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ABSTRACT

Choosing the right office facility vendor is a
strategic factor in supporting smooth operations,
cost efficiency, and compliance with safety and
environmental standards. This research aims to
design an objective, structured, and quantitative-
based vendor evaluation system using the
Analytical Hierarchy Process (AHP) method at PT.
XYZ. The study involved two expert respondents
from various departments who had direct
authority in the selection of vendors. Data was
collected through discussions and paired
comparison questionnaires, then analyzed through
the AHP stages, namely hierarchical preparation,
priority weight calculation, and consistency test.
The results showed that the criteria “Price and
Delivery” had the highest priority weight, while
“Quality” and “Service” ranked next. The vendor
ranking places PT. Icon Technology is ranked first
with a weight of 1.70. The consistency ratio value
proves that the respondents’ assessment is
consistent and reliable. These findings confirm that
the AHP method is effective in increasing the
objectivity, transparency, and accountability of the
vendor selection process. Practically, this
evaluation model can be integrated into the formal
procurement policy of PT. XYZ, while theoretically,
this study expands the application of AHP to office
facility management in the furniture industry and
can be adapted to other sectors.
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INTRODUCTION

In an era of fierce business competition, supply chain management is an
important factor to increase the efficiency and competitiveness of companies.
Suppliers play a role in ensuring the availability of raw materials, product
quality, and smooth distribution. Therefore, supplier performance evaluation is
a strategic activity, although it is not simple because it is influenced by
uncertainty of quality, delivery accuracy, price fluctuations, and the demands of
sustainability and business ethics.

Many companies still use traditional methods, such as only assessing
prices or previous relationships, thus ignoring other strategic aspects such as
innovation, sustainability, and risk management. In fact, supplier selection
should be done with a multi-criteria approach (Buyukozkan & Cifci, 2011; Gencer
& Giirpinar, 2007). This research focuses on the variables of price, delivery,
quality, and service. Price affects cost stability, delivery relates to distribution
reliability, quality ensures company standards, and service reflects supplier
support and response.

The object of the research is PT. XYZ, a property services company that
relies on IT suppliers for needs such as toners, laptops, and printers to support
operations. PT. XYZ already has an intranet-based internal information system
as a Decision Support System (DSS) to support decision-making. However,
companies have faced the challenge of significant fluctuations in IT prices in the
past five years, making it difficult to be consistent with budget planning and
potentially increasing operational costs.
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Figure 1. Average Price Fluctuations in 2020-2024
Source: Company Internal Data (2025)

Based on Figure 1 Average Price Fluctuations (2020-2024), it can be seen
that there is significant price instability, from IDR 4,128,208 in 2020 down to IDR
3,034,084 in 2021, then increased sharply to IDR 11,824,498 in 2024. This condition
makes it difficult to plan a budget and emphasizes the importance of
comprehensive supplier evaluation.

The results of the observation also showed weaknesses in the delivery
aspect, where delays in goods often occurred and interfered with the smooth
running of the project. In terms of quality, there are still discrepancies in the
specifications of goods that cause time and cost inefficiencies. Meanwhile,
supplier services are considered quite good in terms of response and handling of
complaints, but still lack in adjusting order volumes according to urgent needs.
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Overall, PT. XYZ needs suppliers with stable prices, on-time delivery,
consistent quality, and reliable service. To overcome this problem, the Analytical
Hierarchy Process (AHP) approach is used as a Multi Criteria Decision Making
(MCDM) method to assess suppliers objectively. The analysis is carried out
through fishbone diagrams and the 5W+1H approach to identify the root of the
problem and solutions, then prioritized with AHP so that the company can
choose the best supplier measurably and strategically.

LITERATURE REVIEW
Theoretical Studies

In the Theory Review, various theories that are relevant to the topic or title
of the research are discussed, namely supply chain management, procurement
management, suppliers, supplier selection, supplier selection criteria, and the
Analytical Hierarchy Process (AHP) with the hope that these theories can be a
foundation that can help the author in solving problems in this research.

Supply Chain Management

Management is an art and science, in management there is a strategy in
utilizing the energy and minds of others to carry out an activity that is directed
at achieving predetermined goals (Appley and Oey Liang Lee, 2010:16).

Supply chain according to Russell (2000:372) is a supply chain formed
from interconnected organizations, sources, and processes that shape and deliver
products and services to the end consumer. According to Heizer and Render
(2014:468), supply chain management is the coordination of all supply chain
activities from raw materials to end customers. The goal is to maximize
competitive advantage and value for the end consumer. Render and Heizer
(2014:471-473) mention that there are 6 purchasing strategies in SCM: multiple
suppliers, multiple suppliers, vertical integration (backward & forward), keiretsu
network, virtual companies, and joint ventures. The components of SCM
according to Turban, Rainer, & Potter (2004) are divided into:

1. Upstream Supply Chain (procurement activities from suppliers).
2. Internal Supply Chain (internal process converting inputs into outputs).
3. Downstream Supply Chain (distribution activity to end consumers).

Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs)

The SDGs are the United Nations sustainable development agenda (2015)
with 17 goals covering economic, social, and environmental aspects. In the
selection of suppliers, the relevance of the SDGs can be seen from the need to pay
attention to efficiency as well as sustainability (e.g. the use of environmentally
friendly materials, emission reduction, ethical business practices). This is in line
with SDG 12 (Responsible Consumption and Production), SDG 13 (Climate
Action), SDG 8 (Decent Work and Economic Growth), and SDG 9 (Industry,
Innovation, and Infrastructure).

Supplier

Suppliers are in the initial supply chain, namely providers of raw
materials, raw materials, components, and services (Irawan, 2008). According to
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David (2011), suppliers support the manufacturing process because their quality
affects the quality of the final product. According to Suciadi (2013), if suppliers
fail to meet their needs, companies can experience serious problems such as
stockout and high lead times. In conclusion, suppliers are a vital element that
determines the continuity of the company.

Supplier Selection

Supplier selection is a strategic activity because it affects the smooth
production process. Selection of suitable suppliers can reduce costs and increase
competitiveness (Mehdizadeh & Ayobi, 2010). The main factors according to
Stevenson (2018): price, quality, service, location, supplier inventory policy, and
flexibility. Dickson (1966) identified 23 criteria for supplier selection, including:
quality, delivery, performance history, warranty, production capacity, price,
technical ability, financial position, communication system, reputation, behavior,
packaging ability, geographical location, and previous business relationships.

Supplier Selection Criteria

The criteria should reflect the supply chain strategy and the characteristics
of the item. In general it includes: quality, price, precision of delivery. However,
companies can add other criteria as needed (Mirmousaa & Dehnavib, 2016).

Analytical Hierarchy Process (AHP)

AHP was developed by Thomas L. Saaty. AHP is a multi-criteria decision
making method based on paired comparisons to determine priorities. Steps
according to Suryadi & Ramdhani (2017):

1. Define problems and solutions.

2. Create a hierarchical structure (objectives — criteria — subcriteria —
alternatives).

Compile a paired comparison matrix with the Saaty scale (1-9).

Self-Esteem and Consistency Test (CR < 0.1).

Perform priority synthesis.

The basic principles of AHP: decomposition, pairwise comparison, priority
synthesis, and logical consistency.

Advantages of AHP (Marimin, 2014): unity, complexity, interdependence,
hierarchical structure, measurement, consistency, synthesis, bargaining,
consensus, and process repetition. The disadvantages: it is highly dependent on
experts (subjective), requires consistency, and is not based on statistical tests.

AN

Frame of Mind
The following is an overview of the logical flow of the framework of
thought applied by the author in this study.
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Figure 2. Frame of Mind

METHODOLOGY

The research method used is a quantitative descriptive analytical approach
with the research object of PT. XYZ which is engaged in property services. The
research data was obtained through observations, interviews, questionnaires,
and internal company documentation, with respondents coming from the
procurement and management parties who were directly involved in the
supplier selection process. The main variables analyzed include price, quality,
delivery, and service, which are established based on the strategic needs of the
company.

Data analysis was carried out using the Analytical Hierarchy Process (AHP)
method. The stages of AHP include the preparation of a hierarchical structure,
paired comparison between criteria using the Saaty scale, calculation of priority
weights through eigenvalues, and consistency testing (CR < 0.1). The weighting
results are used to objectively determine the order of supplier priorities, thereby
supporting measurable and consistent decision-making in selecting the best
supplier.

RESEARCH RESULT
Data Analysis
Observations and Interviews

Observation was carried out directly at PT. XYZ to understand the process
of selecting and evaluating supplier performance, including procurement
procedures, distribution, quality control, and existing evaluation systems. In
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addition, interviews with procurement managers, logistics staff, and quality
control teams were conducted to obtain qualitative information regarding
assessment criteria, supply chain constraints, and expectations for improving
supplier performance. The results of these observations and interviews are the
basis for the preparation of criteria and subcriteria in the Analytical Hierarchy
Process (AHP) method.

Data Supplier

The following supplier data list contains information about the partners
who provide goods and services that support the company's operational needs.
The information presented includes the name of the supplier and the location of
each one, which reflects the geographical distribution of the business partners.
This data plays an important role as a basis for the procurement process, supplier
performance evaluation, and business relationship management to remain
efficient and effective.

Table 1. Supplier Data List

No Code Nama Supplier Location
1 Supplier A | PT Icon Technology Jakarta
2 Supplier B | PT Bhinneka Mentari Central Jakarta
Dimensi
3 Supplier C | PT Alpha Cipta Central Jakarta
Computindo

Source: Company Internal Data (2025)

The majority of suppliers located in Jakarta and Central Jakarta show that
there is easy access to distribution, thus supporting smooth logistics and meeting
the company's needs in a timely manner.

Criteria and Subcriteria
This study uses four main criteria in supplier evaluation, namely price,
delivery, quality, and service, which are described into several indicators.

a. Pricing: includes price quotes, discounts, and payment flexibility.

b. Delivery: includes punctuality, order quantity suitability, and transportation
efficiency.

c. Quality: judged by the suitability of specifications, material strength, and
quality consistency.

d. Services: includes warranty, response to requests/complaints, clarity of
product information, precision of adjusting order volumes, and setting of
order schedules.

These four criteria are designed to provide a comprehensive picture of
supplier performance and support the creation of sustainable cooperation.

Interview Results

Interview with Assistant Manager Purchasing and Senior Manager IT of
PT. XYZ shows that most suppliers offer competitive prices with discounts, but
payment flexibility is still limited and prices tend to fluctuate. The quality of
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goods is generally according to specifications, although sometimes inconsistent
as demand increases. The majority of deliveries are on time and in accordance
with the quantity, although occasionally constrained by external factors. The
service was rated quite good, especially in quick response, warranty, and product
information, although there was a need for improvement in handling changes in
order volume. In the future, the company hopes that there will be consistency in
quality, payment flexibility, and more proactive communication from suppliers
to support the efficiency and sustainability of cooperation.

Weighting of Supplier Performance Criteria Analysis
Table 2. Weighting Results of Criterion Analysis

o Score o .
Criterion 9781716151213 21112131al516/71819 Criterion
Price X Delivery
Price X Quality
Price X Service
Delivery X Quality
Delivery X Service
Quality X Service

Source: Data processed by researchers (2025)

Based on the weighting results in Table 4.2, it can be seen that the price
criteria have a higher level of importance than delivery, quality, and service,
which is shown by the highest weighting score. This shows that the price factor
is the main consideration in choosing a supplier, both in terms of price quotes,
discounts, and payment flexibility. The delivery criteria occupy the next order of
importance, which reflects the importance of timeliness and delivery numbers to
maintain a company's supply chain smoothly.

Furthermore, quality is in the middle position, indicating that the
company continues to pay attention to the accuracy and consistency of the
quality of materials provided by suppliers. Finally, service is the criterion with
the lowest weight, although it is still considered as a supporting factor to
maintain a good cooperative relationship with suppliers, especially related to
after-sales service and responsiveness in handling requests and complaints. This
analysis shows that companies prioritize cost and distribution aspects as top
priorities in optimizing their supply chain performance.

Price Criteria Analysis Weighting
Table 3. Price Criteria Weighting Results

—_— Score S
Criterion 9l8l 7161514131211 121312al516171819 Criterion
Supplier X Supplier B
A
Supplier X Supplier C
A
Supplier B X Supplier C

Source: Data processed by researchers (2025)
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Based on Table 4.3 Price Criteria Weighting Results, the inter-supplier
comparison process shows that Supplier A (PT Icon Technology) obtained the
highest score compared to the other two suppliers. This can be seen from the
weighting position that is more dominant than Supplier B (PT Bhinneka Mentari
Dimensi) and Supplier C (PT Alpha Cipta Computindo).

This position indicates that Supplier A offers a more competitive price,
making it a more cost-advantageous option. Meanwhile, Supplier B occupies a
middle position with a relatively balanced score. This shows that although the
prices offered are not as competitive as Supplier A, they are still at a fairly
competitive level and can be considered as an alternative. On the other hand,
Supplier C is in the position with the lowest weighting, which reflects that the
prices offered are relatively less competitive than the other two suppliers.

Weighting of Delivery Criteria Analysis
Table 4. Delivery Criteria Weighting Results

—_— Score o
Criterion 918 7161512131211 12131al5161 71819 Criterion
Supplier X Supplier B
A
Supplier X Supplier C
A
Supplier B X Supplier C

Source: Data processed by researchers (2025)

Based on Table 4. Delivery Criteria Weighting Results, it can be seen that
each supplier has a different level of excellence in meeting the delivery criteria.
Supplier B received the highest weight with a score of 8 against Supplier C, which
indicates that Supplier B is considered the most superior in terms of reliability
and accuracy of delivery compared to Supplier C. Meanwhile, Supplier A
obtained a score of 6 against Supplier C, indicating that Supplier A also has good
delivery performance, although not as superior to Supplier B. However, when
compared to Supplier B, Supplier A gets a score of 7, which indicates that
Supplier A is slightly below Supplier B in terms of delivery.

These results show that Supplier B has the most consistent advantage in
the delivery criteria, which can be a key consideration in the supplier selection
process. Supplier C seems to have the lowest position in this aspect, so further
evaluation is needed if it wants to remain maintained in the supply chain.
Overall, this weighting illustrates that reliability and delivery speed are one of
the main differentiating factors among the three suppliers, and Supplier B is the
most potential candidate in terms of delivery criteria.

Weighting of Quality Criteria Analysis
Table 5. Quality Criteria Weighting Results

er . Score .
Criterion 9181716 512312111213 1al516 71819 Criterion
Supplier X Supplier B
A
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Supplier X Supplier C
A
Supplier B X Supplier C

Source: Data processed by researchers (2025)

Based on Table 5. regarding the results of weighting Quality criteria, it can
be seen that the assessment is carried out using a scale of 1 to 9 to compare quality
between suppliers. The results of the analysis showed that Supplier A had a
quality advantage over Supplier B with a score of 6, which means that the quality
of Supplier A was considered better. Furthermore, Supplier A compared to
Supplier C obtained a score of 3, which indicates that although Supplier A is still
superior, the difference in quality is not too great. Meanwhile, Supplier C
obtained a score of 6 compared to Supplier B, which confirms that the quality of
Supplier C is also rated better than Supplier B. Overall, the weighting results
show that Supplier A and Supplier C have more prominent qualities than
Supplier B, although the difference between Supplier A and Supplier C is
relatively slighter.

Weighting of Service Criteria Analysis
Table 6. Service Criteria Weighting Results

S Score o .
Criterion 9181716151213 1211121314 516171819 Criterion
Supplier X Supplier B
A
Supplier X Supplier C
A
Supplier B X Supplier C

Source: Data processed by researchers (2025)

Based on Table 4.6 regarding the results of weighting Service criteria, it
can be seen that the assessment of services between suppliers shows that there is
a difference in the quality of the services provided. Supplier B obtained a score
of 4 against Supplier A, which means that Supplier B was considered to have a
better quality of service than Supplier A. Furthermore, Supplier A obtained a
score of 3 against Supplier C, which indicates that Supplier A's services are
superior to Supplier C even though with a relatively small difference.
Meanwhile, Supplier B obtained a score of 5 against Supplier C, which shows
that Supplier B has a much better quality of service than Supplier C. Overall, the
results of this weighting confirm that Supplier B is superior in terms of service
compared to Supplier A and Supplier C.

Analysis of the Recapitulation of AHP Results
Table 7. Recapitulation of AHP Weighting Results

Criterion | Priority | Supplier A (PT Supplier B Supplier C (PT
Weights Icon (PT Bhinneka Alpha Cipta
Technology) Mentari Computindo)
Dimensi)
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Price 0,40 1 (Best) 2 3
Delivery 0,30 2 1 (Best) 3
Quality 0,20 2 1 (Best) 3
Service 0,10 2 1 (Best) 3
Total 0,40x1 +0,30x2 | 0,40x2 + 0,40x3 + 0,30%3 +
Score 1.00 +0,20%2 + 0,30x1 + 0,20%3 + 0,10%3 =
’ 0,10x2 =1,70 0,20x1 + 3,00
0,10x1 =1,60
Ranking 1 2 3

(Note: Ranking scale 1 = best, 3 = worst. Priority weight based on AHP weighting
results: Price 40%, Delivery 30%, Quality 20%, Service 10%)
Source: Data processed by researchers (2025)

Based on Table 4.7, it can be concluded that Supplier A occupies the first
position (rank 1) with a total score of 1.70. The main advantage of Supplier A lies
in the price aspect which has the highest priority weight (0.40) so that it
contributes greatly to the final score. Although in terms of delivery, quality, and
service, Supplier A is not as superior as Supplier B, overall his position is still
better because the price factor is the company's top priority.

Supplier B is in second place (rank 2) with a total score of 1.60. The
advantage of Supplier B lies in three non-price aspects, namely delivery, quality,
and service. This shows that although the prices offered are not as competitive as
Supplier A, Supplier B is superior in ensuring timely delivery, quality
consistency, and after-sales service. This position makes Supplier B a strong
alternative, especially if the company places more emphasis on quality
sustainability and long-term operational reliability.

Meanwhile, Supplier C is in third place (rank 3) with a total score of 3.00,
which shows the lowest performance among the three suppliers. Supplier C's
weaknesses are consistent in all criteria, both in terms of price, delivery, quality,
and service. This condition indicates that Supplier C needs a thorough
evaluation, especially related to pricing strategies, distribution management, and
improving the quality of products and services, in order to compete with the
other two suppliers.

From these results, it can be seen that there is a trade-off in decision-
making. Supplier A is financially superior, while Supplier B excels in non-price
operational aspects. The company's final decision will largely depend on its
strategic orientation: whether to place more emphasis on cost efficiency or on
long-term supply reliability and quality. The results of the AHP weighting
provide a strong basis for management to choose suppliers objectively, according
to the needs and direction of the company's strategy.

DISCUSSION
Analysis of AHP Weighting Results

The AHP method is used to determine the priority criteria in supplier
selection through paired comparisons with consistency measures (CR). The
results of the analysis show that price has the highest weight, followed by
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delivery, quality, and service. This confirms that cost efficiency is the main focus,
although distribution and quality remain important. Supplier A excels in terms
of price, Supplier B is better at delivery, quality, and service, while Supplier C
ranks lowest in almost all criteria. Thus, Supplier A is right for cost efficiency,
while Supplier B is more feasible if the company's priority is long-term supply
stability and quality.

Fishbone Diagram Analysis

Fishbone analysis is used to identify the root cause of performance
differences between suppliers. The causative factors are grouped into six
categories (6M): Man, Machine, Method, Material, Measurement, and
Environment. This approach helps companies understand the fundamental
factors that affect supplier performance, while providing direction for
improvement to improve supplier selection effectiveness and supply chain
sustainability.

METHOD MACHINE MAN

Keterbatasan tenaga
kerja dalam menangani
Sistem volume permintaan tinggi

Kurangnya standar
operasional yang baku
(SOP)

\

distnbusiiogistik
tidak terotomatisasi

.

PE— 3 ‘ SOM kurang teriatin
Manajemen Teknologi tidak § | “daein pequosesan
pengadann gan mendukung kecepatan ’ ool
penginman kufang dan ketepatan
terkoordinasi penqifiman
KINERJA
SUPPLIER YANG
e KURANG OPTIMAL
Kondisl pasar dan
fluktuasi harga Tidak ada standar
barang quality control yang
- jetas Y PP |
Sae Barang sering tidak

sesual spesifikasi
perusahaan
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N S—
PRSI N Dokumentas! hasil
pemerintah terkait inspeksi kualtas ; X
kurang lengkap Keterlambatan
pengiriman barang
berdampak ke
operasional perusahaan

pengiriman barang

MEASUREMENT MATERIAL

Figure 3. Fishbone Diagram Analysis

ENVIRONMENT

Diagram Fishbone

Based on fishbone's analysis, it can be concluded that the main problems
in supplier performance come from several aspects. In terms of methods, the
absence of standard operating procedures (SOPs) causes the procurement and
delivery process to be inconsistent and makes it difficult to evaluate performance.
From a technological aspect, the distribution and logistics system that is still
manual causes delays, inaccuracies, and inefficiency of coordination. On the
human resource factor, the limited number of workers and the lack of training
reduce effectiveness in handling high volumes of demand. In terms of materials,
the quality and suitability of goods that often do not meet specifications shows
weak quality control. Problems also arise in the measurement aspect, where
quality control standards and inspection documentation are not clear, so that
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quality consistency is difficult to maintain. Meanwhile, external environmental
factors such as price fluctuations and government regulations have also added to
cost instability and distribution barriers. Overall, weaknesses in SOPs,
technology, HR, and internal quality control are the dominant causes, which are
exacerbated by external dynamics, thus impacting the effectiveness of the
company's supply chain.

5W+1H Analysis

The 5W+1H analysis is used to examine supplier performance problems
in more depth with a systematic approach. This method focuses on six main
aspects, namely What, Why, Who, Where, When, and How, each of which helps
to decipher the root of the problem from different points of view (Suarez-Barraza
& Rodriguez-Gonzalez, 2019). By using 5SW+1H, problems can be clearly mapped
starting from what happened, the underlying causes, the parties involved, the
location and time of the problem, to the solutions that can be done (Budiyani &
Hartini, 2023). This analysis is a complement to the fishbone diagram, thus
providing a more comprehensive picture of the causes and steps to improve
supplier performance.

Table 8. 5W+1H Analysis

Aspects Question Analysis Results
What What Supplier performance is suboptimal: delivery
happened? delays, inappropriate quality of goods, weak
distribution coordination, limited human resources.
Why Why does this | There are no standard SOPs, distribution systems
happen? have not been automated, labor skills are lacking,
quality control is weak, and external influences such
as price fluctuations and government regulations.
Who Who is | Suppliers as the main party, companies receiving
involved? goods, supplier workers, and the government as
indirect regulators.
Where | Where does |In the supply and distribution chain of goods,
this problem | especially the procurement, storage, distribution,

occur? and receipt of goods in the company.

When | When  does | Repeatedly, especially when demand increases
this issue | (peak production/sales season) or when there are
occur? regulatory changes and fluctuating market

conditions.

How How is the | Set clear SOPs, automate logistics systems, train
solution human resources, strengthen procurement-
done? distribution coordination, improve quality control,

adjust raw material procurement strategies, and
comply with government regulations.
Source: Data processed by researchers (2025)

Based on the 5W+1H analysis above, it can be concluded that supplier
performance problems are not only influenced by internal factors such as lack of
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SOPs, limited human resources, and weak quality control, but also by external
factors such as fluctuations in market prices and government regulations.
Therefore, improvement efforts must be carried out comprehensively, both from
the managerial and operational sides, by prioritizing improving coordination,
implementing modern logistics systems, and strengthening the quality of human
resources. With the right strategy, companies can ensure that supplier
performance becomes more optimal and supports the sustainability of the supply
chain effectively.

Proposed Improvements in the Selection of Good and Quality Suppliers

Based on the analysis of AHP, fishbone, and 5W+1H, the selection of a
quality supplier requires a comprehensive approach. AHP's results emphasize
price as the main criterion, but delivery, quality, and service also play an
important role. Meanwhile, fishbone and 5W+1H revealed the root of the
problem such as the absence of standard SOPs, weak distribution systems,
limited human resources, inconsistencies in material quality, and external factors
in the form of regulations and market fluctuations. Therefore, companies need to
balance all aspects, not just focusing on price.

Some of the proposed improvements include: (1) establishing more
comprehensive supplier selection criteria through standard written documents;
(2) implementing standard SOPs in procurement, delivery, and quality control;
(3) conduct periodic evaluation and audit of supplier performance and outlined
in official recommendation letters; (4) implementing supplier diversification to
reduce the risk of dependency; (5) build long-term trust-based partnerships with
an annual evaluation period; and (6) utilizing the Supplier Relationship
Management (SRM) system for data-based performance monitoring.

With these measures, the company is expected to be able to choose
suppliers who are not only competitive in terms of price, but also reliable in
delivery, consistent in quality, and responsive in service, so that the supply chain
is more stable, costs efficient, and customer satisfaction increases continuously.

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Conclusion

Based on the results of the research on supplier selection at PT XYZ, several
conclusions can be drawn as follows:

a. The criteria and sub-criteria for supplier selection have been determined
using the AHP method with an emphasis on aspects relevant to the efficiency
of Supply Chain Management (SCM). The main criteria used include price,
quality, delivery, and service, which are then lowered into more detailed sub-
criteria, such as price conformity with quality, consistency of product quality,
timeliness of delivery, and speed of response to after-sales service. The results
of the analysis show that price is the criterion with the highest weight,
followed by delivery, quality, and service. This answers the first problem
regarding the need for clearer criteria and sub-criteria to assess IT suppliers
at PT XYZ.

b. The best supplier for PT XYZ in purchasing IT goods is obtained from the
results of weighting and calculation of AHP. Suppliers with the code Supplier
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A rank highest because they have competitive prices, on-time delivery, and
consistent product quality. Meanwhile, Supplier B and Supplier C are in the
next position because they still have weaknesses in terms of service and
delivery flexibility. This finding answers the second problem related to which
supplier can provide the best performance for PT XYZ.

c. Proposed improvements in supplier selection are directed to increase the
effectiveness and efficiency of the procurement process to better support the
company's SCM performance. Some of the suggested strategic steps include:
(a) the preparation of more comprehensive supplier assessment criteria as a
standard reference, (b) the application of standard operating procedures
(SOPs) in supplier evaluation, (c) the implementation of periodic audits and
evaluations of supplier performance, (d) supplier diversification strategies to
reduce the risk of dependence, (e) the development of long-term partnerships
for 1 year with quality suppliers to maintain supply consistency, and (f) the
use of information technology through the Supplier Relationship
Management (SRM) system. This recommendation answers the third problem
regarding the improvement steps that need to be taken so that the selection
of suppliers can be more effective and efficient and support SCM PT XYZ
optimally.

Recommendation
Based on the results of the research and the conclusions that have been
obtained, some suggestions that can be given are as follows:

a. For companies, it is recommended to make the criteria and sub-criteria that
have been set as a standard reference in the selection of suppliers. Supplier
performance evaluation needs to be carried out periodically with measurable
indicators, such as delivery accuracy, product quality, price, and service. In
addition, companies should build long-term partnerships with well-
performing suppliers to ensure the continuity of supply of IT goods and
improve the company's efficiency and competitiveness.

b. For further research, it is recommended to add other variables or criteria that
have not been researched, such as sustainability aspects, regulatory
compliance, and supplier reputation. This aims to make the next research
more comprehensive, relevant to the development of industry needs, and can
make a broader contribution to supplier selection decision-making.

ADVANCED RESEARCH

The results of this study open up opportunities for further research with a
more comprehensive and adaptive approach to industrial dynamics. The
research can further integrate new variables such as sustainability, regulatory
compliance, reputation, and supplier technology innovation, so that the
assessment focuses not only on cost and operational efficiency, but also on long-
term sustainability aspects. In addition, the use of the hybrid multi-criteria
decision making (MCDM) method that combines AHP with other techniques
such as TOPSIS, Fuzzy AHP, or Analytic Network Process (ANP) has the
potential to produce more accurate and contextual evaluations. Future research
can also utilize big data analytics and machine learning to process supplier data

2768



International Journal of Business and Applied Economics (IJBAE)
Vol. 4, No. 5, 2025: 2755-2772

in real-time, so that the evaluation process becomes more predictive and
proactive. Thus, advanced research not only strengthens the effectiveness of
supplier selection decision-making, but also contributes to the development of a
more resilient, sustainable, and competitive supply chain management model in
the digital era.
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