in a particular market. The competitive position is generally gauged by market share as classified with the company as the dominant leader, one of peers, a small player (Lama et al., 2012). The market share trend has to be recognized as well as the industry particular aspects such as brand equity, product differentiation, and customer loyalty. It is usually assumed that the company should have superior financial performance by having a strong competitive position. A well- utilized resources via proper management of the supply chain that is mediated by the efficient net trade cycle can lead to dramatically increased competitive position related to rivals to become the dominant leader which is also considered as the optimal expected result. Consequently, it is an industry advantage to illustrate the competitive battleground and how strong the diverse rivals are across market sectors.


[bookmark: _Toc500087394]Table 1. Summary of Key Literature Review
	Constructs
	Literature
	Model

	Supplier Partnership
	Abdallah et al., 2014;
	The impact of SCM practices on SC performance.

	
	Farris II & Hutchison, 2002;
	Net trade cycle bridges from suppliers to customers.

	
	Hofmann & Kotzab, 2010;
	A supply chain-oriented perspective on the net trade cycle.

	
	Suhong Li, 2002.
	The causal relationships between facilitating factors for SCM practice, SCM practice, SCM performance, competitive advantage, and organizational performance.

	Customer Relationship
	Abdallah et al., 2014;
	The impact of SCM practices on SC performance.

	
	Claycomb et al., 1999;
	A model of factors associated with JIT with customers.

	
	Farris II & Hutchison, 2002;
	Net trade cycle bridges from suppliers to customers.

	
	Hofmann & Kotzab, 2010;
	A supply chain-oriented perspective on the net trade cycle.

	
	Suhong Li, 2002.
	The causal relationships between facilitating factors for SCM practice, SCM practice, SCM performance, competitive advantage, and organizational performance.

	Information Sharing


	Abdallah et al., 2014;
	The impact of SCM practices on SC performance.

	
	Suhong Li, 2002;
	The causal relationships between facilitating factors for SCM practice, SCM practice, SCM performance, competitive advantage, and organizational performance.

	
	Yu et al., 2001.
	Three information sharing levels.

	Lean System 

	Claycomb et al., 1999;
	A model of factors associated with JIT with customers.

	
	Hofmann & Kotzab, 2010;
	A supply chain-oriented perspective on the net trade cycle.

	
	Suhong Li, 2002.
	The causal relationships between facilitating factors for SCM practice, SCM practice, SCM performance, competitive advantage, and organizational performance.

	Net Trade Cycle
	Erasmus, 2010;
	The relationship between the net trade cycle and return on assets.

	
	Farris II & Hutchison, 2002;
	Net trade cycle bridges from suppliers to customers.

	
	Hofmann & Kotzab, 2010;
	A supply chain-oriented perspective on the net trade cycle.

	
	Nobanee et al., 2011;
	The relation between a firm’s net trade cycle and its profitability.

	
	Shakoor et al., 2012.
	The relationship between net trade cycle and profitability.

	Financial Performance
	Abdallah et al., 2014;
	The impact of SCM practices on SC performance.

	
	Claycomb et al., 1999;
	A model of factors associated with JIT with customers.

	
	Erasmus, 2010;
	The relationship between the net trade cycle and return on assets.

	
	Nobanee et al., 2011;
	The relation between a firm’s net trade cycle and its profitability.

	
	Shakoor et al., 2012;
	The relationship between net trade cycle and profitability.

	
	Suhong Li, 2002;
	The causal relationships between facilitating factors for SCM practice, SCM practice, SCM performance, competitive advantage, and organizational performance.

	
	Yu et al., 2001.
	Three information sharing levels.


Finally, the main relationships among constructs that are shown in Table 1 above with the following details: the significant influences of supplier partnership (Abdallah et al., 2014; Suhong Li, 2002), customer relationship (Abdallah et al., 2014; Claycomb et al., 1999; Suhong Li, 2002), information sharing (Abdallah et al., 2014; Suhong Li, 2002; Yu et al., 2001), and lean system (Claycomb et al., 1999; Suhong Li, 2002) on financial performance. Moreover, the significant relationship between supply chain management practices and net trade cycle (Farris II & Hutchison, 2002; Hofmann & Kotzab, 2010) are likewise included. Finally, Table 1 also highlights the significant influence of net trade cycle on financial performance (Erasmus, 2010; Nobanee et al., 2011; Shakoor et al., 2012).












CHAPTER THREE: THEORY
This chapter provides a description of how the most relevant theoretical knowledge was selected in line with the objectives of the current research. The analysed theoretical propositions and their contributions to reach the final theoretical background are discussed in detail in this chapter.
3.1 Theoretical Background and Conceptual Model
Some theoretical grounds used for the building of the model are provided. A clear theoretical rationality is that financial performance depends on the appropriate management of intangible and tangible resources (Kumar & Nambirajan, 2013). Supply chain management practices and net trade cycle deal with the tangible and intangible resources. The combined effect of supply chain management practices and net trade cycle thus form the structure blocks of executive choices and engagements that regulate the long run performance of an association. Therefore, supply chain management practices and net trade cycle perform vital roles in donating to association’s financial performance via a good collaboration among all trading partners (all related parties in companies) that is supported by Relationship Marketing Theory and Resource Based Theory that are detailed below.
The Relationship Marketing Theory (RMT) is used to explain the relationships among all parties in the supply chain as an integrated system, and hence, to ensure well-collaboration among these parties by sharing information and using lean system between suppliers and customers which enables the company to gain a competitive advantage and survive in a tough competitive environment. The Relationship Marketing Theory is discussed in details below.
Relationship Marketing Theory is characterized by exchanges between parties who have a history of business interaction and who have plans for future interactions (Weitz & Jap, 1995). Morgan and Hunt (1994) defined Relationship Marketing Theory as “all marketing activities focused on establishing, emerging and upholding, positive relational exchanges.” This is the new pattern change that is underway in marketing (Kotler, 1991).  Kotler & Armstrong (2004) had assumed that marketing as a field of study and practice is being reconceptualized from transactions to relationships. Sheth and Parvatiyar (1995) affirmed that the core of marketing is the relationship. 
The Relationship Marketing Theory is based on the management of marketing actions. It identifies the joint performance of marketing actions that upshot from the value added for members (Min et al., 2005). These actions direct to trust, commitment, gratification and performance (Palmatier, 2008). These gains are reinforced by good communications, pleasing exchanges, common values and goals, practical struggle, a composed power or dependency and imperfect opportunistic conduct among the members (Anderson & Weitz, 1992). 
The Nordic School reflects the dyadic relationship to be the essential theory of marketing. According to Harker (1999), the most illustrative definition of Relationship Marketing Theory and that was accepted by the European Relationship Marketing community is that of Gronroos (1994). He stated that Relationship Marketing Theory is to recognize and create, uphold and improve and, when needed, also to dismiss relationships with customers and other stakeholders, at a yield, so that the goals of all members are encountered, and that this is performed by a common exchange and gratification of capacities. 
The Relationship Marketing Theory is not new (Gronroos, 1994). Channel management research and practice has long acknowledged the prominence of managing dyadic relationships between people and companies acting delivery functions, functions that generate value by making products and services obtainable to customers providing period, place and form values (Weitz & Jap, 1995). The Relationship Marketing Theory has been in place internationally in ages.
The Resource Based Theory (RBT) is used to explain the enhancement in the financial performance of a company. This enhancement can be achieved by improving the influence of the four most common supply chain management practices (supplier partnership, customer relationship, information sharing, and lean system) and net trade cycle on the company’s financial performance can be improved through an efficient utilization of the available resources including tangible, intangible and human resources via accessing to different technologies and competencies and through a proper management of supply chain with efficient net trade cycle to eliminate unnecessary costs. The Resource Based Theory is discussed in details below.
Resource Based Theory states that firms are combiners of resources which are heterogeneous and imperfectly mobile. These firms operate in industries characterized by imperfect information. Critical to this theory is the creation of market value via products and services desired by customers. Given the nature of the business environment, firms have access to technologies, competencies, capabilities and various organizational structures that make them more efficient than their competitors (Hunt & Davis, 2012).
Blind et al. (2012) positioned supply chain management directly into the Resource Based Theory. They indicated that the theory was directly associated with cooperative and relational marketing. They also cited knowledge acquisition as critical to competitive advantage. Knowledge acquired, assimilated or transformed from other disciplines or industries, facilitated competitive advantage (Kessler et al., 2000; Kogut & Zander 1996). Information search accesses asset- specific knowledge, valuable to the firm (DeSarbo et al., 2007; Wang et al., 2009) and competitors, could provide valuable information made available using cooperative strategies (Grant & Baden-Fuller, 1995).
In addition, market researchers have associated collaboration with value creation and innovation. Collaboration supports differential advantage by providing access to markets, technologies, reduced cost and risk, improved competitiveness, knowledge development, exploitation, and enhanced financial performance (Jorde & Teece 1989; Tsai, 2002). Gnyawali and Park (2011) and Ritala and Hurmelinna-Laukkanen (2009) found collaboration to increase innovation.
Resource Based Theory is not a theory of competition, rather a supporter of collaboration, and is credited with enabling firms to adopt collaborative management strategies gaining greater benefits and control over competitors (Chen & Chen 2011; Quintana-Garcia & Benavides-Velasco, 2004). Hence, in Resource Based Theory, competitive strategies are generally insignificant means by which a competitive advantage is achieved. Blind et al. (2012) and LaCoste (2012) regarded cooperation and competition to exist on a single continuum; however, they treat cooperation as a relational management strategy and competition as self-indulgent. 
A broad literature review shows that there are contradicting results in supply chain management and net trade cycle in general, and a lack of studies addressing their applicability specifically in the case of developing countries. Moreover, none of the previous studies combined the most common supply chain management practices, net trade cycle, and financial performance in one model. Consequently, this research aims to enhance financial performance through examining the most common supply chain management practices with efficient net trade cycle in a developing country such as the Kingdom of Bahrain and in the hope to fill out the gap in literature.
3.2 Theoretical Framework
The research model relies on two main theories: Relationship Marketing Theory (RMT) and Resource Based Theory (RBT). More specifically, RMT is used to explain how the related parties interact. This is achieved through finding significant correlations among the four most common supply chain management practices (supplier partnership, customer relationship, information sharing, and lean system). On the other hand, RBT is used to explain how to improve financial performance via well utilization of resources of the four most common supply chain management practices and net trade cycle.
To recognize well the backgrounds and magnitudes of supply chain management, a model is created which designates the causal relationships between facilitating factors or constructs for the four most common supply chain management practices that are mainly used in previous key studies (Abdallah et al., 2014; Suhong Li, 2002), and their relationships with net trade cycle construct, and financial performance construct (Erasmus, 2010; Nobanee et al., 2011; Shakoor et al., 2012). Fundamental to this research model is directness: a higher level of supply chain management practices will lead to higher level of net trade cycle construct, and a higher level of net trade cycle will guide to an improved financial performance construct. 
Prior practical researches typically linked certain features of those four most common supply chain management practices financial performance which are directly deprived of seeing an intermediate performance gauges net trade cycle (Frohlich & Westbrook, 2001; Shin et al., 2000; Stuart, 1997). Since financial performance is an eventual gauge of every action in an association, it may not be a suitable gauge for immediate consequence of those most common supply chain management practices. So, it is highly possible that supply chain management practices impact the financial performance construct indirectly through mediation by the net trade cycle construct. In addition to the direct impact of supply chain management practices on the financial performance construct, the financial performance construct is also indirectly impacted through mediation by the net trade cycle construct.
 Figure 1 illustrates all the possible relationships that can affect supply chain management considered within the model proposed for this study. It shows the indirect influence of those four common supply chain management practices on financial performance that is mediated by net trade cycle as well as the direct influence of those four common supply chain management practices on financial performance.
Figure 1. Proposed Latent Variable Model
 




CHAPTER FOUR: METHODOLOGY
This chapter mainly focuses on how the data was collected and organized. So, it consists of two primary sections which are data collection and data preparation that are discussed in details below.
4.1 Data Collection
4.1.1 Survey Instrument 
Not only quantitative methodology is advantageous because it allows researchers to conduct a broad survey, which involves many subjects and generalization of findings but also enables researchers to correlate independent and dependent variables in order to determine causality within a study framework. On the other hand, quantitative methodology is rigid and provides less detail on the motivation, attitudes and behavior of study subjects. Thus, quantitative methodology would be the most applicable method for this research problem. A quantitative approach allows the researcher to examine the relationships among variables of supply chain management practices, net trade cycle, and financial performance. The data can be used to look for cause and effect relationships and, therefore, can be used to make predictions. 
This research mainly uses a questionnaire instrument to collect data, as it is the more practical way to gather information about how organizations attain proper supply chain management practices at manufacturing companies  with efficient net trade cycle to enhance financial performance. It is interesting to note that none of the previous studies examined these critical relationships in one model. The questionnaire utilizes the Likert scale which is the best rating in the scale of 1 to 5 that was similarly used in many previous studies (Li et al., 2004). The first edition of the questionnaire was pilot-checked through actual interviews with the general managers of the three manufacturing companies in the Kingdom of Bahrain and was revised for accuracy and correctness. One general manager suggested adding explanations for some terminologies such as lead time (the explanation of the lead time is the time between the initiation and completion of a production process) and pull production system (the explanation of the pull production system is make to order in which the production is based on actual demand). Another general manager suggested adding competitive position as the fourth indicator of the financial performance construct. Finally, the resultant instrument was evaluated by faculty of the Abu Dhabi University and was further adjusted to ensure that the gauges are suitable, reliable, and user-friendly. One faculty suggested transferring questionnaire sentences from active tenses to passive tenses (examples of the passive tenses: customers are contacted to establish dependability, receptiveness, and other criteria; suppliers are streamlined for ordering, receiving, and other paperwork; and other similar thingsand other similar things and other similar things). 
Mediator explains a relationship between the independent variable and the dependent variable, whereas moderator influences the strength of a relationship. Moreover, moderator tells when to expect what in a relationship, whereas mediator variable helps in explaining the effect and why such an effect takes place. Thus, the net trade cycle is used as a mediator variable to explain the effect of the four most common supply chain management practices on the financial performance.
 
In consequence this research examined the following nine hypotheses:
H1. There is an indirect significant influence of supplier partnership on financial performance that is explained through the mediation of net trade cycle.
H2. There is a direct significant influence of supplier partnership on financial performance.
H3. There is an indirect significant influence of customer relationship on financial performance that is explained through the mediation of net trade cycle.
H4. There is a direct significant influence of customer relationship on financial performance.
H5. There is an indirect significant influence of information sharing on financial performance that is explained through the mediation of net trade cycle.
H6. There is a direct significant influence of information sharing on financial performance.
H7. There is an indirect significant influence of lean system on financial performance that is explained through the mediation of net trade cycle.
H8. There is a direct significant influence of lean system on financial performance.
H9. There is a significant influence of net trade cycle on financial performance.
In other words, this research examined the nine hypotheses which are divided mainly by four indirect relationships and five direct influences which are as follows: the four indirect relationships of the four most common supply chain management practices (the supplier partnership construct, the customer relationship construct, the information sharing construct, and the lean system construct are as independent variables) have significant relationships with the financial performance construct (as a dependent variable) that are mediated by the net trade cycle construct. Moreover, the five direct influences of the four supply chain management practices (the supplier partnership construct, the customer relationship construct, the information sharing construct, and the lean system construct are as independent variables) and the net trade cycle construct (as a mediator variable) have significant influences on the financial performance construct (as a dependent variable).
4.1.2 Sample 
The survey was administered as a questionnaire to all senior employees at the production department and finance department of three manufacturing companies in the Kingdom of Bahrain. Kingdom of Bahrain is generally a small country and it is the smallest country among the Gulf Cooperation Council countries. Therefore, as a consequence of the selected field of research in Bahrain, only three manufacturing companies have been considered in the study that are all listed industrial companies at Bahrain Bourse. Moreover, the topic of interest measures finance at a managerial level so that only senior employees have the capability to answer the questionnaire accurately. This is the reason for having a small sample size. Indeed, the total senior employees in the designated departments for the selected three companies are only 147 distributed as follows: 76 senior employees in the first company, 31 senior employees in the second company, and 40 senior employees in the third company. Accordingly, the study covered all senior employees in the designated departments. Totally, the study covered 112 respondents of senior employees distributed among the three selected companies as follows: 61 from the first company, 21 from the second company, and 30 from the third company. Therefore, it has a very high overall response rate of 76% as shown in Table 2. This is the best sample that can be gathered within the boundaries of Bahrain, strengthening one’s choice of sample. Besides, this is a good number of responses, and if it is a significant share of the industry that depends on supply chains, it is a robust sample for Bahrain. The following details on the basis of the job titles for the three manufacturing companies. 
Firstly, Company 1 in production department for production lead man has 23 respondents out of 28 senior employees with a response rate of 82%; for production supervisor, it has 11 respondents out of 14 senior employees with a response rate of 79%; for production superintendent, it has five respondents out of six senior employees with a response rate of 83%; and for production manager, it has one respondent out of one senior employee with a response rate of 100%; in purchasing department for purchasing supervisor,  it has four respondents out of five senior employees with a response rate of 80%; and for purchasing manager, it has one respondent out of one senior employee with a response rate of 100%; in logistics department for logistics supervisor, it has seven respondents out of nine senior employees with a response rate of 78%; and for logistics manager, it has one respondent out of one senior manager with a response rate of 100%; in accounting and finance department for senior accountant, it has four respondents out of six senior employees with a response rate of 67%; for chief accountant, it has one respondent out of one senior employee with a response rate of 100%; and for financial controller, it has one respondent out of one senior employee with a response rate of 100%; and in audit department, for internal auditor, it has one respondent out of two senior employees with a response rate of 50%; and for internal audit head, it has one respondent out of one senior employee with a response rate of 100%.
Secondly, Company 2 in production department for production lead man has six respondents out of 10 senior employees with a response rate of 60%; for production superintendent, it has two respondents out of three senior employees with a response rate of 67%; and for production manager, it has one respondent out of one senior employee with a response rate of 100%; in purchasing department for purchasing supervisor,  it has two respondents out of three senior employees with a response rate of 67%; and for purchasing manager, it has one respondent out of one senior employee with a response rate of 100%; in logistics department for logistics supervisor, it has four respondents out of six senior employees with a response rate of 67%; and for logistics manager, it has one respondent out of one senior manager with a response rate of 100%; in accounting and finance department for senior accountant, it has two respondents out of four senior employees with a response rate of 50%; and for chief accountant, it has one respondent out of one senior employee with a response rate of 100%; and in audit department for internal auditor, it has one respondent out of one senior employees with a response rate of 100%.
Lastly, Company 3 in production department for production lead man has nine respondents out of 13 senior employees with a response rate of 69%; for production superintendent, it has four respondents out of five senior employees with a response rate of 80%; and for production manager, it has one respondent out of one senior employee with a response rate of 100%; in purchasing department for purchasing supervisor, it has three respondents out of four senior employees with a response rate of 75%; and for purchasing manager, it has one respondent out of one senior employee with a response rate of 100%; in logistics department for logistics supervisor, it has five respondents out of seven senior employees with a response rate of 71%; and for logistics manager, it has one respondent out of one senior manager with a response rate of 100%; in accounting and finance department for senior accountant, it has three respondents out of five senior employees with a response rate of 60%; and for chief accountant, it has one respondent out of one senior employee with a response rate of 100%; and in audit department for internal auditor, it has one respondent out of one senior employees with a response rate of 100%; and for internal audit head, it has one respondent out of one senior employee with a response rate of 100%.
Obviously, it has shown that there are high response rates for all the individual job titles of the three manufacturing companies. Moreover, by making comparison among these three manufacturing companies, it shows that Company 1 has the highest response rate of 80%; Company 3 has the mid-level response rate of 75%; and Company 2 has the lowest response rate of 68%. Nevertheless, the average of all these three manufacturing companies has high response rate of 76%. This may be due to the way of conducting questionnaires that have been physically (personally attended) floated by the researcher. By this method, it enables the researcher to offer all required supports that may help to reduce unanswered questions through proving all required explanations in case of having any misunderstandings in the questionnaire instructions from the respondents.
Furthermore, manufacturing companies were selected as they are considered the most practical companies to obtain measures of supply chain management , net trade cycle and financial performance (Shakoor et al., 2012). Lastly, due to lack of supply chain management research in developing countries (Abdallah et al., 2014), this research is conducted in a developing country, the Kingdom of Bahrain. 
To achieve a good representation level, all the three manufacturing companies were physically inspected by the researcher. This is the communal technique of collecting data as organizations have a tendency to disregard questionnaires conducted by mail or e-mail. Table 2 offers an expressive synopsis of the respondents.



Table 2. Profile of the Respondents
Job Titles	Senior Employees	Respondents	Response Rates
	C1	C2	C3	To	C1	C2	C3	To	C1	C2	C3	To
Production Lead Man	28	10	13	51	23	6	9	38	.82	.60	.69	.75
Production Supervisor	14	N/A	N/A	14	11	N/A	N/A	11	.79	N/A	N/A	.79
Production Superintendent	6	3	5	14	5	2	4	11	.83	.67	.80	.79
Production Manager	1	1	1	3	1	1	1	3	1	1	1	1
Purchasing Supervisor	5	3	4	12	4	2	3	9	.80	.67	.75	.75
Purchasing Manager	1	1	1	3	1	1	1	3	1	1	1	1
Logistics Supervisor	9	6	7	22	7	4	5	16	.78	.67	.71	.73
Logistics Manager	1	1	1	3	1	1	1	3	1	1	1	1
Senior Accountant	6	4	5	15	4	2	3	9	.67	.50	.60	.60
Chief Accountant	1	1	1	3	1	1	1	3	1	1	1	1
Financial Controller	1	N/A	N/A	1	1	N/A	N/A	1	1	N/A	N/A	1
Internal Auditor	2	1	1	4	1	1	1	3	.50	1	1	.75
Internal Auditor Head	1	N/A	1	2	1	N/A	1	2	1	N/A	1	1
Total	76	31	40	147	61	21	30	112	.80	.68	.75	.76

Note: C1 (Company 1), C2 (Company 2), C3 (Company 3), and To (Total). 
4.2 Data Preparation
It has an entire 27 indicators (five indicators of the supplier partnership construct: degree of excellence is considered as the number one standard in choosing suppliers, issues are solved mutually with suppliers, suppliers are helped to enhance their product degree of excellence, main suppliers are involved in continuous improvement programs, and main suppliers are involved in forecasting and setting goal actions; five indicators of the customer relationship construct: customers are contacted to establish dependability, receptiveness, and other criteria, customer gratification is measured and evaluated, future customer anticipations are determined, customers’ capability is facilitated to look for help, and the prominence of relationship with customers is evaluated; four indicators of the information sharing construct: trading partners are informed in advance of altering requirements, trading partners share solid data, trading partners share commercial information of essential commercial procedures, and trading partners are retained completely knowledgeable about problems that impact commerce; five indicators of the lean system construct: suppliers are pushed for shorter lead time, pull production system is used, suppliers are streamlined for ordering, receiving, and other paperwork, inspection of incoming materials is reduced, and inspection of outbound materials is reduced; four indicators of the net trade cycle construct: shortening number of days it takes for a company’s trade debtors to pay their dues, shortening number of days a company ties its funds to inventory, extending number of days a company defers payments to its suppliers and other creditors, and shortening number of days of sales that it consumes for a company to transfer resource inputs into cash flows; and four indicators of the financial performance construct: return on assets, return on equity, operational profit margin, and competitive position) in the questionnaire gauging six constructs (the supplier partnership, the customer relationship, the information sharing, the lean system, the net trade cycle and the financial performance). 
Each latent construct is gauged by as a minimum of four indicators that are as follows: the supplier partnership construct has five indicators (degree of excellence is considered as the number one standard in choosing suppliers; issues are solved mutually with suppliers; suppliers are helped to enhance their product degree of excellence; main suppliers are involved in continuous improvement programs; and main suppliers are involved in forecasting and setting goal actions.); the customer relationship construct has five indicators (customers are contacted to establish dependability, receptiveness, and other criteria; customer gratification is measured and evaluated; future customer anticipations are determined; customers’ capability is facilitated to look for help; and the prominence of relationship with customers is evaluated.); the information sharing construct has four indicators (trading partners are informed in advance of altering requirements; trading partners share solid data; trading partners share commercial information of essential commercial procedures; and trading partners are retained completely knowledgeable about problems that impact commerce.); the lean system construct has five indicators (suppliers are pushed for shorter lead time; pull production system is used; suppliers are streamlined for ordering, receiving, and other paperwork; inspection of incoming materials is reduced; and inspection of outbound materials is reduced.); the net trade cycle construct has four indicators (shortening number of days it takes for a company’s trade debtors to pay their dues; shortening number of days a company ties its funds to inventory; extending number of days a company defers payments to its suppliers and other creditors; and shortening number of days of sales that it consumes for a company to transfer resource inputs into cash flows.); and the financial performance construct has four indicators (return on assets; return on equity; operational profit margin; and competitive position.). 
Moreover, it gave indicators with elevated reliability than particular items. Firstly, the conducted questionnaires were sorted on the basis of the company type. Then, the paper questionnaires were encoded in the Microsoft Excel based on the constructs and their associated indicators. Next, they were processed in the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) program. Finally, they were transferred to the Analysis of Moment Structures (AMOS) which is a visual program for the Structural Equation Modelling (SEM).















CHAPTER FIVE: DATA ANALYSIS
This chapter essentially focuses on how the data was analysed. So, it consists of three sections which are validity and reliability, validity analyses, and latent variable model analysis that are elaborated in details below.
5.1 Validity and Reliability
In advance, a latent model analysis is performed; the validity and reliability of the constructs have to be evaluated. The unidimensionality and reliability of the ranges have to be founded prior to their convergent and discriminant validities are evaluated.
5.1.1 Unidimensionality
It measures the degree to which the indicators in a range gauge completely the identical construct . Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) can be employed to evaluate unidimensionality. A confirmatory factor analysis was performed for every one of the six constructs (the supplier partnership construct, the customer relationship construct, the information sharing construct, the lean system construct, the net trade cycle construct, and the financial performance construct) to verify the 27 indicators (five indicators of the supplier partnership construct: degree of excellence is considered as the number one standard in choosing suppliers, issues are solved mutually with suppliers, suppliers are helped to enhance their product degree of excellence, main suppliers are involved in continuous improvement programs, and main suppliers are involved in forecasting and setting goal actions; five indicators of the customer relationship construct: customers are contacted to establish dependability, receptiveness, and other criteria, customer gratification is measured and evaluated, future customer anticipations are determined, customers’ capability is facilitated to look for help, and the prominence of relationship with customers is evaluated; four indicators of the information sharing construct: trading partners are informed in advance of altering requirements, trading partners share solid data, trading partners share commercial information of essential commercial procedures, and trading partners are retained completely knowledgeable about problems that impact commerce; five indicators of the lean system construct: suppliers are pushed for shorter lead time, pull production system is used, suppliers are streamlined for ordering, receiving, and other paperwork, inspection of incoming materials is reduced, and inspection of outbound materials is reduced; four indicators of the net trade cycle construct: shortening number of days it takes for a company’s trade debtors to pay their dues, shortening number of days a company ties its funds to inventory, extending number of days a company defers payments to its suppliers and other creditors, and shortening number of days of sales that it consumes for a company to transfer resource inputs into cash flows; and four indicators of the financial performance construct: return on assets, return on equity, operational profit margin, and competitive position) of the gauged construct so that they were allocated sufficiently. 
Maximum likelihood evaluation was used to assess the six confirmatory factor analysis models (the supplier partnership construct, the customer relationship construct, the information sharing construct, the lean system construct, the net trade cycle construct, and the financial performance construct). A Structural Equation Modelling (SEM) program was employed through this research to conduct the analyses.
Table 3. Goodness-of-Fit Indices for CFA
Factors & Indicators	Factor Loadings	R2	α
SP (Supplier Partnership)			.764
SP1	.748***	.560	
SP2	.240**	.058	
SP3	.952***	.906	
SP4	.190*	.036	
SP5	.678***	.460	
CR (Customer Relationship)			.744
CR1	.537***	.288	
CR2	.774***	.599	
CR3	.258**	.067	
CR4	.556***	.309	
CR5	.359***	.129	
IS (Information Sharing)			.880
IS1	.863***	.745	
IS2	.235**	.055	
IS3	.822***	.676	
IS4	.926***	.857	
LS (Lean System)			.846
LS1	.950***	.903	
LS2	.183*	.033	
LS3	.761***	.579	
LS4	.649***	.421	
LS5	.685***	.469	
NTC (Net Trade Cycle)			.835
NTC1	.909***	.826	
NTC2	.831***	.691	
NTC3	.805***	.648	
NTC4	.183*	.033	
FP (Financial Performance)			.942
FP1	.933***	.870	
FP2	.683***	.466	
FP3	.932***	.869	
FP4	.802***	.643	

Note: *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001
As with any statistical procedure, the utility of the results obtained in Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) is largely determined by the soundness of the design of the study from which the data are collected. If measured variables irrelevant to the domain of interest are included, then spurious common factors might emerge or true common factors might be obscured (Fabrigar et al., 1999). Therefore, the domain of interest has been defined and the selection of measured variables has been specified via Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA).
5.1.2 Parameter Estimates 
In statistical analysis, parameters are descriptive gauges of an entire population. However, their values are usually unknown because it is impossible to gauge an entire population. Because of this, you can take a random sample from the population to get parameter estimates. One goal of statistical analyses is to get estimates of the population parameters along with the amount of error related with these estimates. A fitted distribution line is a curve based on the parameter estimates instead of the true parameter values.
All parameter estimates of the 27 factor loadings or indicators of the six factors or constructs (five indicators of the supplier partnership construct: degree of excellence is considered as the number one standard in choosing suppliers, issues are solved mutually with suppliers, suppliers are helped to enhance their product degree of excellence, main suppliers are involved in continuous improvement programs, and main suppliers are involved in forecasting and setting goal actions; five indicators of the customer relationship construct: customers are contacted to establish dependability, receptiveness, and other criteria, customer gratification is measured and evaluated, future customer anticipations are determined, customers’ capability is facilitated to look for help, and the prominence of relationship with customers is evaluated; four indicators of the information sharing construct: trading partners are informed in advance of altering requirements, trading partners share solid data, trading partners share commercial information of essential commercial procedures, and trading partners are retained completely knowledgeable about problems that impact commerce; five indicators of the lean system construct: suppliers are pushed for shorter lead time, pull production system is used, suppliers are streamlined for ordering, receiving, and other paperwork, inspection of incoming materials is reduced, and inspection of outbound materials is reduced; four indicators of the net trade cycle construct: shortening number of days it takes for a company’s trade debtors to pay their dues, shortening number of days a company ties its funds to inventory, extending number of days a company defers payments to its suppliers and other creditors, and shortening number of days of sales that it consumes for a company to transfer resource inputs into cash flows; and four indicators of the financial performance construct: return on assets, return on equity, operational profit margin, and competitive position) are statistically significant and vary from .183 to .952 that are shown in Table 3. 
Details on the basis of these constructs of the four most common supply chain management practice (the supplier partnership construct, the customer relationship construct, the information sharing construct, and the lean system construct), the net trade cycle construct, and the financial performance construct are as follows: the five indicators of the supplier partnership construct (SP1: Degree of excellence is considered as the number one standard in choosing suppliers; SP2: Issues are solved mutually with suppliers; SP3: Suppliers are helped to enhance their product degree of excellence; SP4: Main suppliers are involved in continuous improvement programs; and SP5: Main suppliers are involved in forecasting and setting goal actions.) has a range of .190 to .952 which means that at least 19% were explained of the supplier partnership construct from the whole collected data; the five indicators of the customer relationship construct (CR1: Customers are contacted to establish dependability, receptiveness, and other criteria; CR2: Customer gratification is measured and evaluated; CR3: Future customer anticipations are determined; CR4: Customers’ capability is facilitated to look for help; and CR5: The prominence of relationship with customers is evaluated.) has a range of .258 to .774 which means that at least 26% were explained of the customer relationship construct from the whole collected data; the four indicators of the information sharing construct (IS1: Trading partners are informed in advance of altering requirements; IS2: Trading partners share solid data; IS3: Trading partners share commercial information of essential commercial procedures; and IS4: Trading partners are retained completely knowledgeable about problems that impact commerce.) has a range of .235 to .926 which means that at least 24% were explained of the information sharing construct from the whole collected data; the five indicators of the lean system construct (LS1: Suppliers are pushed for shorter lead time; LS2: Pull production system is used; LS3: Suppliers are streamlined for ordering, receiving, and other paperwork; LS4: Inspection of incoming materials is reduced, and inspection of outbound materials is reduced.) has a range of .183 to .950 which means that at least 18% were explained of the lean system construct from the whole collected data; the four indicators of the net trade cycle construct (NTC1: Shortening number of days it takes for a company’s trade debtors to pay their dues; NTC2: Shortening number of days a company ties its funds to inventory; NTC3: Extending number of days a company defers payments to its suppliers and other creditors; and NTC4: Shortening number of days of sales that it consumes for a company to transfer resource inputs into cash flows.) has a range of .183 to .909 which means that at least 18% were explained of the net trade cycle construct from the whole collected data; and the four indicators of the financial performance construct (FP1: Return on assets; FP2: Return on equity; FP3: Operational profit margin; and FP4: Competitive position.) has a range of .683 to .933 which means that at least 68% were explained of the financial performance construct from the whole collected data.
5.1.3 Explained Variance 
Explained variation gauges the proportion to which a mathematical model accounts for the variation of a given data set. Often, variation is quantified as variance; then, the more specific term explained variance can be used.
Square factor loadings or indicators (equivalent to R2) point to the percentage of variance in a construct clarified by 27 factor loadings or indicators of the six factors or constructs (five indicators of the supplier partnership construct: degree of excellence is considered as the number one standard in choosing suppliers, issues are solved mutually with suppliers, suppliers are helped to enhance their product degree of excellence, main suppliers are involved in continuous improvement programs, and main suppliers are involved in forecasting and setting goal actions; five indicators of the customer relationship construct: customers are contacted to establish dependability, receptiveness, and other criteria, customer gratification is measured and evaluated, future customer anticipations are determined, customers’ capability is facilitated to look for help, and the prominence of relationship with customers is evaluated; four indicators of the information sharing construct: trading partners are informed in advance of altering requirements, trading partners share solid data, trading partners share commercial information of essential commercial procedures, and trading partners are retained completely knowledgeable about problems that impact commerce; five indicators of the lean system construct: suppliers are pushed for shorter lead time, pull production system is used, suppliers are streamlined for ordering, receiving, and other paperwork, inspection of incoming materials is reduced, and inspection of outbound materials is reduced; four indicators of the net trade cycle construct: shortening number of days it takes for a company’s trade debtors to pay their dues, shortening number of days a company ties its funds to inventory, extending number of days a company defers payments to its suppliers and other creditors, and shortening number of days of sales that it consumes for a company to transfer resource inputs into cash flows; and four indicators of the financial performance construct: return on assets, return on equity, operational profit margin, and competitive position) varying from .033 to .906 that are shown in Table 3.
Consequently, on the basis of these indices, the entire six constructs (the supplier partnership construct, the customer relationship construct, the information sharing construct, the lean system construct, the net trade cycle construct, and the financial performance construct) have fit in the entire unidimensionality. Details on the basis of these constructs of the four most common supply chain management practices (the supplier partnership construct, the customer relationship construct, the information sharing construct, and the lean system construct), the net trade cycle construct, and the financial performance construct are as follows: the five indicators of the supplier partnership construct (SP1: Degree of excellence is considered as the number one standard in choosing suppliers; SP2: Issues are solved mutually with suppliers; SP3: Suppliers are helped to enhance their product degree of excellence; SP4: Main suppliers are involved in continuous improvement programs; and SP5: Main suppliers are involved in forecasting and setting goal actions.) has a range of .036 to .906 which designates at least 4% of the variance in the financial performance construct that is predictable from the supplier partnership construct; the five indicators of the customer relationship construct (CR1: Customers are contacted to establish dependability, receptiveness, and other criteria; CR2: Customer gratification is measured and evaluated; CR3: Future customer anticipations are determined; CR4: Customers’ capability is facilitated to look for help; and CR5: The prominence of relationship with customers is evaluated.) has a range of .067 to .599 which designates at least 7% of the variance in the financial performance construct that is predictable from the customer relationship construct; the four indicators of the information sharing construct (IS1: Trading partners are informed in advance of altering requirements; IS2: Trading partners share solid data; IS3: Trading partners share commercial information of essential commercial procedures; and IS4: Trading partners are retained completely knowledgeable about problems that impact commerce.) has a range of .055 to .857 which designates at least 6% of the variance in the financial performance construct that is predictable from the information sharing construct; the five indicators of the lean system construct (LS1: Suppliers are pushed for shorter lead time; LS2: Pull production system is used; LS3: Suppliers are streamlined for ordering, receiving, and other paperwork; LS4: Inspection of incoming materials is reduced, and inspection of outbound materials is reduced.) has a range of .033 to .903 which designates at least 3% of the variance in the financial performance construct that is predictable from the lean system construct; the four indicators of the net trade cycle construct (NTC1: Shortening number of days it takes for a company’s trade debtors to pay their dues; NTC2: Shortening number of days a company ties its funds to inventory; NTC3: Extending number of days a company defers payments to its suppliers and other creditors; and NTC4: Shortening number of days of sales that it consumes for a company to transfer resource inputs into cash flows.) has a range of .033 to .826 which designates at least 3% of the variance in the financial performance construct that is predictable from the net trade cycle construct; and the four indicators of the financial performance construct (FP1: Return on assets; FP2: Return on equity; FP3: Operational profit margin; and FP4: Competitive position.) has a range of .466 to .870. As a result, the coefficient of determination (R2) gives a gauge of how well predicted results are reproduced by the model, based on the percentage of total variation of results explained by the model.

5.1.4 Reliability
The consistency level of a gauge is related to its reliability. The reliability coefficient, Cronbach’s α, is usually employed to examine the reliability level . The Cronbach’s α value of at least .700 is considered to be analytic of an acceptable reliability level . Wherefore, each factor or construct has a number of indicators or questions to measure their associated factor or construct through computing their responses average. The Cronbach’s α for the six factors or constructs (the supplier partnership construct, the customer relationship construct, the information sharing construct, the lean system construct, the net trade cycle construct, and the financial performance construct) vary from .744 to .942, telling that they are all reliable (Table 3). 
Details on the basis of these constructs are as follows: the five indicators of the supplier partnership construct (SP1: Degree of excellence is considered as the number one standard in choosing suppliers; SP2: Issues are solved mutually with suppliers; SP3: Suppliers are helped to enhance their product degree of excellence; SP4: Main suppliers are involved in continuous improvement programs; and SP5: Main suppliers are involved in forecasting and setting goal actions.) has the Cronbach’s α of .764; the five indicators of the customer relationship construct (CR1: Customers are contacted to establish dependability, receptiveness, and other criteria; CR2: Customer gratification is measured and evaluated; CR3: Future customer anticipations are determined; CR4: Customers’ capability is facilitated to look for help; and CR5: The prominence of relationship with customers is evaluated.) has the Cronbach’s α of .744; the four indicators of the information sharing construct (IS1: Trading partners are informed in advance of altering requirements; IS2: Trading partners share solid data; IS3: Trading partners share commercial information of essential commercial procedures; and IS4: Trading partners are retained completely knowledgeable about problems that impact commerce.) has the Cronbach’s α of .880; the five indicators of the lean system construct (LS1: Suppliers are pushed for shorter lead time; LS2: Pull production system is used; LS3: Suppliers are streamlined for ordering, receiving, and other paperwork; LS4: Inspection of incoming materials is reduced, and inspection of outbound materials is reduced.) has the Cronbach’s α of .846; the four indicators of the net trade cycle construct (NTC1: Shortening number of days it takes for a company’s trade debtors to pay their dues; NTC2: Shortening number of days a company ties its funds to inventory; NTC3: Extending number of days a company defers payments to its suppliers and other creditors; and NTC4: Shortening number of days of sales that it consumes for a company to transfer resource inputs into cash flows.) has the Cronbach’s α of .835; and the four indicators of the financial performance construct (FP1: Return on assets; FP2: Return on equity; FP3: Operational profit margin; and FP4: Competitive position.) has the Cronbach’s α of .942. As a result, it indicates that there is at least 70% internal consistency in the whole collected data which give a sufficient evidence of the existence of an acceptable reliability in the whole collected data.

5.1.5 Descriptive
Means of all six factors or constructs (the supplier partnership construct, the customer relationship construct, the information sharing construct, the lean system construct, the net trade cycle construct, and the financial performance construct) are four points out of five points that tell that the majority of the respondents agree with the 27 investigated indicators (five indicators of the supplier partnership construct: degree of excellence is considered as the number one standard in choosing suppliers, issues are solved mutually with suppliers, suppliers are helped to enhance their product degree of excellence, main suppliers are involved in continuous improvement programs, and main suppliers are involved in forecasting and setting goal actions; five indicators of the customer relationship construct: customers are contacted to establish dependability, receptiveness, and other criteria, customer gratification is measured and evaluated, future customer anticipations are determined, customers’ capability is facilitated to look for help, and the prominence of relationship with customers is evaluated; four indicators of the information sharing construct: trading partners are informed in advance of altering requirements, trading partners share solid data, trading partners share commercial information of essential commercial procedures, and trading partners are retained completely knowledgeable about problems that impact commerce; five indicators of the lean system construct: suppliers are pushed for shorter lead time, pull production system is used, suppliers are streamlined for ordering, receiving, and other paperwork, inspection of incoming materials is reduced, and inspection of outbound materials is reduced; four indicators of the net trade cycle construct: shortening number of days it takes for a company’s trade debtors to pay their dues, shortening number of days a company ties its funds to inventory, extending number of days a company defers payments to its suppliers and other creditors, and shortening number of days of sales that it consumes for a company to transfer resource inputs into cash flows; and four indicators of the financial performance construct: return on assets, return on equity, operational profit margin, and competitive position). Moreover, the means have a range of 3.985 to 4.087 (Table 4) that state that the majority of respondents are satisfied with the factors under investigation. This may also signify that the investigated factors are fit with the study. 
Standard deviations of all the six factors or constructs (the supplier partnership construct, the customer relationship construct, the information sharing construct, the lean system construct, the net trade cycle construct, and the financial performance construct) should be less than the third of their means which are shown in much less than 33% (the supplier partnership: .5197 is divided by 4.087 = 13%; the customer relationship: .5315 is divided by 4.000 = 13%; the information sharing: .6229 is divided by 3.985 = 16%; the lean system: .5843 is divided by 4.052 = 14%; the net trade cycle: .5779 is divided by 4.080 = 14%; and the financial performance: .6981 is divided by 4.022 = 17%) that tell that they mostly cumulate around the centre, and so, this indicates that there is no material dispersion in the collected data. Since, there are low standard deviations which show that the data are clustered closely around their means indicate that the collected data are more reliable. Furthermore, the standard deviations have a range of .5197 to .6981 (Table 4).
Table 4. Descriptive Statistics
Factor	Mean	Standard Deviation
SP (Supplier Partnership)	4.087	.5197
CR (Customer Relationship)	4.000	.5315
IS (Information Sharing)	3.985	.6229
LS (Lean System)	4.052	.5843
NTC (Net Trade Cycle)	4.080	.5779
FP (Financial Performance)	4.022	.6981




5.2 Construct Validity
5.2.1 Content Validity 
It relies on how suitable the researcher has produced dimension indicators employing the applicable literature to encompass the substance area of the variable that is gauged . It also denotes the degree to which a gauge signifies all facets of a given construct. For instance, a net trade cycle construct may lack content validity if it only assesses the affective component of net trade cycle construct but fails to take into account the receivable collection period component. A portion of partiality occurs in relation to influential content validity, which necessitates an amount of agreement about what a specific collection policy, for instance, aggressive collection policy embodies. A deviation about a collection policy will inhibit the benefit of a high content validity. Moreover, the collection of the indicators in the current research was on the basis of an expansion of the literature review, providing a good content validity to the gauged variables.

5.2.2 Convergent Validity 
The Normed Fit Index (NFI) designates that the model of interest improves the fit by percentage related to the null or independence model. The normed fit index has a range of 0 to 1, where 0 is no model fit and 1 is the ideal. It is taken from the confirmatory factor analysis which can be employed to evaluate convergent validity. This index gauges the degree from diverse advances to gauging a construct creating the identical outcomes. It measures factors that should be conceptually associated with each other and are observed to be associated with each other. Similarly, scores on the gauge are related to other gauge of the same factor. 
Regarding threshold, normed fit index value of .900 points to an acceptable model fit (Bentler, 1995). Table 5 exhibits that the normed fit index value of the model of .876 is slightly smaller than .900 pointing to have an acceptable convergent validity. This may be due to having collected small sample of 112 respondents (less than 200 respondents) which is generally known that the Normed Fit Index is often underestimated with small sample size . 
5.2.3 Discriminant Validity 
It gauges the level to which a construct and its indicators or questions are dissimilar from another construct and its indicators or questions (Bagozzi et al., 1991). It has a proof of discriminant validity if the Cronbach’s α value which is adequately greater than the average of its correlations with these variables (Ghiselli et al., 1981). It measures factors that should not be conceptually associated with each other and have no observed association with each other. Likewise, scores on the gauge are not related to other gauges that are theoretically different.
Table 5 demonstrates that the distinction between the Cronbach’s α value of every degree and the average correlation of every degree with the other levels is sufficiently big, giving confirmation for discriminant validity. The discriminant validity has a range of .105 to .247.
5.2.4 Predictive Validity
It is a gauge of how the degrees in a questionnaire technique are linked with an independent measurement of the applicable standard . Therefore, the five factors or constructs (the supplier partnership construct, the customer relationship construct, the information sharing construct, the lean system construct, and the net trade cycle construct) in the model get predictive validity when they are positively correlated with the financial performance factor or construct. It states the degree to which the operationalization can predict other gauges of the same factor that are gauged at some time in the future. Equally, scores on the gauge predict performance on a criterion gauged at a time in the future. 
Table 5, the bivariate correlation amid each of the five factors or constructs (the supplier partnership construct, the customer relationship construct, the information sharing construct, the lean system construct, and the net trade cycle construct) and the financial performance factor or construct almost all go beyond the good enough entry of .200 and so point to rational predictive validity. The predictive validity has a range of .004 to .315. It is also shown that the customer relationship is a more complex area or less predictable than the other factors.
Table 5. Scale Validity Analyses
Factor	Convergent Validity	NFI	Discriminant Validity 	α – Avg. r	Predictive Validity 	r between each 	Factor and FP
SP	.876	.202	.251*
CR		.247	.004
IS		.169	.312*
LS		.200	.146*
NTC		.153	.278**
FP		.105	---

Note: *p<.05, **p<.01
Note: SP (Supplier Partnership), CR (Customer Relationship), IS (Information Sharing), LS (Lean System), NTC (Net Trade Cycle), FP (Financial Performance), and NFI (Normed Fit Index).
Continuing the validity and reliability, the latent variable model investigation was performed to test the theorized relationships amongst the six factors or constructs (the supplier partnership construct, the customer relationship construct, the information sharing construct, the lean system construct, the net trade cycle construct, and the financial performance construct).
5.3 Latent Variable Model Analysis
The Structural Equation Modelling (SEM) was engaged to test the relationships amongst the six factors or constructs (the supplier partnership construct, the customer relationship construct, the information sharing construct, the lean system construct, the net trade cycle construct, and the financial performance construct). The latent variable model in Figure 1 was an examined data taken from the 112 respondents of senior employees at the three manufacturing companies in the Kingdom of Bahrain. The goodness-of-fit indices for this model are shown in Table 6. 
The chi-square for the model is also known as the discrepancy function. If the chi-square is not significant, the model is stared as acceptable. To be exact, the observed covariance matrix is comparable to the anticipated covariance matrix that is, the matrix anticipated by the model. If the chi-square is significant, the model is stared, at least sometimes, as unacceptable. However, many researchers neglect this index if other indices designate the model as acceptable. The chi-square of 358.225, its degrees of freedom of 309, and its p-value of .028 is smaller than the level of significance of .050; which is meant that the model is not that fit. To solve this issue, normed chi-square is computed by dividing the chi-square over its degrees of freedom. The normed chi-square is with less than 3 considered as an acceptable model fit and with less than 2 considered as a good model fit (The normed chi-square =  358.225 is divided by 309 that is equal 1.159). The normed chi-square is equal to 1.159 which is less than 2, so there is a good model fit. 
Moreover, the model fit is accepted by two other important measurements which are the comparative fit index and the root mean square error of approximation. The Comparative Fit Index (CFI) contrasts an anticipated model with the null model. The comparative fit index has a range of 0 to 1, where 0 is no model fit and 1 is the ideal. A comparative fit index value is more than .900 points to a suitable fit to the data (Bentler, 1992). The table discloses that the comparative fit index value of the model is .981, which proposes a good model fit. The Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA) is employed to assess the residuals. The root mean square error of approximation must be no more than .080 for an acceptable model fit . The table demonstrates that the root mean square error of approximation value of the model is .038 and points to adequate model fit. 
All the 27 factor loadings or indicators (five indicators of the supplier partnership construct: degree of excellence is considered as the number one standard in choosing suppliers, issues are solved mutually with suppliers, suppliers are helped to enhance their product degree of excellence, main suppliers are involved in continuous improvement programs, and main suppliers are involved in forecasting and setting goal actions; five indicators of the customer relationship construct: customers are contacted to establish dependability, receptiveness, and other criteria, customer gratification is measured and evaluated, future customer anticipations are determined, customers’ capability is facilitated to look for help, and the prominence of relationship with customers is evaluated; four indicators of the information sharing construct: trading partners are informed in advance of altering requirements, trading partners share solid data, trading partners share commercial information of essential commercial procedures, and trading partners are retained completely knowledgeable about problems that impact commerce; five indicators of the lean system construct: suppliers are pushed for shorter lead time, pull production system is used, suppliers are streamlined for ordering, receiving, and other paperwork, inspection of incoming materials is reduced, and inspection of outbound materials is reduced; four indicators of the net trade cycle construct: shortening number of days it takes for a company’s trade debtors to pay their dues, shortening number of days a company ties its funds to inventory, extending number of days a company defers payments to its suppliers and other creditors, and shortening number of days of sales that it consumes for a company to transfer resource inputs into cash flows; and four indicators of the financial performance construct: return on assets, return on equity, operational profit margin, and competitive position) are significantly on their related factors or constructs (Table 6).
Table 6. Goodness-of-Fit Indices for the Latent Variable Model
Fit Index	Value
Chi-square	358.225
df	309
p-value	.028
CFI	.981
RMSEA	.038

Note: CFI (Comparative Fit Index) and RMEAS (Root Mean Square Error of Approximation).
Seven of the nine hypothesized paths are significant as revealed in Table 7 and Table 8. The only two insignificant hypotheses that have no indirect significant influence of the customer relationship construct on the financial performance construct that is explained through the mediation of the net trade cycle construct as its p-value of .757 is greater than the level of significance of .050 (H3) and no direct significant influence of the customer relationship construct on the financial performance construct as its p-value of .964 is greater than the level of significance of .050 (H4) are not supported by the literature. It is shown that the customer relationship is a more complex area or less predictable than the other factors. This may be due to the existence of high customers’ demand of uncertainty and/or customers are so price sensitive. 
Moreover, it showed that the indirect relationships are mediated by the net trade cycle those have greater level of significance than the direct relationships with the financial performance. This clearly proves the significant effects of the net trade cycle to explain the relationship between the supply chain management practices and the financial performance for the following hypotheses. H1 (an indirect significant influence of the supplier partnership construct on the financial performance construct that is explained through the mediation of the net trade cycle construct as its p-value of .000 is smaller than the level of significance of .001), H5 (an indirect significant influence of the information sharing construct on the financial performance construct that is explained through the mediation of the net trade cycle construct as its p-value of .029 is smaller than the level of significance of .050), H7 (an indirect significant influence of the lean system construct on the financial performance construct that is explained through the mediation of the net trade cycle construct as its p-value of .002 is smaller than the level of significance of .010), and H9 (a significant influence of the net trade cycle construct on the financial performance construct as its p-value of .008 is smaller than the level of significance of .010) those are supported by the literature. The net trade cycle construct works as a mediator variable; so, there are still significant direct effects of supply chain management practices on financial performance construct for the following hypotheses: H2 (a direct significant influence of the supplier partnership construct on the financial performance construct as its p-value of .034 is smaller than the level of significance of .050), H6 (a direct significant influence of the information sharing construct on the financial performance construct as its p-value of .031 is smaller than the level of significance of .050), and H8 (a direct significant influence of the lean system construct on the financial performance construct as its p-value of .049 is smaller than the level of significance of .050) those are also supported by the literature (Kim, 2006; Kumar & Nambirajan, 2013). 
The standardized coefficient paths and the 27 factor loadings or indicators on their six factors or constructs (five indicators of the supplier partnership construct: degree of excellence is considered as the number one standard in choosing suppliers, issues are solved mutually with suppliers, suppliers are helped to enhance their product degree of excellence, main suppliers are involved in continuous improvement programs, and main suppliers are involved in forecasting and setting goal actions; five indicators of the customer relationship construct: customers are contacted to establish dependability, receptiveness, and other criteria, customer gratification is measured and evaluated, future customer anticipations are determined, customers’ capability is facilitated to look for help, and the prominence of relationship with customers is evaluated; four indicators of the information sharing construct: trading partners are informed in advance of altering requirements, trading partners share solid data, trading partners share commercial information of essential commercial procedures, and trading partners are retained completely knowledgeable about problems that impact commerce; five indicators of the lean system construct: suppliers are pushed for shorter lead time, pull production system is used, suppliers are streamlined for ordering, receiving, and other paperwork, inspection of incoming materials is reduced, and inspection of outbound materials is reduced; four indicators of the net trade cycle construct: shortening number of days it takes for a company’s trade debtors to pay their dues, shortening number of days a company ties its funds to inventory, extending number of days a company defers payments to its suppliers and other creditors, and shortening number of days of sales that it consumes for a company to transfer resource inputs into cash flows; and four indicators of the financial performance construct: return on assets, return on equity, operational profit margin, and competitive position) are revealed in Figure 2.
Table 7. Statistical Relationship of P-Values for the Model
Path	P-Value
H1. Supplier Partnership                  Net Trade Cycle	.000***
H2. Supplier Partnership                 Financial Performance	.034*
H3. Customer Relationship              Net Trade Cycle	.757
H4. Customer Relationship               Financial Performance	.964
H5. Information Sharing              Net Trade Cycle	.029*
H6. Information Sharing              Financial Performance	.031*
H7. Lean System              Net Trade Cycle	.002**
H8. Lean System               Financial Performance	.049*
H9. Net Trade Cycle              Financial Performance	.008**

Note: *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001






Table 8. Statistical Relationship of Path Coefficients for the Model
Path	Path Significance
H1. Supplier Partnership                  Net Trade Cycle	Significant***
H2. Supplier Partnership                 Financial Performance	Significant*
H3. Customer Relationship              Net Trade Cycle	Insignificant
H4. Customer Relationship               Financial Performance	Insignificant
H5. Information Sharing              Net Trade Cycle	Significant*
H6. Information Sharing              Financial Performance	Significant*
H7. Lean System              Net Trade Cycle	Significant**
H8. Lean System               Financial Performance	Significant*
H9. Net Trade Cycle              Financial Performance	Significant**

Note: *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001

Figure 2. Results of the Latent Variable Model Test
Note: SP (Supplier Partnership), CR (Customer Relationship), IS (Information Sharing), LS (Lean System), NTC (Net Trade Cycle), and FP (Financial Performance).
Moreover, the R2 for the dependent factor or construct from .033 to .906 represent a big proportion of the variance in the dependent factor or construct (the four indicators of the financial performance construct: return on assets, return on equity, operational profit margin, and competitive position) which is explained by the independent factors or constructs (the five indicators of the supplier partnership construct: degree of excellence is considered as the number one standard in choosing suppliers, issues are solved mutually with suppliers, suppliers are helped to enhance their product degree of excellence, main suppliers are involved in continuous improvement programs, and main suppliers are involved in forecasting and setting goal actions; the five indicators of the customer relationship construct: customers are contacted to establish dependability, receptiveness, and other criteria, customer gratification is measured and evaluated, future customer anticipations are determined, customers’ capability is facilitated to look for help, and the prominence of relationship with customers is evaluated; the four indicators of the information sharing construct: trading partners are informed in advance of altering requirements, trading partners share solid data, trading partners share commercial information of essential commercial procedures, and trading partners are retained completely knowledgeable about problems that impact commerce; the five indicators of the lean system construct: suppliers are pushed for shorter lead time, pull production system is used, suppliers are streamlined for ordering, receiving, and other paperwork, inspection of incoming materials is reduced, and inspection of outbound materials is reduced; and the four indicators of the net trade cycle construct: shortening number of days it takes for a company’s trade debtors to pay their dues, shortening number of days a company ties its funds to inventory, extending number of days a company defers payments to its suppliers and other creditors, and shortening number of days of sales that it consumes for a company to transfer resource inputs into cash flows). In other words, it indicates that the model explains well all the variability of the response data around its mean.
Although only the significant direct effects are shown in Figure 2, the decomposition of significant direct, indirect, and total effects among the six factors or constructs (the supplier partnership construct, the customer relationship construct, the information sharing construct, the lean system construct, the net trade cycle construct, and the financial performance construct) is presented in Table 9. An analysis of Table 9 displays that, to the extent, the significant direct effects of a factor or construct on other factors or constructs are apprehensive, the supplier partnership construct has an indirect effect of .428 (as its p-value of .000 is smaller than the level of significance of .001) which is a greater significance than a direct one of .251 (as its p-value of .034 is smaller than the level of significance of .050); the information sharing construct has an indirect effect of .312 (as its p-value of .029 is smaller than the level of significance of .050) which is a greater significance than a direct one of .315 (as its p-value of .031 is smaller than the level of significance of .050); the lean system construct has an indirect effect of .257 (as its p-value of .002 is smaller than the level of significance of .010) which is a greater significance than a direct one of .146 (as its p-value of .049 is smaller than the level of significance of .050). However, the customer relationship construct has an insignificant indirect effect of .028 (as its p-value of .757 is greater than the level of significance of .050) but it is still greater than an insignificant direct one of .004 (as its p-value of .964 is greater than the level of significance of .050). Moreover, the net trade cycle construct has merely a direct effect of .278 (as its p-value of .008 is smaller than the level of significance of .010) as it works as a mediator variable that is the bases of the mainstream of these effects. This gives a solid evidence of the important role of the net trade cycle construct as a mediator variable to explain the relationships between these four most common supply chain management practices (the suppler partnership construct, the customer relationship construct, the information sharing construct, and the lean system construct) and the financial performance construct.
Table 9. Decomposition of Effects among Factors
Effect from	Effect to	Direct Effect	Indirect Effect	Total Effect
SP	FP	.251*	.428***	.679***
CR	FP	.004	.028	.032
IS	FP	.312*	.315*	.627**
LS	FP	.146*	.257**	.403***
NTC	FP	.278**	---	.278**

Note: *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001
Note: SP (Supplier Partnership), CR (Customer Relationship), IS (Information Sharing), LS (Lean System), NTC (Net Trade Cycle), and FP (Financial Performance).


Finally, the one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) is used to determine whether there are any statistically significant differences between the means of three or more independent groups. Table 10 establishes the fact that there is no significant difference among the three manufacturing companies of those four most common supply chain management practices (the supplier partnership construct, the customer relationship construct, the information sharing construct, and the lean system construct) and the net trade cycle construct on the financial performance construct as the p-value of .879 is greater than level of significance of .050, which gives evidence that there is no bias in financial performance construct results based on a company type.
Table 10. ANOVA on Financial Performance
	Sum of Squares	df	Mean Square	F	Sig.
Between Groups	.128	2	.064	.129	.879
Within Groups	53.967	109	.495		
Total	54.094	111			







CHAPTER SIX: RESULTS DISCUSSION
This chapter focuses on how the extracted results were interpreted. It contains two sections which are constructed validity interpretation and tested hypotheses interpretation that are explained in details below.
6.1 Constructed Validity Interpretation
It gauges adequacy of the operational definition of factors or constructs. So, it is subdivided into convergent validity, discriminant validity, and predictive validity that are interpreted in details blow.
6.1.1 Convergent Validity 
It gauges factors or constructs that should be conceptually associated with each other and are observed to be associated with each other. Similarly, scores on the gauge are related to other gauge of the same factor or construct. 
This research has shown that there are high correlations among all indicators or questions and their associated factors or constructs; so, it has rational convergent validity (refer to Table 5). For instance, all five indicators or questions related to the supplier partnership construct (the five indicators of the supplier partnership construct: degree of excellence is considered as the number one standard in choosing suppliers; issues are solved mutually with suppliers, suppliers are helped to enhance their product degree of excellence; main suppliers are involved in continuous improvement programs; and main suppliers are involved in forecasting and setting goal actions.), all five indicators or questions related to the customer relationship construct (the five indicators of the customer relationship construct: customers are contacted to establish dependability, receptiveness, and other criteria; customer gratification is measured and evaluated; future customer anticipations are determined; customers’ capability is facilitated to look for help; and the prominence of relationship with customers is evaluated.), as well as all five indicators or questions related to the lean system construct (the five indicators of the lean system construct: suppliers are pushed for shorter lead time; pull production system is used; suppliers are streamlined for ordering, receiving, and other paperwork; inspection of incoming materials is reduced; and inspection of outbound materials is reduced.) have good measurement for the supplier partnership construct, the customer relationship construct, as well as the lean system construct respectively and so on for all the remaining factors or constructs. In other words, all indicators or questions related to the same factor or construct have good measurement for their associated factor or construct. This is true based on the empirical and theoretical supports.
6.1.2 Discriminant Validity 
It gauges factors or constructs that should not be conceptually associated with each other and have no observed association with each other. Likewise, scores on the gauge are not related to other gauges that are theoretically different.
This research has shown that there are low correlations among all indicators or questions and different factors or constructs; so, it is giving confirmation for discriminant validity (refer to Table 5). For example, all five indicators or questions related to the supplier partnership construct (the five indicators of the supplier partnership construct: degree of excellence is considered as the number one standard in choosing suppliers; issues are solved mutually with suppliers, suppliers are helped to enhance their product degree of excellence; main suppliers are involved in continuous improvement programs; and main suppliers are involved in forecasting and setting goal actions.), all five indicators or questions related to the customer relationship construct (the five indicators of the customer relationship construct: customers are contacted to establish dependability, receptiveness, and other criteria; customer gratification is measured and evaluated; future customer anticipations are determined; customers’ capability is facilitated to look for help; and the prominence of relationship with customers is evaluated.), as well as all five indicators or questions of the lean system construct (the five indicators of the lean system construct: suppliers are pushed for shorter lead time; pull production system is used; suppliers are streamlined for ordering, receiving, and other paperwork; inspection of incoming materials is reduced; and inspection of outbound materials is reduced.) are unrelated to information sharing or any other factors or constructs and this are similarly for all remaining factors or constructs. In other words, all indicators or questions have unrelated measurement to different factors or constructs that are theoretically different.
6.1.3 Predictive Validity
It states the degree to which the operationalization can predict other gauges of the same factor or constructs that are gauged at some time in the future. Equally, scores on the gauge predict performance on a criterion gauged at a time in the future. 
 
This research has shown that there are significant influences of each of the supplier partnership construct, the information sharing construct, the lean system construct, and the net trade cycle construct on the financial performance construct of companies (refer to Table 5). This is true based on the empirical and theoretical supports as the financial performance construct can be predicted or enhanced through properly managing the supplier partnership construct, the information sharing construct, the lean system construct, and the net trade cycle construct. So, it has good predictive validity and also these outcomes are consistent to the previous studies (Abdallah et al., 2014; Suhong Li, 2002).
However, it has shown that there is insignificant influence of the customer relationship construct on the financial performance construct. In other words, the financial performance construct cannot be predicted or enhanced through properly managing customer relationship construct (refer to Table 5); but this outcome is opposed to the previous studies; and so it seriously requires further investigations in a future research.
6.2 Tested Hypotheses Interpretation
There are nine tested hypotheses that have seven significant relationships and two insignificant relationships that are interpreted in details below.
6.2.1 Significant Relationships
This research has shown that there are significant influences of each of the three most common supply chain management practices which are the supplier partnership construct (Abdallah et al., 2014; Suhong Li, 2002), the information sharing construct (Abdallah et al., 2014; Suhong Li, 2002; Yu et al., 2001), and the lean system construct (Claycomb et al., 1999; Suhong Li, 2002) and the net trade cycle construct (Erasmus, 2010; Nobanee et al., 2011; Shakoor et al., 2012) on the financial performance construct of organizations. In other words, the financial performance construct can be improved through properly managing the supplier partnership construct, the information sharing construct, the lean system construct, and the net trade cycle construct (refer to Table 7 and Table 8). 
This is true empirically and theoretically. By creating long term relationship with suppliers, cost can be cut through delivering required raw materials on time to avoid stock out risk as well as enjoy credit facility. This is impossible without having well information sharing with all related parties. Moreover, by employing lean system, cost can be cut through commencing manufacturing processes based on customers’ demand to avoid excessive inventory carrying costs such as storing cost, insurance cost, opportunity cost, and other similar things. Furthermore, cost can be cut by reducing tied assets with efficient net trade cycle through speeding up inventory turnover and collection of account receivable and slowing down disbursement of account payable. This is leading to improve financial performance.
Similarly, there are positive significant relationships among each of the supplier partnership construct, the information sharing construct, and the lean system construct of the three most common supply chain management practices and the net trade cycle construct (Farris II & Hutchison, 2002; Hofmann & Kotzab, 2010). This is also true empirically and theoretically. By creating long term relationship with suppliers, tied inventory can be reduced resulting in less inventory conversion period. Moreover, the existence of proper information sharing among all related parties can lead to shorten inventory conversion period and receivable collection period. In addition, by employing lean system, inventory conversion period can be reduced.
Consequently, these significant influences of all the supplier partnership construct, the information sharing construct, and the lean system construct of the three most common supply chain management practices on the financial performance construct that can be explained through the mediation of net trade cycle construct.
6.2.2 Insignificant Relationships
Based on the empirical and theoretical supports, there should be significant influence of the most supply chain management practice: the customer relationship construct on the financial performance construct (Abdallah et al., 2014; Claycomb et al., 1999; Suhong Li, 2002). By creating long term relationship with customers, profitability can be increased through offering desired products or services to customers. Moreover, by creating long term relationship with customers, inventory turnover and collection of account receivable can be sped up.
However, the results of this research showed that there is insignificant influence of the customer relationship construct on the financial performance construct in addition to positive insignificant relationship between the customer relationship construct and the net trade cycle construct (refer to Table 7 and Table 8). This is an illogic outcome, and this may be due to the existence of high customers’ demand uncertainty and/or customers are so price sensitive. It may be also due to the existence of high competition among manufacturing companies in the region, and so, increasing buyers’ dominant. 
Furthermore, it may be due to the conducted small sample size of the questionnaire for particular senior employees (less than 200 respondents) that neither comprehends all employees in the three manufacturing companies nor all other untargeted manufacturing companies.

















CHAPTER SEVEN: CONCLUSION
This research represents the empirical analysis of the three crucial aspects of financial management which are supply chain management practices, net trade cycle and financial performance. It aims to answer the following important questions: 1) what the most common supply chain management practices are 2) what the direct influences of those most common supply chain management practices on financial performance are, and 3) what the indirect influences of those most common supply chain management practices are on financial performance that are mediated by net trade cycle. As stated in the introduction, there is no previous study that has combined these three critical aspects of financial management in one model.
This chapter mainly concerns on the summary of major findings, research contribution, practical implications, limitations and future research, and recommendations that are discussed in details below.
7.1 Major Findings
Significance of this research retrieves the four most common supply chain management practices (supplier partnership, customer relationship, information sharing, and lean system) through the conduct of an inclusive review of the literature in line with the conclusion of Abdallah et al., 2014 and Suhong Li, 2002. 
This research has a sufficient evidence of the existence of reliability in the whole collected data. In addition, it has a good content validity, an acceptable convergent validity, as well as acceptable discriminant validity. Furthermore, the four constructs of the supplier partnership construct, the information sharing construct, the lean system construct in accordance with Abdallah et al., 2014 and Suhong Li, 2002; and the net trade cycle construct in the model have a good predictive validity on the financial performance construct in accordance with Erasmus, 2010 and Shakoor et al., 2012. Excluded is the customer relationship construct which has a poor predictive validity on the financial performance construct.
However, for the goodness of fit model of the chi-square to be significant, the model is stared, at least sometimes, as unacceptable. Nevertheless, it complemented with the normed chi-square which shows a good model fit. Moreover, many researchers neglect the chi-square if other indices designate the model fit as acceptable. The comparative fit index value of the model proposes a good model fit. In addition, the root mean square error of approximation has a good model fit. Consequently, the overall model fit is good. 
It also found significant critical relationships among those four most common supply chain management practices (the supplier partnership construct, the customer relationship construct, the information sharing construct, and the lean system construct), efficient net trade cycle construct, and financial performance construct in one model.
This research found significant relationships among the supplier partnership construct, the information sharing construct, and the lean system construct of the supply chain management practices and the net trade cycle construct consistent with the research of Farris II and Hutchison, 2002 and Hofmann and Kotzab, 2010. Moreover, those three most common supply chain management practices (the supplier partnership construct, the information sharing construct, and the lean system construct) have significant influences on the financial performance construct consistent with the research of Abdallah et al., 2014 and Suhong Li, 2002 that are explained through mediation of the net trade cycle construct consistent with the research of Erasmus, 2010 and Shakoor et al., 2012. 
However, it is unsuccessful to find neither significant relationship between the customer relationship construct of the supply chain management practices and the net trade cycle construct; and nor significant influence of the customer relationship construct on the financial performance construct that is mediated by the net trade cycle construct. Additionally, this insignificant relationship and influence are unsupported by previous key studies which may seriously require further investigations in a future research.
7.2 Research Contribution
This research examined the relationships among the three major aspects in financial management which are the four most common supply chain management practices (the supplier partnership, the customer relationship, the information sharing, and the lean system), the net trade cycle, and the financial performance. Consequently, this is the first research that combined these critical relationships (the supplier partnership construct, the customer relationship construct, the information sharing construct, the lean system construct, the net trade cycle construct, and the financial performance construct) in one model. Some previous studies have found significant relationship between supply chain management and financial performance in line with the conclusion of Kumar and Nambirajan, 2013. Others have found significant relationship between net trade cycle and financial performance in line with the conclusion of Erasmus, 2010; and others have found significant relationship between the supply chain management and net trade cycle in line with the conclusion of Hofmann and Kotzab, 2010. However, none of the previous studies have combined these three major aspects in financial management in one model. This model affirms that the financial performance can be improved through well- utilized resources via proper management of the supply chain that is mediated by the efficient net trade cycle.
7.3 Practical Implications
By finding these critical relationships (the supplier partnership construct, the customer relationship construct, the information sharing construct, the lean system construct, the net trade cycle construct, and the financial performance construct), production managers can eliminate unnecessary costs through properly managing those four most common supply chain practices which are the supplier partnership, the customer relationship, the information sharing, and the lean system in accordance with Abdallah et al., 2014 and Suhong Li, 2002; as well as efficiently employing the net trade cycle as they are the primary tool for companies to attain the competitive advantage in accordance with Erasmus, 2010 and Shakoor et al., 2012. Moreover, this may enable the production managers to focus on value added activities only, which will help to decrease costs as well as to increase profits and quality accordingly. Furthermore, these findings can be used by business sectors to make strategic decisions about how to conduct and invest on its supply chain that may have the major effect over the financial performance.
7.4 Limitations and Future Research
This research has empirically analyzed the relationships among three critical aspects of financial management in one model where none of the previous studies have undertaken. Moreover, it has found that there are significant relationships among almost all tested constructs making further investigations fertile for researchers. 
This research is faced with numerous limitations which is common to questionnaire technique and the employed structural equation modeling technique. For example, the data was obtained from face- to- face questionnaires that were dependent on the perceptions of the respondents. Moreover, it is unsuccessful to find neither a direct significant influence of the customer relationship on the financial performance nor an indirect significant relationship of the customer relationship and the financial performance that is mediated by the net trade cycle. Furthermore, small sample size (less than 200 respondents) of the questionnaires were floated which may impact the accuracy and generalizability of the extracted outcomes. Specifically, it was merely conducted at three manufacturing companies in the Kingdom of Bahrain; and thus, it might not be applicable for other companies that have different nature of businesses within the same country and/or manufacturing and non-manufacturing companies in other Gulf Cooperation Council countries.

Therefore, it is in need for future research that will be conducted at numerous companies encompassing several nature of businesses in different developing countries including all other Gulf Cooperation Council countries; in addition, increasing their sample size of respondents to the sufficient sample size compared to the size of the population. This may prove that there is a significant influence on the customer relationship and the net trade cycle on the financial performance as well as may improve the validity of data and achieve the generalizability of extracted results. 
7.5 Recommendations
Based on the major findings, research contribution, and practical implications, the following recommendations are presented below: 
The management has to pay more attention on monitoring processes of those four most common supply chain management practices as this means eliminating unnecessary costs via properly utilized resources.
The management has to pay more attention on attaining utilisation of resources well via efficient net trade cycle (efficient inventory conversion period, efficient receivable collection period, and efficient payable deferral period) as this means having more liquidity, less risk, and more profitability.
The management also has to collaborate between those four most common supply chain management practices and the efficient net trade cycle as this leads to increase efficiency as well as enhanced financial performance, which is the pillar for any successful company.
Researchers in developing countries in general have to pay more attention on those four most common supply chain management practices and the efficient net trade cycle as there is a lack of existing research and contradicting results among researchers.
Researchers also have to make further investigations on the relationship between the customer relationship and the net trade cycle as well as the influence of the customer relationship on the financial performance that is mediated by the net trade cycle to explore the real reasons of insignificant relationship or influence of customer relationship with the net trade cycle and the financial performance. 
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APPENDIX: QUESTIONNAIRE TEMPLATE
Dear Respondents,
This study attempts to find the relationships of Supply Chain Management Practices: Supplier Partnership, Customer Relationship, Information Sharing, and Lean System. Included in this study is to endeavour the roles of Net Trade Cycle and Financial Performance. Please be informed that your responses will be dealt with utmost confidentially and will only be used for academic purposes. The questionnaire will only take 10 minutes of your time to accomplish. Thank you.

General Information
Your working experience (years)………………….….…………………...………..
Your job title….…………………….…….……………...……………………….....

Part 1-Supply Chain Management Practices:
The following descriptions are about your company's supply chain management practices, to which extent you agree with the descriptions. (1 = strongly disagree;      2 = disagree; 3 = neutral; 4 = agree; 5 = strongly agree)
Supplier Partnership	1	2	3	4	5
Quality is considered as number one criterion in selecting suppliers.					
Problems are solved jointly with suppliers.					
Suppliers are helped to improve their product quality.					
Key suppliers are included in continuous improvement programs.					
Key suppliers are included in planning and goal-setting activities.					
Customer Relationship	1	2	3	4	5
Customers are contacted to set reliability, responsiveness, and other standards.					
Customer satisfaction is measured and evaluated.					
Future customer expectations are determined.					
Customers’ ability is facilitated to seek assistance.					
The importance of relationship with customers is evaluated.					
Information Sharing	1	2	3	4	5
Trading partners are informed in advance of changing needs.					
Trading partners share proprietary information.					
Trading partners share business knowledge of core business processes.					
Trading partners are kept fully informed about issues that affect business.					
Lean System	1	2	3	4	5
Suppliers are pushed for shorter lead-time (the time between the initiation and completion of a production process).					
Pull production system is used (make to order in which the production is based on actual demand).					
Suppliers are streamlined for ordering, receiving, and other paperwork.					
Inspection of incoming materials is reduced.					
Inspection of outbound materials is reduced.					


Part 2-Net Trade Cycle: 
As a result of supply chain management practices in your company, please circle appropriate number which best indicates your company’s net trade cycle.                  (1 = significantly worsen; 2 = worsen; 3 = same as before; 4 = improve;                     5 = significantly improve)
	1	2	3	4	5
Shortening number of days it takes for a company’s trade debtors to pay their dues.					
Shortening number of days a company ties its funds to inventory.					
Extending number of days a company defers payments to its suppliers and other creditors.					
Shortening number of days of sales that it consumes for a company to transfer resource inputs into cash flows.					


Part 3-Financial Performance: 
This part is concerned with the performance of your organization in the past five years. To the best of your knowledge, please tick the number best estimating how your organization compares to close competitors in your industry in terms of:           (1 = lowest 20%; 2 = lower 20%; 3 = middle 20%; 4 = next 20%; 5 = top 20%)
	1	2	3	4	5
Return on assets					
Return on equity					
Operational profit margin					
Competitive position					


Thank you for your time and effort.
The Researcher
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