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Abstract 
This study quantitatively examined the influence of compliance and inspection practices on reducing 
supply chain disruptions, using data collected from organizations across manufacturing, logistics, and 
distribution sectors. A total of 312 respondents contributed survey and archival data, and the study was 
informed gaps in integrated governance analysis. Compliance variables—including policy formalization, 
documentation accuracy, audit coverage, supplier compliance rating, and training hours—were 
operationalized alongside inspection indicators such as inspection frequency, sampling intensity, 
automation level, and detection accuracy. Disruption outcomes were measured using incident count, 
disruption severity, downtime hours, lead-time deviation, and recovery duration. Hierarchical regression 
analysis showed that compliance practices explained 16% additional variance in disruption outcomes, while 
inspection practices added another 11%, resulting in a final model explaining 39% of total variance. 
Compliance demonstrated a significant negative effect on disruptions (β = −.24), and inspection displayed 
a similarly strong negative association (β = −.29). Mediation testing confirmed that inspection partially 
transmitted the influence of compliance on disruptions, evidenced by a significant indirect effect (−.12). 
Moderation results further indicated that inspection intensity strengthened the compliance–disruption 
relationship, with the interaction term yielding a significant coefficient (β = −.14). These findings 
demonstrated that both compliance and inspection practices contributed independently and interactively 
to disruption reduction. Organizations with stronger documentation accuracy, higher detection accuracy, 
and more frequent inspection routines experienced markedly lower incident levels and shorter recovery 
durations. The study concluded that integrated compliance–inspection governance frameworks served as 
critical mechanisms for enhancing operational stability and minimizing supply chain vulnerabilities. 
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INTRODUCTION 
The quantitative assessment of compliance and inspection practices in supply chain management 
begins with a clear and systematic understanding of several core concepts that shape the functioning 
of production and distribution networks across the world (Rebs et al., 2018). Supply chains can be 
understood as interconnected systems through which materials, information, and financial flows move 
from initial sources to end users, and their performance is highly dependent on coordinated and 
uninterrupted interactions among diverse actors. A supply chain disruption occurs when these flows 
are unexpectedly impeded, leading to reduced efficiency, delays, shortages, or complete operational 
breakdowns. These disruptions may stem from quality failures, regulatory violations, inadequate 
documentation, unsafe handling of goods, or a variety of human and technical errors embedded in 
daily operations. Compliance refers to the systematic adherence to mandatory requirements, voluntary 
standards, contractual obligations, and internal organizational protocols intended to ensure 
consistency, safety, legality, and ethical conduct. Inspection practices encompass the verification 
activities, audits, quality checks, customs documentation reviews, supplier monitoring routines, and 
technology-enabled tracking systems employed to detect deviations from expected conditions 
(Moshood et al., 2021). Within an increasingly globalized environment—characterized by cross-border 
sourcing, outsourcing, and multi-tier supplier networks—these concepts have taken on heightened 
significance, as minor lapses in one part of the network can propagate across regions, industries, and 
institutional settings. The quantitative analysis of these relationships is essential because global supply 
chains today operate under heightened uncertainty generated by regulatory diversity, geopolitical 
tensions, fluctuating demand patterns, and rising societal expectations related to safety, transparency, 
and accountability. A systematic assessment of how compliance structures and inspection mechanisms 
influence disruption outcomes provides empirical grounding for evaluating the resilience and 
reliability of global supply networks. This is especially crucial because organizations often deploy 
compliance and inspection processes unevenly, without clear measurement of their effectiveness or 
their ability to reduce the incidence or severity of disruptions . Understanding these relationships 
through quantitative inquiry therefore addresses a foundational gap in global operations, offering 
insights into how organizations can strengthen stability, reduce losses, and maintain continuity across 
geographically dispersed networks. 
In the international environment, supply chains face a growing set of vulnerabilities driven by the 
expansion of global sourcing, reliance on overseas suppliers, and integration of multiple production 
stages across diverse regulatory landscapes (Kunovjanek et al., 2022). Organizations that operate in 
multiple countries must simultaneously navigate different legal frameworks, safety requirements, 
environmental rules, customs procedures, and documentation protocols, each of which imposes unique 
compliance responsibilities. As global supply networks become more geographically dispersed and 
institutionally heterogeneous, the likelihood that disruptions arise from failures to meet regulatory, 
documentation, or inspection requirements increases. For instance, delays often occur due to 
incomplete customs documentation, misalignment with import regulations, mislabeled goods, or 
insufficient verification of supplier practices, demonstrating that compliance-based failures are central 
contributors to operational breakdowns. Moreover, inspection practices vary widely across regions; 
some jurisdictions rely heavily on manual checks and paperwork, while others use risk-based digital 
inspection models enabled by data analytics, sensors, or traceability platforms (Paliwal et al., 2020). 
These variations introduce points of friction, delay, and procedural inconsistency that can disrupt 
international flows. In addition, global supply chains frequently depend on subcontractors and lower-
tier suppliers whose compliance capabilities may be limited by resource constraints, lack of training, or 
inconsistent governance oversight. Weak compliance coordination between tiers can amplify 
vulnerabilities, allowing quality failures, unsafe materials, or incomplete documentation to move 
undetected through the network until they trigger shipment holds, recalls, or regulatory interventions. 
Quantitative research in this area has shown that disruptions tend to cluster in systems with limited 
visibility into supplier activities, inconsistent monitoring routines, and fragmented compliance 
structures . These observations underscore the urgent need for empirically grounded measurement of 
compliance and inspection variables that may contribute to supply chain failures. Across regions and 
industries, organizations increasingly recognize that global competitiveness depends not only on cost 
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efficiency but also on the systematic prevention of regulatory and procedural breakdowns. By 
examining how compliance and inspection practices operate across international boundaries and 
interact with structural vulnerabilities inherent in cross-border flows, quantitative analysis can provide 
deeper insight into the mechanisms through which global supply chains maintain—or fail to 
maintain—operational continuity. 
 

Figure 1: Quantitative Compliance Inspection Supply Chain 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Compliance in supply chain management is not a singular activity but a composite structure composed 
of multiple interconnected dimensions that together shape how organizations prevent, detect, and 
respond to risks (De Lima et al., 2022). At its foundation, compliance includes formal policies outlining 
required practices, procedures specifying how tasks must be executed, reporting systems capturing 
deviations, and training programs aimed at ensuring workforce understanding of regulatory and 
operational requirements. Beyond internal rules, compliance also incorporates external obligations 
linked to product safety, environmental protection, labor standards, trade regulations, and contractual 
agreements with customers or suppliers. Many organizations adopt additional voluntary standards 
and certification schemes to strengthen their commitment to safe and ethical operations. However, the 
extent to which these compliance systems are fully implemented varies widely across firms and supply 
chain tiers, and symbolic adoption often occurs in place of substantive integration. Supplier compliance 
represents another critical dimension, as most disruptions caused by non-conforming materials, 
inadequate documentation, or process failures originate upstream . Organizations typically use 
supplier audits, formal contracts, training programs, and certification requirements to promote 
adherence, yet quantitative measurement is needed to distinguish between suppliers that merely attest 
to compliance and those that consistently demonstrate it. Furthermore, compliance outcomes are highly 
dependent on governance structures, enforcement mechanisms, and the ability to monitor dispersed 
operations effectively. When firms operate across multiple geographic regions, compliance must adapt 
to local regulations while maintaining alignment with global standards, creating additional challenges 
for consistency and verification. Quantitative assessment of compliance therefore requires the 
development of measurable indicators that capture policy formalization, regulatory coverage, supplier 
alignment, monitoring frequency, training intensity, documentation accuracy, and enforcement 
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effectiveness. These indicators allow researchers and practitioners to statistically evaluate whether 
stronger or more comprehensive compliance structures are associated with reductions in disruption 
frequency, severity, or duration (Abdulla &  Ibne, 2021; Wang et al., 2022). Given that many compliance 
failures remain undetected until they trigger operational breakdowns, a structured quantitative 
approach is critical for revealing hidden weaknesses and identifying which compliance mechanisms 
exert the greatest influence on supply chain stability. 
Inspection practices form the operational layer of supply chain governance by generating real-time or 
periodic verification of product quality, process conformity, documentation accuracy, and regulatory 
alignment (Habibullah & Foysal, 2021; Shcherbakov & Silkina, 2021). These practices take numerous 
forms, including inbound inspections at receiving points, in-process checks during production, 
outbound inspection before shipping, inventory audits, supplier site visits, customs examinations, and 
third-party verification assessments (Sanjid & Farabe, 2021). Effective inspection routines serve as 
mechanisms for detecting deviations early enough to prevent their propagation through the supply 
chain. For example, identifying defective materials at supplier facilities prevents those defects from 
moving into downstream manufacturing stages, where rework, waste, or operational shutdowns may 
occur (Sarwar, 2021). Inspection activities also play a vital role in customs and logistics operations, 
where documentation errors, tariff misclassifications, or packaging inconsistencies can cause shipment 
delays, detention, or rejection. Many organizations employ advanced inspection technologies such as 
barcode systems, RFID tags, machine-vision tools, and IoT-enabled monitoring devices to increase the 
accuracy and speed of verification processes (Musfiqur & Saba, 2021; Morashti et al., 2022). Risk-based 
inspection frameworks prioritize high-probability or high-impact risks, allowing organizations to 
allocate resources efficiently while maintaining regulatory compliance and operational stability (Omar 
& Rashid, 2021). However, inspection systems also introduce trade-offs, because high inspection 
frequency can increase lead times and operational costs, while insufficient inspection increases 
exposure to risk. Quantitative analysis offers a means to evaluate how inspection characteristics—such 
as frequency, sampling intensity, automation level, and integration with digital systems—relate to 
disruption outcomes (Redwanul et al., 2021; Tarek & Praveen, 2021). By statistically modeling these 
relationships, researchers can determine which inspection strategies contribute most significantly to 
reducing failures, delays, and inconsistent product quality. Given the diversity of inspection 
approaches across industries and countries, quantitative assessment is essential for determining 
whether inspection practices should be standardized, localized, automated, or risk-targeted to achieve 
optimal disruption mitigation (Zaman & Momena, 2021; Thürer et al., 2020). Understanding inspection 
as a measurable construct enables organizations to connect operational verification processes with 
broader efforts to strengthen supply chain resilience (Rony, 2021). 
While compliance and inspection are often treated as separate domains within organizational 
governance, they function most effectively when conceptually and operationally integrated. 
Compliance establishes the rules, standards, and procedures that guide organizational behavior, 
whereas inspection verifies whether those rules are being applied correctly and consistently. The 
integration of these two domains creates a control architecture capable of both preventing and detecting 
deviations before they escalate into operational disruptions (Shaikh & Aditya, 2021; Sudipto & 
Mesbaul, 2021). Organizations that implement strong compliance structures without adequate 
inspection may fail to detect emerging risks, while those that rely heavily on inspection without 
consistent compliance systems may face recurring non-conformities that inspections alone cannot 
resolve. Quantitative assessment allows researchers to model the combined influence of compliance 
and inspection on supply chain disruptions, examining whether their effects are additive, synergistic, 
or contingent on specific environmental or organizational conditions (Hozyfa, 2022; Zaki, 2021; 
Wankmüller & Reiner, 2020). Integrated control frameworks often include supplier certification 
programs, performance monitoring systems, digital reporting tools, and risk-based audit schedules. By 
measuring variables such as compliance formalization, supplier enforcement strength, inspection 
frequency, inspection accuracy, and degree of digital integration, quantitative models can evaluate the 
extent to which these combined systems reduce the probability of disruptions such as shipment delays, 
documentation failures, quality defects, or recalls. Such an approach moves beyond general claims 
about the importance of compliance and inspection by providing empirical evidence about which 



International Journal of Scientific Interdisciplinary Research, December 2024, 301– 342 

305 
 

combinations of practices contribute most fully to operational stability. It also enables comparisons 
across sectors, geographic contexts, or supply chain configurations, revealing whether integrated 
compliance-inspection systems have greater effects in highly regulated industries, in global networks 
with multiple tiers, or in environments characterized by high demand uncertainty (Khalifa et al., 2021; 
Amin, 2022; Arman & Kamrul, 2022). Through this unified analytical perspective, organizations can 
better understand how to design governance systems that reinforce each other and minimize the 
conditions under which supply chain disruptions occur. 
 

Figure 2: Supply Chain Compliance Inspection Framework 

 
Conducting a quantitative assessment of compliance and inspection practices in relation to supply 
chain disruptions requires careful methodological planning, particularly in the operationalization of 
complex constructs and the selection of appropriate analytical techniques (Mohaiminul & Muzahidul, 
2022; Omar & Ibne, 2022; Queiroz et al., 2022). Compliance and inspection must be translated into 
measurable variables that capture their scope, intensity, and effectiveness. Examples of measurable 
indicators include number of audits conducted, percentage of suppliers certified, frequency of 
documentation errors, level of automation in inspection activities, number of compliance training 
hours, accuracy of inbound inspection samples, and percentage of shipments flagged by customs 
authorities (Sanjid & Zayadul, 2022; Hasan, 2022). Disruption outcomes must also be clearly defined, 
as disruptions vary in type, scale, and impact; common measures include number of disruptive 
incidents, duration of downtime, lead-time deviations, recovery time, cost implications, and proportion 
of shipments delayed. Quantitative analysis often relies on multivariate statistical techniques, 
structural modeling, event analysis, or predictive modeling to evaluate relationships between these 
variables (Mominul et al., 2022; Rabiul & Praveen, 2022; Tasdemir & Gazo, 2018). Large-scale surveys, 
archival data, operational databases, sensor-generated records, and customs documentation systems 
provide valuable sources of measurable information. Methodological rigor also requires controlling for 
contextual variables such as supplier dependency, product complexity, market volatility, production 
volume, or geographic dispersion to ensure that observed relationships are not influenced by 
confounding factors (Farabe, 2022; Roy, 2022). Sampling strategies must ensure representation across 
industries, supply chain tiers, and geographic regions to establish generalizability. Data reliability and 
validity are critical, particularly because compliance and inspection information may be sensitive, 
inconsistently recorded, or unevenly documented across organizations. Advanced analytical 
techniques can be used to examine mediating or moderating mechanisms, such as whether the effect of 
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compliance on disruption reduction is strengthened by inspection automation or whether the benefit 
of inspection is greater when suppliers operate in high-risk regulatory environments (Duque-Uribe et 
al., 2019; Rahman & Abdul, 2022; Razia, 2022). Through rigorous quantitative design, researchers can 
produce empirically grounded insights into the specific pathways through which compliance and 
inspection practices influence supply chain resilience. 
Although extensive research addresses supply chain risk, quality management, regulatory compliance, 
and operational reliability, gaps remain in understanding the precise quantitative relationship between 
compliance practices, inspection systems, and disruption outcomes (Saberi et al., 2019; Zaki, 2022; Kanti 
& Shaikat, 2022). Many existing efforts focus on compliance as part of broader corporate governance, 
sustainability initiatives, or supplier management activities, without isolating its direct influence on 
operational disruptions. Similarly, inspection is often examined within limited contexts—such as 
quality assurance, customs procedures, or manufacturing control systems—without analyzing its 
broader impact on supply chain stability (Maniruzzaman et al., 2023; Arif Uz & Elmoon, 2023). In many 
cases, organizations treat compliance and inspection as administrative requirements rather than as 
measurable determinants of resilience. As a result, compliance policies may exist only on paper, 
inspections may be infrequent or superficial, and disruptions may occur without a clear understanding 
of how weaknesses in these practices contributed to operational failures (Asante et al., 2021; Sanjid, 
2023; Sanjid & Sudipto, 2023). Quantitative gaps also arise from inconsistent measurement methods, 
insufficiently detailed indicators, limited multi-tier visibility, and lack of integrated analytical 
frameworks linking compliance, inspection, and disruption events. In global supply chains, where risks 
are distributed across borders and responsibilities are diffused among suppliers, regulators, logistics 
providers, and manufacturers, the absence of rigorous quantitative evidence limits efforts to build 
robust and adaptive governance structures (Tarek, 2023; Shahrin & Samia, 2023). This study addresses 
these gaps by developing a comprehensive quantitative framework that assesses compliance and 
inspection practices as distinct yet interconnected constructs, measures them using multi-dimensional 
indicators, and analyzes their statistical relationship with well-defined disruption metrics (Muhammad 
& Redwanul, 2023; Muhammad & Redwanul, 2023; Sunny et al., 2020). By doing so, it provides a 
structured and empirical foundation for evaluating how organizations can reduce operational 
vulnerabilities through targeted investments in compliance and inspection practices. The need for such 
a study is underscored by the growing complexity of global supply networks, increasing regulatory 
demands, and the rising cost of disruptions that stem from preventable procedural weaknesses (Razia, 
2023; SSrinivas & Manish, 2023). Through a systematic quantitative approach, this study contributes to 
a clearer understanding of how compliance and inspection practices serve as critical mechanisms for 
minimizing disruptions and sustaining reliable supply chain performance across diverse international 
contexts (Castka, 2020; Sudipto, 2023; Zayadul, 2023). 
The primary objective of a quantitative assessment of compliance and inspection practices in reducing 
supply chain disruptions is to systematically measure how structured governance mechanisms 
influence operational stability within complex and interconnected supply networks. This objective is 
grounded in the need to convert broad managerial concepts such as compliance adherence, inspection 
frequency, verification accuracy, supplier control mechanisms, and documentation reliability into 
quantifiable variables that can be statistically analyzed to determine their contribution to disruption 
reduction. The assessment seeks to establish measurable relationships between defined compliance 
elements—such as policy formalization, regulatory coverage, supplier enforcement processes, 
employee training levels, and documentation fidelity—and specific disruption outcomes, including 
frequency of operational interruptions, severity of delays, duration of recovery, and the magnitude of 
quality or logistics failures. Additionally, the objective emphasizes the evaluation of inspection 
practices as operational verification mechanisms, examining factors such as sampling intensity, 
inspection timing, automation level, accuracy of anomaly detection, integration of digital monitoring 
tools, and alignment with risk-based control frameworks. By adopting a quantitative orientation, the 
objective aims to generate empirical clarity regarding which compliance and inspection combinations 
demonstrate consistent associations with reduced incident rates and more stable process performance. 
The pursuit of this objective also extends to analyzing variations across different sectors, supplier tiers, 
and logistical environments to determine whether certain configurations of compliance and inspection 
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practices demonstrate stronger measurable effects under specific operational conditions. Furthermore, 
the objective involves identifying the statistical significance and effect size of each variable, enabling a 
comparative evaluation of which components of compliance and inspection exert the most substantial 
measurable influence on disruption-related outcomes. Through this structured approach, the 
overarching objective positions compliance and inspection not as abstract managerial functions but as 
quantifiable dimensions of supply chain governance whose measurable relationships with operational 
disruptions can be objectively established with reliable data and appropriate analytical techniques. 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
The literature examining compliance, inspection practices, and supply chain disruptions spans multiple 
domains, including operations management, regulatory governance, logistics, quality assurance, risk 
management, and international trade. Collectively, this body of work illustrates that supply chain 
disruptions often emerge from preventable failures linked to inadequate compliance mechanisms, 
weak supplier oversight, insufficient inspection routines, or inconsistent verification processes. Despite 
extensive research on supply chain resilience and risk mitigation, the quantitative isolation of 
compliance and inspection variables remains limited, with most studies embedding these elements 
within broader constructs such as quality management, sustainability, or governance frameworks. As 
global supply chains grow increasingly interconnected and regulated, the need for empirical evidence 
quantifying the impact of compliance and inspection practices on disruption outcomes has intensified. 
Literature in this domain highlights the interdependence of formal rules, enforcement mechanisms, 
monitoring strategies, and supplier-related behaviors, but rarely articulates their individual 
contributions in a quantifiable manner. Moreover, existing studies often rely on case-based or 
conceptual analyses, leaving significant gaps in measurement consistency, operationalization of 
variables, and statistical modeling. Thus, the purpose of this literature review is to synthesize findings 
from diverse disciplinary streams, identify conceptual and methodological gaps, and establish a robust 
theoretical foundation for empirically evaluating how compliance structures and inspection routines 
influence the incidence, severity, and characteristics of supply chain disruptions. Through an organized 
examination of compliance frameworks, inspection methodologies, disruption taxonomies, 
measurement indicators, and analytical approaches, this review provides essential grounding for 
constructing a comprehensive and empirically testable model aligned with the overarching 
quantitative objective of the study. 
Supply Chain Disruptions 
Supply chain disruptions are widely understood as unplanned events that interfere with the 
coordinated flow of materials, information, and financial resources across interconnected 
organizational networks. These disruptions interrupt the expected functioning of production, logistics, 
and distribution processes, often causing delays, shortages, or operational inefficiencies (Blessley & 
Mudambi, 2022). Scholars describe disruptions as events that emerge when established routines and 
process expectations no longer hold, resulting in interruptions that require reactive attention from 
supply chain managers. Disruptions are commonly classified according to their sources, enabling 
researchers to interpret variations in frequency, intensity, and consequences. Operational disruptions 
include breakdowns in machinery, failures in production processes, quality defects, and inventory 
discrepancies. Regulatory disruptions arise from non-adherence to policy requirements, customs 
issues, inspection delays, documentation errors, or changes in legal frameworks. Supplier-based 
disruptions occur when upstream partners face capacity constraints, labor issues, material shortages, 
financial difficulties, or internal process failures. Logistics-based disruptions encompass transportation 
delays, congestion, damage during transit, and warehouse mishandling. Environmental disruptions 
include natural hazards, extreme weather, and biological threats, while geopolitical disruptions stem 
from conflicts, sanctions, border restrictions, or political instability (Bak et al., 2020; Mesbaul, 2024; Md. 
Tarek & Kamrul, 2024). To assess the scale and consequences of such disruptions, scholars commonly 
employ quantitative indicators such as incident frequency, severity levels, downtime duration, 
deviation from planned lead times, and financial losses attributable to the event. These metrics allow 
for consistent interpretation of disruption behavior and facilitate comparative evaluation across 
industries and contexts (Sudipto & Hasan, 2024). Beyond these foundational categories, research also 
recognizes hybrid disruptions that span multiple sources, such as events that simultaneously affect 
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suppliers, logistics providers, and regulatory systems. The literature consistently situates disruptions 
as multidimensional occurrences that reflect complexities inherent in modern supply chains. The 
classification of disruptions, therefore, serves as a crucial analytical step, helping researchers and 
organizations better understand the conditions under which disruptions occur and the operational 
patterns that make certain supply chains more susceptible to interruptions (Pujawan & Bah, 2022). This 
classification-based approach forms an essential baseline for more advanced analyses of how 
compliance systems and inspection mechanisms interact with the various categories of disruption risk. 

 
Figure 3: Supply Chain Disruption Analysis Framework 

 
 

Structural vulnerabilities within supply networks represent a major area of scholarly attention, as these 
vulnerabilities increase the likelihood that disruptions will emerge and propagate through 
interconnected systems (Dolgui et al., 2020). Modern supply chains often include multiple tiers of 
suppliers distributed across different regions, each operating under diverse regulatory, cultural, and 
logistical environments. This multi-tier complexity introduces fragility because disruptions in one tier 
can ripple across many others, causing failures in areas that initially appear unrelated. One of the most 
frequently discussed structural vulnerabilities is dependency risk, which arises when organizations 
rely heavily on a small set of suppliers or single-source arrangements. When a critical supplier 
encounters internal challenges such as labor shortages, equipment failures, or financial instability, the 
downstream effects can be severe. Geographic dispersion introduces further challenges, as supply 
chains spanning multiple countries must navigate heterogeneous regulatory frameworks, varied 
infrastructure quality, and differing levels of operational transparency (Ivanov & Dolgui, 2021). These 
variations create obstacles for monitoring supplier performance, maintaining documentation accuracy, 
and ensuring alignment with compliance requirements. Network complexity, defined through the 
number of nodes and interconnections, amplifies these risks, because the more complex a network 
becomes, the more difficult it is to identify emerging weaknesses. Research also highlights the 
significant role of documentation bottlenecks, where inconsistent paperwork, inadequate 
recordkeeping, or outdated systems create delays and errors that contribute to disruptions. Information 
asymmetry further weakens system resilience, as organizations often lack visibility into the activities 
and practices of lower-tier suppliers. This limited visibility restricts the ability to detect early signals of 
disruption, preventing proactive management. Additionally, resource constraints among smaller 
suppliers may hinder their ability to meet compliance expectations or maintain inspection readiness, 
thereby elevating systemic risk levels. The governance structures within supply chains also influence 
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vulnerability, as fragmented or poorly coordinated oversight mechanisms can create inconsistencies in 
enforcement across tiers (Saad et al., 2021). When governance is weak, deviations from required 
standards may go unnoticed, allowing operational weaknesses to accumulate. These structural 
vulnerabilities collectively create an environment where disruptions are more likely, more severe, and 
more difficult to contain, highlighting the importance of systematically analyzing supply chain 
architecture when examining disruption behavior. 
Quantitative measurement has become a central aspect of supply chain disruption research because it 
provides a structured framework for evaluating how disruptions occur, how they unfold, and how they 
impact operational outcomes. Without measurable indicators, assessments of disruption behavior 
remain subjective and inconsistently defined. Scholars emphasize the importance of standardized 
metrics to ensure that disruptions are interpreted consistently across studies and industries. Commonly 
used indicators include the frequency of disruption events within a specified period, which measures 
how often a supply chain encounters interference. Severity ratings are used to capture the magnitude 
of consequences associated with each disruption, including the extent of output loss or deviation from 
expected performance levels. Downtime duration captures the time required to restore normal 
operations, serving as a proxy for the resilience capacity of the supply chain. Lead-time deviation 
quantifies the difference between planned and actual delivery times, providing insight into the ripple 
effects of disruptions on scheduling and coordination functions. Financial impact measures evaluate 
the monetary consequences of disruptions, including costs associated with expedited logistics, lost 
revenue, disposal of defective materials, or production halts. Beyond these commonly documented 
metrics, researchers also examine indicators such as variability ratios, defect propagation rates, delay 
distributions, and system-recovery patterns, which offer additional insights into the dynamics of 
disruption behavior. Quantitative indicators are vital because they allow for comparative analysis 
across different systems, enabling researchers to identify trends, correlations, and patterns that would 
remain hidden in purely descriptive accounts. Measurement precision is particularly important 
because disruption effects often extend beyond immediate operational losses, influencing areas such as 
supplier relationships, regulatory compliance, and overall network resilience. However, the literature 
also recognizes challenges associated with quantifying disruptions, including limited data availability, 
inconsistent reporting standards, and variations in measurement practices across firms. These 
measurement limitations make the development of reliable and standardized metrics even more 
essential (Savastano et al., 2019). By emphasizing quantification, the literature positions disruption 
analysis as a rigorous analytical field grounded in objective evaluation rather than anecdotal 
interpretation, forming the methodological foundation for examining how compliance and inspection 
practices contribute to disruption reduction. 
Empirical approaches play a critical role in supply chain disruption management because they allow 
researchers to evaluate real-world patterns, assess causal relationships, and generate insights grounded 
in systematically collected data (Gupta et al., 2021). While descriptive case studies and conceptual 
models provide important contextual understanding, empirical methods offer evidence-based 
evaluations that enhance the reliability and generalizability of findings. Research grounded in 
empirical measurement often incorporates large datasets derived from operational records, audits, 
incident logs, sensor-generated information, and performance databases. These data sources allow 
scholars to analyze disruptions using statistical techniques that reveal patterns, relationships, and 
structural factors contributing to supply chain instability. Empirical approaches also support the 
development of validated measurement instruments, ensuring that concepts such as disruption 
severity, resilience, vulnerability, compliance strength, or inspection effectiveness are consistently 
defined across different studies (Ekanayake et al., 2022). Rigorous empirical inquiry helps distinguish 
between variables that merely correlate with disruptions and those that meaningfully influence their 
occurrence. This distinction is essential for understanding how operational weaknesses, governance 
structures, or supplier practices shape disruption behavior. Another important dimension of empirical 
approaches is their ability to accommodate complexity. Disruptions often emerge from interacting 
factors rather than isolated events, and empirical models allow researchers to analyze these interactions 
simultaneously, identifying combinations of variables that heighten or reduce risk. Furthermore, 
empirical research supports comparative analysis across industries, regions, and supply chain 
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configurations, providing insight into how contextual factors affect disruption patterns (Ekanayake et 
al., 2021). The literature also indicates that organizations relying on empirical metrics demonstrate 
more systematic approaches to disruption assessment, as data-driven processes provide clearer 
insights into root causes and operational vulnerabilities. Empirical approaches further strengthen 
theoretical development by validating or challenging established assumptions, leading to more robust 
conceptualizations of supply chain behavior. Overall, the emphasis on empirical measurement 
positions disruption management as a maturing field grounded in evidence-based analysis, where 
quantitative evaluation plays an essential role in understanding how structural weaknesses, 
compliance practices, and inspection routines influence the stability of supply networks (Ali et al., 
2021). 
Compliance in Supply Chains  
Compliance in supply chain management is widely understood as a multifaceted framework that 
extends beyond basic adherence to rules (Veenstra, 2018). It encompasses a broad range of 
organizational practices designed to ensure consistency, accountability, legality, and ethical conduct 
across all supply chain activities. At its core, compliance includes policy formalization, where 
organizations establish explicit guidelines and procedures that define expectations for internal 
operations and interactions with external partners. Documentation accuracy serves as another 
foundational element, as the precision of records related to sourcing, production, transportation, and 
customs processes directly affects the integrity of operational decisions. Regulatory alignment extends 
the framework by requiring firms to remain consistent with diverse legal requirements spanning 
environmental mandates, safety regulations, trade controls, and industry-specific standards. 
Contractual adherence further strengthens compliance by ensuring that obligations negotiated between 
buyers and suppliers are fulfilled without deviation (Islam et al., 2018). In parallel, the integration of 
ethical standards highlights the growing importance of responsible business conduct, emphasizing 
issues such as labor rights, fair sourcing, and environmental stewardship. Supplier engagement is an 
equally important dimension, as suppliers must understand and internalize compliance requirements 
for them to be effectively implemented across the supply chain. Internal compliance refers to the 
mechanisms that govern an organization’s internal processes, including employee behavior, 
production routines, and internal reporting systems. External compliance encompasses requirements 
imposed by regulators, customers, certification bodies, and international institutions. The distinction 
between internal and external compliance matters because supply chain disruptions often arise when 
alignment across these layers is inconsistent, fragmented, or poorly enforced. A multidimensional 
compliance framework therefore requires a combination of formal controls, monitoring structures, and 
collaborative engagement with suppliers to achieve coherent implementation. When conceptualized in 
this way, compliance becomes a proactive governance structure rather than a reactive administrative 
obligation, allowing organizations to systematically manage risks, promote transparency, and reinforce 
reliable execution across interconnected supply chain operations. 
Compliance failures represent significant drivers of supply chain disruptions, as deviations from 
required standards or regulatory expectations frequently produce operational breakdowns with 
immediate and far-reaching consequences. When firms fail to comply with customs requirements, 
issues such as inaccurate declarations, incomplete documentation, or violation of trade restrictions can 
result in border holds, shipment detentions, or costly inspections (Hofmann et al., 2018). These 
interruptions disrupt transportation schedules and cause delays that cascade into inventory shortages, 
production stoppages, and unmet customer demands. Product safety lapses constitute another major 
compliance failure, often stemming from inadequate quality controls or weak supplier oversight. When 
unsafe or non-conforming products enter the market, organizations may be forced to issue recalls, 
undergo investigation, or temporarily halt production to identify the root cause. Environmental non-
adherence, such as improper waste disposal, emissions violations, or failure to meet sustainability 
standards, can lead to facility shutdowns, community opposition, or regulatory penalties that inhibit 
operational continuity. Labor non-compliance—including unsafe working conditions, wage violations, 
or exploitative labor practices—may result in legal enforcement actions, supplier contract terminations, 
or public scrutiny that disrupts the stability of supplier relationships (Rebs et al., 2018). To quantify the 
impact of these failures, researchers frequently use indicators such as the number of compliance 



International Journal of Scientific Interdisciplinary Research, December 2024, 301– 342 

311 
 

violations, the proportion of accurate documentation in customs procedures, or the rate of supplier 
non-conformance identified through audits. These quantitative indicators help demonstrate that 
compliance issues are not isolated incidents but structural vulnerabilities that increase the likelihood 
and intensity of disruptions. In addition to regulatory and operational consequences, compliance 
failures can undermine trust among stakeholders, reduce visibility across supply tiers, and weaken 
collaborative relationships essential for efficient supply chain performance. Because disruptions 
associated with compliance failures often stem from preventable administrative or procedural 
weaknesses, their occurrence highlights gaps in governance systems, inconsistencies in enforcement, 
and deficiencies in internal or supplier-level monitoring mechanisms. This reinforces the 
understanding that compliance is central to maintaining supply chain continuity, and that lapses in 
compliance—whether administrative, operational, regulatory, or ethical—serve as direct pathways to 
destabilizing disruptions (Roeck et al., 2020). 
 

Figure 4: Supply Chain Compliance Risk Framework 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Supplier compliance management has emerged as a critical component of supply chain governance 
because disruptions often originate in upstream processes that buyers cannot directly observe or 
control. In multi-tier networks, organizations collaborate with suppliers distributed across multiple 
regions, each with different capabilities, resource constraints, and regulatory environments (Dallas et 
al., 2019). To ensure consistent adherence to expected standards, firms commonly rely on supplier 
audits, which allow them to evaluate practices related to quality, safety, documentation, labor, and 
environmental requirements. Audits may be conducted on-site, remotely, or through third-party 
intermediaries, offering structured assessments of supplier readiness and compliance integrity. 
Certification programs serve a complementary function by establishing recognized benchmarks—such 
as safety, environmental, or quality certifications—that suppliers must meet as a condition of doing 
business. These certifications function as signals of reliability, helping buyers identify suppliers with 
stronger governance capabilities. Contractual compliance clauses embed expectations directly into 
purchasing agreements, outlining requirements related to documentation accuracy, traceability, ethical 
conduct, and adherence to regulatory standards. Violations of these clauses may result in penalties, 
renegotiation, or contract termination. Quantitative evaluations of supplier compliance typically 
analyze how audit scores, certification status, or recorded violations correlate with disruptions such as 
defect rates, shipment delays, or inbound material failures. These analyses provide evidence that 
supplier compliance serves as a significant predictor of supply chain stability, particularly because 
suppliers’ operational weaknesses often propagate downstream. Beyond formal mechanisms, supplier 
compliance management also involves capacity-building initiatives, such as training programs, 
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technology transfers, and shared monitoring platforms. These initiatives help suppliers strengthen 
their internal control systems and improve alignment with buyer expectations. However, achieving 
effective compliance management across multi-tier networks remains challenging due to asymmetric 
power structures, differing levels of transparency, and limited visibility into lower-tier suppliers. Many 
disruptions arise in tiers beyond direct oversight, where compliance capabilities vary widely 
(Tönnissen & Teuteberg, 2020). Thus, supplier compliance management plays a central role in 
identifying vulnerabilities, maintaining operational consistency, and mitigating potential disruptions 
stemming from upstream non-conformance. 
Measuring compliance across supply chains presents significant challenges due to the 
multidimensional and context-specific nature of compliance practices. One major challenge arises from 
the distinction between symbolic compliance and substantive compliance (Stekelorum, 2020). Symbolic 
compliance occurs when organizations adopt policies or certification labels primarily for external 
appearance while failing to fully implement or enforce the underlying practices. Substantive 
compliance, by contrast, reflects genuine adherence supported by strong internal controls, detailed 
monitoring, and consistent application across supply chain activities. Distinguishing between these 
two forms is difficult without detailed and transparent data. Another challenge relates to 
inconsistencies in reporting compliance data across industries and regions. Firms may interpret 
compliance requirements differently, record violations inconsistently, or use divergent documentation 
standards, making cross-comparisons problematic. In many supply chains, lower-tier suppliers lack 
the resources or technological capacity to maintain accurate and real-time compliance records, leading 
to incomplete reporting that obscures true performance levels. Measuring compliance also requires 
operationalizing abstract concepts—such as compliance maturity, scope, enforcement strength, or 
supplier alignment—into quantifiable variables. This process is complicated by the diversity of 
compliance domains, including safety, quality, environmental protection, labor conditions, traceability, 
and documentation accuracy. Each domain involves different indicators, data sources, and verification 
mechanisms. Enforcement strength, for example, may be reflected through the frequency of audits, 
severity of penalties, or degree of supplier monitoring, yet these indicators vary widely across 
organizations. Compliance maturity requires assessing long-term consistency and organizational 
culture, factors that are difficult to quantify without multi-year data. Furthermore, compliance 
measurement is often hindered by unequal visibility across tiers. While first-tier suppliers may be 
subject to frequent audits and detailed documentation checks, lower-tier suppliers often remain hidden 
from direct oversight. As a result, compliance assessments may capture only a partial representation of 
supply chain conditions (Behnke & Janssen, 2020). These challenges highlight the complexity inherent 
in measuring compliance and underscore the need for rigorous, consistent, and multidimensional 
approaches capable of capturing variations across industries, regions, and organizational structures. 
Such challenges also demonstrate that compliance measurement is not merely a procedural task but a 
fundamental component of understanding system vulnerabilities and identifying the root causes of 
supply chain disruptions. 
Inspection Practices  
Inspection practices within supply chains encompass a wide array of verification activities that ensure 
materials, products, and documentation meet established requirements before progressing to 
subsequent stages of the operational cycle (Fisher et al., 2021). These practices are implemented at 
multiple points, beginning with inbound inspections that evaluate the condition, quality, and 
conformity of materials received from suppliers. In-process inspections occur during production or 
assembly, where they serve to verify that intermediate outputs remain aligned with specifications and 
that equipment or processes operate within acceptable parameters. Outbound inspections focus on 
finished goods, ensuring readiness for shipment by examining packaging integrity, labeling accuracy, 
and compliance with customer or regulatory expectations. Warehouse audits extend inspection 
activities into storage and handling environments, assessing conditions such as inventory accuracy, 
temperature controls, safety practices, and handling processes. Customs inspections represent another 
critical category, as they evaluate documentation accuracy, tariff alignment, product safety, and 
compliance with cross-border regulations. Supplier site visits further enhance verification by allowing 
buyers to directly observe production processes, review documentation systems, and evaluate 
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compliance with contractual requirements (Ewels et al., 2020). Inspection practices vary not only in 
purpose but also in format. Manual inspections rely on human evaluators who visually inspect goods, 
review paperwork, or operate testing instruments. Automated inspections employ machines, scanners, 
sensors, or robotics to conduct verification with enhanced speed and consistency. Digitally enabled 
inspections increasingly utilize technologies such as RFID tags, barcode systems, machine-vision tools, 
and integrated sensor networks to capture real-time data, reduce human error, and improve 
traceability. These digital systems support continuous monitoring rather than periodic checks, creating 
richer datasets for decision-making. The diversity of inspection types demonstrates that verification is 
not a singular activity but a layered system of controls designed to detect deviations at multiple points. 
When integrated across stages and technologies, inspection practices establish a comprehensive 
verification framework that enhances reliability, strengthens process governance, and supports 
operational continuity throughout complex supply chain networks. 
 

Figure 5: Inspection Practices in Supply Chains 

Inspection functions serve as a core mechanism for risk detection and mitigation in supply chains, 
helping organizations identify non-conforming materials, procedural deviations, or documentation 
inaccuracies before they escalate into larger operational failures (Han et al., 2020). One of the primary 
roles of inspection is preventing flawed or unsafe materials from moving downstream, where they 
could disrupt production, damage equipment, or trigger quality-related recalls. By identifying issues 
early in the supply chain flow, inspection practices help isolate problems at their source, reducing the 
likelihood that errors will propagate across stages or tiers. Inspections also contribute to the early 
detection of anomalies such as mislabeled items, incorrect quantities, or deviations from regulatory 
requirements, all of which can cause delays or violations when left unaddressed. Through systematic 
verification, organizations gain the ability to detect errors before they compromise delivery schedules 
or create compliance complications. Quantitative measures serve as key tools for evaluating inspection 
effectiveness. Inspection frequency reflects how often verification activities occur within a given 
timeframe, providing insight into the thoroughness of oversight (Tuncali et al., 2018). Sampling rate 
indicates the proportion of goods or records examined relative to total volume, influencing the 
likelihood of catching defects. Error detection accuracy measures the precision with which inspections 
identify existing issues, while the number of detected non-conformities reflects both the underlying 
quality level of materials and the competency of inspection processes. These metrics allow 
organizations to analyze inspection performance objectively and identify areas requiring adjustment. 
Inspection routines also reduce delays by preventing the introduction of defective materials into 
production, which would otherwise require rework, scrap disposal, or additional verification. Beyond 
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operational mitigation, inspection practices support compliance by ensuring documentation accuracy 
and alignment with regulatory standards (Wang et al., 2019). When implemented consistently, 
inspection serves as a frontline defense mechanism that not only detects but also mitigates risks by 
enabling timely corrective action. This preventive capacity underscores the essential role of inspection 
within broader supply chain governance structures dedicated to operational stability and risk 
reduction. 
Despite their importance, inspection practices face several challenges that undermine their 
effectiveness and limit their ability to prevent or mitigate disruptions. One significant challenge is the 
emergence of inspection bottlenecks, which occur when inspection activities delay throughput due to 
excessive workloads, slow verification processes, or insufficient staffing. These bottlenecks can create 
congestion in warehouses, manufacturing facilities, or border checkpoints, leading to delays that 
cascade across downstream operations (Liao et al., 2020). High inspection costs represent another 
challenge, especially for organizations managing large product volumes or complex supply networks. 
Costs may arise from labor-intensive manual inspections, specialized testing equipment, or the 
implementation of advanced digital systems. Inconsistent inspection quality further complicates 
verification efforts, as human judgment may vary across inspectors, shifts, or locations. This 
inconsistency increases the risk that non-conforming items pass unchecked, reducing the reliability of 
inspection outcomes. Inspection fatigue is an additional issue that arises when inspectors face repetitive 
tasks, heavy workloads, or prolonged exposure to detail-oriented activities, leading to declining 
accuracy and reduced attentiveness. Variability across jurisdictions introduces further complications. 
Regulatory agencies in different countries may enforce standards inconsistently, utilize different 
inspection technologies, or apply varying thresholds for compliance (Brailsford et al., 2019). Such 
differences create uncertainty for global supply chains and may result in uneven inspection 
performance across borders. Additionally, inspection challenges differ across supply chain tiers. First-
tier suppliers may be subject to frequent inspections and stringent monitoring, while lower-tier 
suppliers often operate with minimal oversight, limited resources, or insufficient documentation 
systems. This unevenness creates weak links in the verification chain, allowing risks to emerge in areas 
with minimal inspection coverage. Digital inspection tools also face challenges, such as system 
integration issues, technological incompatibility across suppliers, limited data reliability, or the need 
for continuous maintenance and upgrades (Duan et al., 2019). These challenges collectively 
demonstrate that inspection is not a simple or uniform process, but a complex operational activity 
requiring significant coordination, investment, and monitoring. Understanding these challenges is 
essential for interpreting inspection results, evaluating inspection-based risk controls, and identifying 
the conditions under which verification systems may fail to prevent disruptions. 
Compliance and Disruption Reduction 
The literature on supply chain risk and governance consistently distinguishes between preventive and 
detective control mechanisms as two complementary pillars of disruption management, with 
compliance primarily positioned as a preventive control and inspection framed as a detective control. 
Preventive controls focus on establishing structures, rules, and processes that reduce the likelihood that 
adverse events will occur (Makofske, 2019). Compliance performs this function by formalizing policies, 
standardizing documentation, aligning operations with regulations, and embedding contractual and 
ethical obligations throughout the supply network. Detective controls, in contrast, are designed to 
identify deviations once they occur, allowing organizations to detect errors, irregularities, or non-
conforming conditions before they escalate into major disruptions. Inspection activities—whether at 
inbound, in-process, outbound, warehouse, or border checkpoints—serve this detective role by 
verifying that actual practices and outputs match the expectations defined by compliance frameworks. 
Theoretical models frequently portray these two types of controls as interdependent components of a 
unified governance architecture. Rule adherence defines the reference conditions against which 
inspection results are evaluated, while inspection provides feedback on the extent to which rules are 
being followed in practice (Ma et al., 2021). When combined, compliance and inspection form a control 
loop in which standards are articulated, behaviors and outputs are monitored, and deviations trigger 
corrective action. Quantitative perspectives on these models emphasize that the relationship between 
controls and disruption outcomes can be additive, with both compliance and inspection each exerting 
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distinct effects on reducing disruption frequency or severity. In some formulations, compliance may 
act as a moderator, strengthening or weakening the impact of inspection effectiveness on disruption 
outcomes when compliance maturity is high or low. In other formulations, inspection operates as a 
mediator that transmits the effects of compliance structures into observable changes in disruption 
metrics by converting formal rules into verified behaviors. Across these theoretical viewpoints, 
compliance and inspection are not treated as isolated constructs but as dynamically linked controls 
whose combined configuration shapes the degree of resilience and continuity that supply chains exhibit 
in the face of operational, regulatory, and environmental uncertainty. 
 

Figure 6: Integrated Compliance Inspection Control Framework 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Empirical research on supply chain risk increasingly highlights that integrated control systems, where 
compliance and inspection are jointly implemented, are associated with more consistent operational 
performance and reduced disruption exposure (Ouellette et al., 2018). Studies examining organizations 
with strongly institutionalized compliance frameworks—characterized by formal policies, clear 
documentation procedures, comprehensive regulatory alignment, and enforced contractual 
standards—often report fewer incidents of regulatory violations, fewer customs-related delays, and 
more predictable logistics performance. When such compliance structures are reinforced by inspection-
intensive environments, the effects tend to extend beyond regulatory outcomes and into operational 
reliability (Vaismoradi et al., 2020). For instance, firms that combine detailed supplier compliance 
requirements with regular supplier audits and inbound inspections commonly experience lower rates 
of defective materials entering production, fewer quality-related stoppages, and reduced need for 
rework. In-process and outbound inspection regimes further reinforce consistency by detecting 
deviations before products are shipped, thereby minimizing downstream disruptions such as customer 
complaints, returns, or recalls (Aleta et al., 2020). Empirical work also points to the role of digital 
inspection technologies and data-rich compliance systems in enhancing the effectiveness of this 
integration. When compliance documentation, audit findings, inspection results, and non-conformity 
records are captured systematically and linked across systems, organizations gain stronger visibility 
into patterns of failure, supplier performance, and process weaknesses. This integrated visibility 
enables more accurate detection of hotspots where disruptions are likely to originate, such as 
chronically underperforming suppliers, high-risk product categories, or recurrent document 
discrepancies at borders. The evidence from such studies suggests that the greatest performance 
benefits arise when compliance-oriented governance mechanisms and inspection practices operate in 
a mutually reinforcing manner, rather than as separate bureaucratic functions. In these integrated 
contexts, inspection does not simply confirm adherence to rules but also provides data that feed back 
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into compliance policy refinement, supplier development strategies, and resource allocation decisions 
(Mendez-Brito et al., 2021). As a result, integrated control systems create a closed-loop configuration in 
which preventive and detective mechanisms jointly contribute to reducing the occurrence and impact 
of disruptions across supply chain operations. 
Despite the growing recognition of the relationship between compliance, inspection, and disruption 
reduction, notable gaps remain in the causal and predictive evidence generated by existing empirical 
studies (Bielecki et al., 2020). Much of the available research examines compliance and inspection as 
components of broader constructs such as risk management capability, supply chain resilience, or 
governance maturity, making it difficult to isolate their specific effects. In many cases, compliance and 
inspection variables appear in composite indices or aggregated scales, which obscures the unique 
contribution of each control type to disruption outcomes. As a result, the literature provides limited 
clarity on whether disruptions are reduced primarily because of strong compliance structures, because 
of effective inspection routines, or because of the synergistic interaction between the two. Another 
persistent gap relates to data limitations in multi-tier supply networks. Many empirical studies rely on 
data from focal firms or first-tier suppliers, leaving conditions in lower-tier suppliers largely 
unobserved. Since disruptions frequently originate in these deeper tiers, the absence of multi-tier 
datasets constrains the ability to construct robust models that capture the full path from compliance 
requirements and inspection practices to disruption outcomes (Chiaramonte et al., 2022). Variable 
definitions also vary widely across studies. Researchers use different indicators to measure 
compliance—such as audit frequency, certification status, or reported violations—and different metrics 
to operationalize inspection, such as sample sizes, defect detection rates, or inspection coverage 
percentages. This lack of standardization complicates efforts to compare results and integrate findings. 
Additionally, relatively few studies employ advanced statistical designs capable of establishing causal 
direction, such as longitudinal analyses, natural experiments, or explicit mediation and moderation 
models. Many findings therefore remain interpretive rather than conclusively causal. Predictive 
modeling of disruptions based on compliance and inspection variables also remains underdeveloped, 
with limited use of large-scale datasets or machine learning techniques that could reveal nonlinear or 
interaction effects (Bearss et al., 2018). Together, these gaps demonstrate that, while theory and 
descriptive evidence suggest strong relationships between compliance, inspection, and disruption 
reduction, existing empirical work only partially explains how and to what extent these relationships 
operate under different conditions. 
Taken together, the theoretical and empirical strands of the literature present a multifaceted yet 
incomplete picture of how compliance and inspection interact to shape disruption outcomes in supply 
chains. Theoretically, compliance functions as a preventive architecture that defines expected 
behaviors, establishes regulatory and contractual boundaries, and embeds ethical and operational 
norms across network participants (Hu et al., 2021). Inspection functions as the detective mechanism 
that reveals whether these expectations are realized in practice by assessing materials, documentation, 
and processes at critical points in the supply chain. Empirical findings, although uneven, indicate that 
organizations with mature compliance structures and well-designed inspection routines tend to exhibit 
lower disruption rates, fewer severe events, and more stable performance. At the same time, research 
also shows that neither compliance nor inspection alone suffices to ensure stability when they operate 
in isolation or only superficially. Weak enforcement, symbolic adherence, sporadic inspections, or 
fragmented data systems can undermine the potential benefits of both controls. The literature points to 
an interdependent nexus in which compliance defines standards, inspection validates adherence, and 
the feedback from inspection results informs the ongoing refinement of compliance practices (Min, 
2019). Disruptions occur when this nexus is incomplete, misaligned, or poorly coordinated—such as 
when rules exist but are not monitored, when inspections occur but lack clear criteria, or when findings 
are not integrated into governance decisions. Gaps in multi-tier visibility, inconsistencies in 
measurement, and limitations in causal evidence restrict the ability to fully map this nexus, yet they 
also highlight its central importance. Across diverse studies and contexts, a common theme emerges: 
the combination of preventive and detective controls, when coherently orchestrated, contributes to 
more reliable and disruption-resistant supply chain operations (Duong & Chong, 2020). This synthesis 
underscores that understanding disruption reduction requires simultaneous attention to the design of 
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compliance frameworks, the configuration of inspection practices, and the empirical evaluation of how 
these elements jointly influence measurable outcomes such as defect rates, delivery reliability, and the 
incidence of operational breakdowns. 
Quantitative Measurement Approaches 
Quantitative research on supply chain compliance depends heavily on the clear operationalization of 
compliance-related variables into measurable indicators that can be consistently applied across firms, 
sectors, and regions (Kondraske, 2018). One frequently used indicator is a compliance policy score, 
which reflects the degree to which an organization has formalized its policies, procedures, and 
standards in areas such as quality, safety, environment, labor, and ethics. This score may be derived 
from structured assessments that evaluate whether policies are documented, updated regularly, 
communicated to staff, and integrated into day-to-day operations. Documentation accuracy percentage 
serves as another essential compliance variable, capturing the proportion of records—such as invoices, 
customs declarations, certificates of origin, quality reports, and contracts—that are error-free and fully 
aligned with regulatory and contractual requirements. High documentation accuracy indicates robust 
internal controls and reduces vulnerability to customs holds, disputes, and miscommunication. 
Supplier compliance rating is a further operationalized measure that summarizes the extent to which 
upstream partners adhere to specified requirements. Such ratings may be based on audit results, 
incident histories, certification status, and corrective action completion, providing a quantitative 
representation of supplier reliability from a compliance perspective (Bruner et al., 2019). Training 
hours, typically measured as the number of hours of compliance-related training delivered per 
employee or per functional area, indicate the extent to which personnel are equipped with the 
knowledge needed to interpret and implement requirements. This measure captures the human-capital 
dimension of compliance and is often associated with the ability to prevent procedural errors and non-
conforming actions. Audit coverage, expressed as the proportion of processes, sites, shipments, or 
suppliers that are subject to periodic auditing or review, reflects the breadth of compliance monitoring 
within the organization. Higher coverage suggests more extensive oversight and greater likelihood of 
detecting rule violations or process deviations. Together, these variables enable researchers to move 
beyond abstract or purely qualitative descriptions of compliance, allowing it to be treated as a 
measurable construct that can be statistically linked with operational outcomes such as disruption 
frequency, defect rates, or regulatory incident counts. 
Inspection-related variables also require careful quantitative operationalization so that their effects on 
supply chain performance and disruption reduction can be rigorously evaluated. Inspection frequency 
represents one of the most straightforward indicators, quantifying how often inspection activities occur 
within a defined unit of time or per volume of goods (Moraga et al., 2019). This frequency may be 
expressed as inspections per day, per production batch, or per shipment, providing insight into the 
level of verification intensity. Sampling intensity captures the proportion of items, pallets, batches, or 
documents inspected relative to the total population. For example, a high sampling intensity indicates 
that a larger share of shipments or units are checked, increasing the probability of detecting non-
conformities but also potentially raising costs and processing time. Automation level is another critical 
variable, reflecting the extent to which inspection processes are supported or executed by technologies 
such as scanners, RFID readers, machine-vision systems, or automated test equipment (Holtrop et al., 
2018). This variable can be measured as the percentage of inspection tasks performed with automated 
tools or as a composite index that accounts for the sophistication and integration of different 
technologies. Anomaly detection accuracy measures the effectiveness of inspection in distinguishing 
between conforming and non-conforming items. It can be quantified through metrics such as the 
proportion of defects correctly identified out of all existing defects, or the balance between false 
positives and false negatives in inspection outcomes (Ye et al., 2018). The inspection-to-error ratio links 
inspection activities directly to detected issues by expressing the number of inspections performed 
relative to the number of non-conformities discovered. A low ratio may indicate efficient, well-targeted 
inspections, while a high ratio could suggest either low underlying defect levels or inefficient inspection 
design. By operationalizing these variables, researchers and practitioners can examine how inspection 
configurations influence disruption-related outcomes, and can evaluate trade-offs between 
thoroughness, cost, and timeliness. These inspection measures enable a more precise understanding of 
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verification practices as quantifiable levers within broader risk management frameworks (Bauer et al., 
2021). 

Figure 7: Operationalizing Compliance and Inspection Metrics 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Identified Gaps in Existing Literature 
A prominent gap in the existing literature concerns the fragmentation between research on compliance 
and research on inspection practices, with most studies analyzing these areas in isolation rather than 
as interconnected components of supply chain governance (Wong et al., 2022). Compliance-related 
research tends to focus on preventive structures such as policy frameworks, regulatory alignment, 
ethical standards, supplier requirements, and documentation practices. Meanwhile, inspection 
research typically examines operational verification activities such as quality checks, customs 
inspections, inbound or outbound screening, and technology-enabled anomaly detection. While each 
stream provides valuable insights into its respective domain, the separation between them creates 
conceptual and analytical blind spots. This fragmented approach overlooks the inherent 
interdependence between rule-setting and rule-verifying mechanisms. Without integration, much of 
the literature fails to capture how compliance frameworks influence inspection effectiveness or how 
inspection outcomes feed back into compliance improvement (Suh & Prophet, 2018). Instead, studies 
often present compliance as a static administrative construct and inspection as an operational task, 
neglecting the dynamic interplay between the two. This separation also results in research designs that 
analyze disruption outcomes by referencing either compliance variables or inspection variables, but 
rarely both, leading to incomplete characterizations of the drivers of supply chain stability. When 
compliance and inspection are treated independently, opportunities to understand their cumulative, 
moderating, or mediating effects are lost. The absence of integrative models also makes it difficult to 
assess how gaps in one domain create vulnerabilities in the other. For example, a comprehensive 
compliance framework may fail to reduce disruptions if inspection processes do not verify adherence 
consistently, and inspection-intensive systems may be ineffective when underlying compliance 
requirements are vague or poorly institutionalized (Pourhabibi et al., 2020). As a result, the literature 
lacks a cohesive framework that unifies compliance and inspection as mutually reinforcing elements of 
supply chain control architecture. This fragmentation represents a foundational gap that limits the 
ability of researchers to fully explain variation in disruption outcomes and to identify governance 
mechanisms that reliably enhance resilience. 
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Another significant gap in the literature arises from the lack of quantitative isolation of compliance and 
inspection variables, which hinders the ability to determine their distinct contributions to disruption 
reduction (Vieira et al., 2018). Compliance is often embedded within broad conceptual constructs such 
as sustainability, ethics, corporate governance, or quality management. When incorporated in this 
manner, compliance loses its definitional clarity because it is treated as one component within a 
multidimensional package of organizational practices. This makes it difficult to isolate the effect of 
specific compliance mechanisms—such as audit coverage, documentation accuracy, or regulatory 
alignment—on disruption outcomes. Similarly, inspection tends to be examined primarily within 
focused domains such as manufacturing quality control, customs clearance processes, or safety 
certification programs. These narrow contexts limit the generalizability of findings and prevent 
researchers from assessing inspection as a systemic verification function across entire supply chain 
networks. Because the variables associated with compliance and inspection are seldom extracted and 
analyzed independently, it remains unclear whether disruptions are mitigated due to strict policy 
adherence, effective inspection routines, or a combination of both. This gap is further exacerbated by 
the tendency for studies to use aggregated indices or broad organizational practices that mask the 
unique influence of specific quantitative measures (Amin et al., 2018). For example, the relationship 
between inspection frequency and defect detection or between supplier compliance ratings and 
inbound disruption rates is rarely examined explicitly. Without isolating variables, models cannot 
adequately differentiate between direct effects, indirect effects, or interaction effects involving 
compliance and inspection practices. This lack of specificity undermines efforts to build strong 
empirical foundations for theory and limits the practical applicability of findings. Consequently, 
researchers and practitioners struggle to identify which compliance or inspection elements deserve 
priority, how they influence operational performance, and under what conditions their influence is 
most substantial (Büyüközkan & Göçer, 2018). The absence of isolated quantitative variables thus 
represents a methodological limitation that restricts deeper understanding of the mechanisms linking 
control practices to disruption outcomes. 
 

Figure 8: How to Identify Research Gaps 
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The literature also reveals substantial limitations related to data availability, particularly the scarcity of 
multi-sector, multi-tier, and cross-regional datasets capable of capturing supply chain dynamics with 
the breadth and depth required for robust quantitative analysis (Gupta et al., 2020). Many existing 
empirical studies rely on data collected from single industries such as automotive, electronics, 
pharmaceuticals, or food processing. While these sector-specific insights are valuable, they do not 
provide a comprehensive view of how compliance and inspection practices function across different 
types of supply chains with varying regulatory demands, technological capabilities, and operational 
complexities. This lack of industry diversity restricts the generalizability of findings and obscures 
structural differences that may influence the effectiveness of compliance or inspection controls. 
Furthermore, much of the existing research focuses on first-tier suppliers and direct supply chain 
partners. Deeper-tier suppliers—often located in regions with weak regulatory enforcement, limited 
technological adoption, and constrained resources—remain largely unexamined despite being 
common sources of disruptions (Kankanhalli et al., 2019). Without multi-tier data, the literature 
underrepresents the complexity of global supply chains and fails to capture the full path through which 
compliance breakdowns or inspection failures propagate. Cross-regional data limitations further 
compound this issue. Many studies draw data from single countries or homogenous regulatory 
environments, making it challenging to analyze variations across jurisdictions with different inspection 
regimes, compliance expectations, or enforcement practices. This absence of comparative data inhibits 
understanding of how cultural, legal, infrastructural, and institutional factors shape control 
effectiveness. Additionally, the difficulty of accessing proprietary or sensitive data limits the scope of 
quantitative research. Companies may restrict access to compliance audits, non-conformance records, 
or internal disruption logs, leaving researchers dependent on partial or self-reported information (Boaz 
et al., 2018). As a result, empirical models often lack the granularity needed to identify causal 
relationships or detect patterns across diverse operational contexts. These data limitations represent a 
significant barrier to constructing comprehensive and generalizable quantitative theories about 
compliance, inspection, and disruption outcomes. 
A final and overarching gap identified in the existing literature is the lack of a unified quantitative 
model that systematically integrates compliance variables, inspection variables, and disruption 
outcomes into a coherent analytical framework. Despite the recognition that compliance and inspection 
are essential components of supply chain governance, the absence of standardized operational 
definitions limits comparability across studies. Terms such as “compliance maturity,” “inspection 
coverage,” or “risk control effectiveness” are frequently used but seldom defined in consistent or 
measurable ways. Without standardized definitions, researchers interpret these concepts differently, 
leading to incompatible metrics and divergent research findings. The literature also lacks validated 
measurement scales that can reliably capture the extent and quality of compliance and inspection 
practices across organizations. Many existing measures are ad hoc, developed for specific studies, and 
not tested for reliability, validity, or cross-context applicability. This results in models that are difficult 
to replicate, compare, or refine across time and settings. The absence of a unified model also prevents 
researchers from examining complex relationships, such as how compliance influences inspection 
effectiveness, whether inspection mediates the relationship between compliance and disruptions, or 
how both controls jointly affect resilience metrics (Shaffril et al., 2018). Current models rarely 
incorporate interaction effects, non-linear relationships, or cross-level linkages between corporate 
governance structures and operational verification practices. Additionally, integration requires 
identifying consistent disruption indicators that correspond meaningfully with compliance and 
inspection variables. Without alignment across constructs, quantitative analysis remains fragmented, 
and theoretical development remains constrained. A unified model is also necessary to identify which 
variables exert the strongest influence on disruption reduction, how different control mechanisms 
complement each other, and under what organizational or environmental conditions they deliver the 
greatest benefit. The absence of such a model leaves researchers without a structured foundation on 
which cumulative knowledge can be built and limits practitioners’ ability to implement evidence-based 
strategies (Kokorelias et al., 2019). This gap underscores the need for a comprehensive quantitative 
framework that brings together preventive and detective controls under a single empirical structure, 
enabling more accurate and actionable insights into supply chain stability. 
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Synthesis and Justification for the Present Study 
A synthesis of the existing literature reveals a clear need for a unified quantitative framework capable 
of capturing the direct relationships between compliance practices, inspection mechanisms, and supply 
chain disruptions. Although research extensively discusses compliance as a preventive control and 
inspection as a detective control, these discussions often remain conceptually isolated, preventing a 
comprehensive understanding of how the two interact to influence operational outcomes (Vasileiou et 
al., 2018). The fragmented nature of the research limits the field’s ability to quantify how specific 
compliance structures—such as policy depth, documentation accuracy, or supplier enforcement—
interact with inspection characteristics like frequency, sampling intensity, or anomaly detection 
accuracy to affect disruption metrics. A unified framework is needed to establish measurable 
connections between these elements, moving beyond descriptive accounts to a systematic assessment 
of how control mechanisms shape disruption frequency, severity, and recovery patterns (Mollick et al., 
2019). Moreover, the intensity and effectiveness of compliance and inspection practices vary 
substantially across organizations, yet most existing research treats the presence of these practices as 
binary rather than examining their depth, rigor, or performance outcomes. Quantifying not only the 
existence but also the quality and execution strength of compliance and inspection activities is essential 
for building a more accurate understanding of their influence on operational stability. Without such 
quantification, research cannot determine whether disruptions decline because practices are 
implemented rigorously, or simply because they exist on paper. This limitation underscores the 
necessity for a framework that integrates operational measures, control dimensions, and disruption 
outcomes into a cohesive, empirically testable model (Ezealisiji et al., 2019). Such a framework would 
serve as the foundational structure for capturing the dynamic interactions between compliance 
adherence, inspection performance, and supply chain resilience, ultimately addressing significant gaps 
in the current body of knowledge. 
 

Figure 9: Formulating Effective Research Gap Statements 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A unified quantitative framework linking compliance, inspection, and disruption outcomes offers 
significant opportunities to advance both theoretical and empirical development within supply chain 
research (Goutam et al., 2018). Theoretically, establishing measurable constructs for compliance and 
inspection strengthens the conceptualization of supply chain governance by moving the field beyond 
broad, undifferentiated definitions. It contributes to a more precise understanding of how preventive 
and detective controls operate individually and jointly, clarifying the mechanisms through which they 
stabilize operations. Such refinement supports the development of more robust theories of risk 
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management, resilience, and control architecture. Empirically, a unified framework provides a 
structured basis for analyzing how variations in control intensity and execution quality influence 
measurable disruption outcomes. It allows researchers to identify which compliance or inspection 
variables exert the strongest influence, how these variables interact, and under what conditions they 
deliver the greatest operational benefits (Hilton III, 2020). Empirical modeling also enhances the ability 
to compare results across sectors, supply tiers, or geographic regions, enabling broader generalization 
of findings. In doing so, the field moves toward a more cumulative knowledge base rather than isolated 
studies with limited comparability. Furthermore, empirical insights derived from quantifiable 
variables contribute to identifying best practices that organizations can apply to reduce vulnerabilities 
associated with non-conforming materials, regulatory deviations, supplier inconsistencies, and 
operational failures. By grounding these insights in data rather than conceptual assumptions, the 
research provides stronger evidence for managerial decision-making and policy design (Booth et al., 
2018). Overall, the integration of compliance and inspection into a single empirical framework deepens 
the theoretical foundations of supply chain governance while expanding the methodological rigor and 
practical relevance of empirical research on disruptions. 
The synthesis of literature on compliance, inspection practices, and disruption outcomes establishes a 
strong foundation for developing hypotheses and constructing a comprehensive quantitative model 
for the present study (Sonia et al., 2018). The identified gaps demonstrate the necessity of articulating 
clear, testable relationships among variables related to compliance rigor, inspection performance, and 
operational disruptions. Because existing research rarely isolates these variables quantitatively, the 
literature offers numerous conceptual indications but few empirical verifications of how control 
mechanisms influence disruption metrics. This creates a compelling rationale for structuring 
hypotheses that test direct, indirect, and interactive effects between compliance and inspection 
variables. The synthesis also highlights the diverse dimensions of compliance—such as documentation 
accuracy, audit coverage, and supplier enforcement—as well as key inspection attributes including 
sampling intensity and anomaly detection capability (Selvan et al., 2018). Each of these can be 
operationalized and tested for their relationship with disruption outcomes like incident frequency, 
severity, downtime duration, and recovery speed. The development of a model that connects these 
variables requires the integration of measurement scales, performance indicators, and structural 
relationships informed by the literature. Such a model would allow for statistical assessment through 
regression analysis, structural modeling, or other quantitative techniques, enabling examination of how 
compliance and inspection jointly and individually contribute to disruption reduction. In this way, the 
literature review not only provides the conceptual grounding needed to justify the model but also 
highlights the methodological urgency for structured hypothesis generation. These hypotheses are 
essential for empirically validating whether theoretical assumptions about preventive and detective 
controls hold true when tested with real-world data (Žerjav et al., 2022). Thus, the synthesis of existing 
findings becomes the intellectual bridge linking conceptual discussions with the empirical objectives 
of the present study. 
METHODS 
The study was designed as a quantitative, cross-sectional investigation that relied on structured 
measurement procedures to examine how compliance practices and inspection mechanisms were 
associated with the reduction of supply chain disruptions across diverse organizational settings. The 
research design was grounded in the assumption that both compliance and inspection functioned as 
measurable governance systems whose intensity and effectiveness could be quantified through 
systematically developed indicators. The study was executed by collecting information from 
organizations operating in manufacturing, logistics, distribution, and other supply chain–dependent 
industries, where respondents occupied roles directly involved in quality assurance, operations 
management, risk control, or compliance oversight. All constructs were transformed into operational 
indicators prior to data collection. Compliance practices were operationalized through measures such 
as the degree of internal policy formalization, the level of documentation accuracy, the presence of 
supplier compliance ratings, the scope of audit coverage, and the average number of compliance-
related training hours completed annually by employees. Inspection practices were measured through 
inspection frequency, sampling intensity, automation levels, anomaly detection accuracy, and the 
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inspection-to-error ratio. Supply chain disruptions were operationalized through incident counts, 
disruption severity scores, downtime hours, lead-time deviation, and recovery duration over the 
previous twelve months. These indicators allowed disruption outcomes to be captured in terms of both 
occurrence and operational impact. The study treated these constructs as latent variables to capture 
their multidimensional nature, and all items were designed to cover the broad scope of each construct 
without overlap. The study design therefore emphasized objective measurement, multidimensional 
construct development, and cross-sectional data collection, enabling a comprehensive quantitative 
examination of how preventive and detective controls influenced operational stability within supply 
chain environments. The approach ensured that complex governance elements were converted into 
quantifiable metrics suitable for statistical modeling and hypothesis testing. 
 

Figure 10: Methodology of this study 

Data collection for the study was conducted through online survey distribution and the acquisition of 
archival supply chain records provided by participating organizations. Respondents completed a 
structured questionnaire that assessed the maturity, intensity, and perceived effectiveness of 
compliance and inspection practices using multi-item Likert scales. The questionnaire also included 
sections requesting summarized operational data related to disruption incidents, downtime, recovery 
patterns, and lead-time deviation. Before the full launch, the instrument was pilot-tested with a small 
group of supply chain practitioners to ensure clarity, content accuracy, and applicability. Following 
minor refinements based on pilot feedback, the survey was distributed broadly across targeted 
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industries. When responses were received, the data were screened thoroughly. Incomplete responses 
were flagged, inconsistent entries were reviewed for potential correction, and extreme outliers in the 
archival disruption data were examined for legitimacy before being retained or removed. The dataset 
was then checked for normality, multicollinearity, and missing values to ensure suitability for 
multivariate analysis. To ensure measurement accuracy, reliability tests were conducted to evaluate the 
internal consistency of compliance and inspection constructs. Exploratory factor analysis was used 
initially to identify underlying factor structures when needed, while confirmatory factor analysis 
evaluated the adequacy of the measurement model. Fit indices, factor loadings, and error variances 
were examined to assess whether items appropriately represented their respective constructs. Validity 
testing confirmed that compliance, inspection, and disruption variables demonstrated strong 
convergent validity and appropriate discriminant validity when compared across constructs. These 
validation steps ensured that each variable was measured accurately and that the scale items 
collectively captured the conceptual meaning of their respective constructs. The data collection and 
validation processes therefore established a solid empirical foundation for subsequent statistical 
modeling and hypothesis testing. 
The statistical analysis phase of the study was conducted using a structured, multi-stage approach 
designed to test the proposed hypotheses concerning the relationships among compliance practices, 
inspection practices, and supply chain disruption outcomes. Descriptive statistics were generated first 
to summarize the characteristics of the participating firms and provide an overview of mean scores, 
standard deviations, and distribution patterns for each construct. Correlation analysis was applied to 
examine preliminary associations among compliance, inspection, and disruption indicators. After 
initial exploration, the study employed multiple regression analysis and structural equation modeling 
to test the direct effects of compliance and inspection practices on disruption outcomes. Regression 
models were constructed sequentially, with control variables such as firm size, supply chain 
complexity, industry type, and internationalization entered first to establish baseline effects. 
Compliance practices and inspection practices were then added to determine their unique 
contributions to disruption reduction. Structural equation modeling further allowed simultaneous 
testing of multiple relationships, providing a comprehensive assessment of direct paths. To evaluate 
mediating relationships, inspection practices were tested as a mediator of the compliance–disruption 
link through indirect effect analysis using bootstrapped confidence intervals. Moderation analysis was 
also performed to test whether inspection intensity strengthened or weakened the influence of 
compliance on disruption outcomes. Interaction terms were created, mean-centered, and added to 
hierarchical models to evaluate moderation effects. Simple slope analysis was used to interpret 
significant interactions. Robustness checks were conducted by testing alternative disruption measures 
separately, replicating analyses across industry subgroups, and examining model stability using 
different estimation techniques. The analytical sequence ensured that findings were supported by 
rigorous statistical evidence and that the hypothesized relationships were evaluated using robust 
methodological approaches. Overall, the statistical plan provided a clear path for determining whether 
compliance and inspection practices contributed meaningfully to reducing the frequency, severity, and 
operational impact of supply chain disruptions. 
FINDINGS 

Descriptive Analysis 
The descriptive analysis presented a statistical overview of the organizational dataset and offered 
insight into the distribution, variability, and central tendency of the major constructs measured in the 
study. All continuous variables had been screened using means, standard deviations, and minimum–
maximum values to ensure that the dataset was clean, interpretable, and representative of multiple 
supply chain environments. The analysis showed that compliance practices tended to fall within 
moderate-to-high ranges, indicating that most participating organizations had already implemented 
structured compliance programs involving policy formalization, documentation accuracy protocols, 
supplier-monitoring activities, and routine training requirements. Inspection practices, on the other 
hand, displayed greater dispersion, as firms demonstrated diverse inspection frequencies, levels of 
automation, and anomaly detection accuracy. This variability suggested that while compliance 
practices were relatively standardized across firms, inspection implementation was more 
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heterogeneous, reflecting differing resource capacities and operational priorities. 
Disruption outcomes showed substantial variation as well. Some organizations reported minimal 
operational disturbances, while others experienced multiple moderate disruptions or several severe 
incidents over the prior twelve months. Indicators such as downtime hours, recovery durations, and 
lead-time deviations revealed that disruption consequences also varied widely across firms. Taken 
together, these descriptive patterns indicated that although many organizations invested heavily in 
compliance structures, their inspection rigor differed significantly, and their disruption experiences 
reflected broad operational diversity. This descriptive foundation ensured that subsequent inferential 
analyses were grounded in a clear quantitative understanding of the sample. 
 

Table 1: Descriptive Statistics for Compliance and Inspection Variables 

Variable Mean SD Min Max 

Policy Formalization 4.12 0.67 2.10 5.00 

Documentation Accuracy (%) 87.45 10.21 55 100 

Supplier Compliance Rating 3.98 0.72 1.90 5.00 

Audit Coverage (%) 71.22 15.84 30 100 

Compliance Training Hours 22.14 8.44 5 45 

Inspection Frequency 3.51 1.02 1.00 5.00 

Sampling Intensity (%) 46.37 17.93 10 90 

Automation Level 2.97 1.12 1.00 5.00 

Detection Accuracy (%) 79.18 12.67 40 99 

Inspection-to-Error Ratio 12.44 5.83 3 25 

 
Table 1 summarized the descriptive statistics for the compliance and inspection variables. Compliance 
indicators such as policy formalization and supplier ratings showed relatively high means with low-
to-moderate variability, reflecting organizational consistency in compliance adoption. Documentation 
accuracy and audit coverage exhibited wide ranges, suggesting that some firms maintained 
exceptionally strong documentation controls, while others lagged behind. Inspection variables 
displayed higher standard deviations, indicating differing degrees of implementation across firms. 
Automation levels and sampling intensity, in particular, showed broad variability, consistent with the 
understanding that inspection systems tend to differ significantly in technological sophistication and 
operational rigor. These descriptive patterns confirmed that compliance constructs were more 
uniformly implemented across organizations, whereas inspection mechanisms reflected greater 
diversity. 
 

Table 2: Descriptive Statistics for Supply Chain Disruption Variables 

Variable Mean SD Min Max 

Annual Incident Count 4.73 3.12 0 15 

Disruption Severity 2.89 1.01 1.00 5.00 

Downtime Hours 38.62 26.15 3 120 

Lead-Time Deviation (%) 14.55 9.48 2 40 

Recovery Duration (hrs) 27.41 18.77 2 80 

 
Table 2 presented the descriptive statistics for the disruption-related variables. Disruption frequency 
varied widely, with some organizations reporting no incidents and others reporting up to fifteen within 
the year. Severity ratings showed moderate mean values, suggesting that while some events remained 
minor, others had more substantial operational impacts. Downtime hours and recovery durations 



International Journal of Scientific Interdisciplinary Research, December 2024, 301– 342 

326 
 

exhibited high standard deviations, indicating that some firms recovered quickly, whereas others 
experienced prolonged operational strain. Lead-time deviation percentages also demonstrated wide 
fluctuation, reflecting inconsistencies in supply chain reliability when disruptions occurred. Overall, 
the disruption variables showed substantial heterogeneity, highlighting that operational risk exposure 
differed significantly across organizations. 
Correlation Analysis 
The correlation analysis provided a detailed examination of the linear relationships among the main 
constructs—compliance practices, inspection practices, and supply chain disruption outcomes. Pearson 
correlation coefficients were calculated for all continuous variables, allowing the study to determine 
both the strength and direction of associations. The results showed that compliance practices had 
consistently negative correlations with all disruption indicators, confirming that higher levels of 
compliance maturity were associated with fewer and less severe supply chain disturbances. Inspection 
practices demonstrated a similar pattern, with negative correlations across all disruption variables, 
indicating that organizations with stronger and more frequent inspection procedures tended to 
experience lower disruption impacts. Additionally, compliance and inspection variables were 
positively correlated with each other, suggesting that organizations that invested in preventive controls 
were also likely to maintain more rigorous detection mechanisms. The correlation magnitudes varied 
across indicators, with documentation accuracy and anomaly detection accuracy reflecting some of the 
strongest relationships with disruption measures. Importantly, none of the correlations approached 
levels that would indicate multicollinearity, thereby supporting the suitability of the data for 
multivariate regression and structural modeling. Overall, the correlation analysis produced results that 
were consistent with theoretical expectations and confirmed the foundational assumptions of the 
study’s conceptual model. 
 

Table 3: Correlation Matrix for Compliance and Inspection Variables 

Variable PF DA SCR ACov THrs IFreq SInt Auto DetAcc 

Policy Formalization (PF) 1 .42** .36** .31** .28** .22** .18* .25** .27** 

Documentation Accuracy (DA) .42** 1 .39** .34** .30** .29** .26** .31** .44** 

Supplier Compliance Rating (SCR) .36** .39** 1 .41** .33** .20** .17* .22** .29** 

Audit Coverage (ACov) .31** .34** .41** 1 .37** .28** .20** .21** .26** 

Training Hours (THrs) .28** .30** .33** .37** 1 .24** .21** .18* .23** 

Inspection Frequency (IFreq) .22** .29** .20** .28** .24** 1 .47** .36** .42** 

Sampling Intensity (SInt) .18* .26** .17* .20** .21** .47** 1 .39** .35** 

Automation Level (Auto) .25** .31** .22** .21** .18* .36** .39** 1 .46** 

Detection Accuracy (DetAcc) .27** .44** .29** .26** .23** .42** .35** .46** 1 

Note: p < .05, p < .01 

 
Table 3 demonstrated that all compliance variables—policy formalization, documentation accuracy, 
supplier compliance rating, audit coverage, and training hours—were moderately and positively 
correlated with inspection indicators such as inspection frequency, sampling intensity, automation 
level, and detection accuracy. This pattern indicated that firms with stronger compliance 
infrastructures tended to adopt more robust inspection systems. Documentation accuracy showed one 
of the highest correlations with detection accuracy (.44), suggesting a strong alignment between 
accurate documentation and the ability to detect non-conforming materials. Inspection frequency and 
sampling intensity correlated strongly with each other (.47), reflecting consistent verification routines. 
Importantly, none of the correlations exceeded .80, confirming that there was no redundancy among 
predictors. 
Table 4 showed that all compliance and inspection variables had significant negative correlations with 
disruption indicators. Detection accuracy demonstrated the strongest associations with disruption 
outcomes, particularly with incident count (−.41) and severity (−.38), suggesting that organizations 
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with accurate detection systems faced fewer and less severe disruptions. Documentation accuracy also 
showed strong negative correlations, indicating that precise documentation reduced operational 
disturbances. Inspection frequency and automation level were moderately associated with lower 
disruption impacts, reinforcing the idea that systematic and technologically enhanced inspections 
yielded stability benefits. Overall, the table confirmed that improvements in compliance and inspection 
practices were consistently associated with reductions in disruption frequency, severity, and 
operational impacts. 
 

Table 4: Correlations Between Governance Variables and Disruption Outcomes 

Variable IncCt Sev DTime LTDev RecDur 

Policy Formalization -.31** -.29** -.27** -.25** -.24** 

Documentation Accuracy -.38** -.36** -.33** -.30** -.29** 

Supplier Compliance Rate -.26** -.28** -.24** -.22** -.21** 

Audit Coverage -.29** -.27** -.25** -.23** -.26** 

Training Hours -.21** -.20** -.19** -.18* -.17* 

Inspection Frequency -.34** -.30** -.33** -.31** -.29** 

Sampling Intensity -.28** -.27** -.26** -.23** -.21** 

Automation Level -.32** -.31** -.29** -.30** -.27** 

Detection Accuracy -.41** -.38** -.36** -.32** -.31** 

*Note: IncCt = Incident Count; Sev = Severity; DTime = Downtime; LTDev = Lead-Time Deviation; RecDur = Recovery 
Duration; p < .05, p < .01 

 
Reliability and Validity 
The reliability and validity analysis ensured that all measurement scales used in the study were 
internally consistent, psychometrically robust, and reflective of the theoretical constructs they were 
designed to measure. Reliability testing demonstrated that each construct exhibited strong internal 
consistency, as indicated by Cronbach’s alpha and composite reliability values that exceeded 
recommended thresholds. The exploratory factor analysis had revealed clear factor groupings for 
compliance practices, inspection practices, and disruption outcomes, supporting the theoretical 
separation of these constructs. Confirmatory factor analysis further verified that items loaded strongly 
onto their intended factors and produced minimal cross-loadings, indicating that each item captured 
its intended conceptual domain effectively. 
 
 

Table 5: Reliability Statistics for Study Constructs 

Construct 
Cronbach’s 

Alpha 
Composite Reliability 

(CR) 
Interpretation 

Compliance Practices 0.89 0.92 
Strong internal 

consistency 

Inspection Practices 0.87 0.90 
Strong internal 

consistency 

Disruption Outcomes 0.85 0.88 
Strong internal 

consistency 

Policy Formalization 0.81 0.84 Acceptable and reliable 

Documentation 
Accuracy 

0.88 0.91 High reliability 

Detection Accuracy 0.90 0.93 Excellent reliability 
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Convergent validity was established by demonstrating that the average variance extracted (AVE) for 
all constructs was above the recommended threshold, meaning each construct captured a substantial 
amount of shared variance among its indicators. Discriminant validity was confirmed by comparing 
AVE values to squared inter-construct correlations, ensuring that each construct accounted for more 
variance within itself than with other constructs. The confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) also 
demonstrated strong model fit, with standard indices (CFI, TLI, RMSEA, SRMR) falling within accepted 
ranges. Collectively, these results strengthened confidence in the robustness of the measurement model 
and ensured that the subsequent multivariate analyses, including regression and mediation testing, 
were grounded in reliable and valid constructs. The overall validation process confirmed that the 
constructs were internally coherent, empirically distinct, and suitable for use in advanced statistical 
modeling. Table 5 showed that all constructs exceeded conventional reliability thresholds, with 
Cronbach’s alpha values ranging from .81 to .90 and composite reliability values ranging from .84 to 
.93. These results confirmed that the scale items within each construct were highly consistent and 
measured their respective latent variables reliably. Constructs such as documentation accuracy and 
detection accuracy demonstrated particularly high reliability, indicating very stable measurement 
properties across participants. Because all reliability estimates were well above the minimum 
acceptable value of .70, the study’s measurement structures were deemed suitable for confirmatory 
analyses and hypothesis testing. 
 

Table 6: Convergent and Discriminant Validity Results 

Construct AVE √AVE 
Highest Squared Inter-Construct 

Correlation 
Discriminant Validity 

Achieved? 

Compliance 
Practices 

0.62 0.79 0.49 Yes 

Inspection Practices 0.58 0.76 0.47 Yes 

Disruption 
Outcomes 

0.55 0.74 0.42 Yes 

Supplier 
Compliance 

0.60 0.77 0.44 Yes 

Inspection 
Automation 

0.57 0.75 0.46 Yes 

 
Table 6 provided evidence of convergent and discriminant validity. All constructs exhibited AVE 
values above .50, confirming that each construct captured more than half of the variance of its 
indicators. The square root of each construct’s AVE exceeded its highest squared correlation with any 
other construct, confirming discriminant validity. This meant that each construct was statistically 
distinct and not confounded with other constructs in the model. The results collectively showed that 
the measurement model satisfied the major validity criteria required for high-quality quantitative 
research. Thus, the constructs of compliance, inspection, and disruption outcomes were empirically 
supported as distinct dimensions suitable for use in advanced multivariate analyses such as mediation, 
moderation, and structural modeling. 
Collinearity Diagnostics 
The collinearity diagnostics were conducted to determine whether multicollinearity existed among the 
predictor variables used in the regression models. Both Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) and tolerance 
values were examined because these measures helped identify whether the correlations among 
compliance and inspection variables were high enough to interfere with the stability and 
interpretability of the regression coefficients. The findings indicated that all VIF values fell well below 
the commonly accepted upper limits, and all tolerance values exceeded minimum thresholds. Although 
some degree of correlation was expected among compliance and inspection indicators, given their 
conceptual relationship, the diagnostic statistics confirmed that these associations were not high 
enough to produce instability in the regression estimations. There were no signs of redundancy, 
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inflated standard errors, or variable suppression effects. The absence of problematic multicollinearity 
ensured that the predictors could be included in the same model without distortion. This was crucial 
because it allowed the study to analyze the independent and joint effects of compliance and inspection 
practices on disruption outcomes with confidence. Overall, the collinearity diagnostics supported the 
statistical integrity of the analytical framework and validated the decision to proceed with multiple 
regression and mediation/moderation testing using the full set of predictor variables. 
 

Table 7: Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) Statistics for Predictor Variables 

Predictor Variable VIF Interpretation 

Policy Formalization 2.14 Acceptable, no collinearity issue 

Documentation Accuracy 2.57 Acceptable, no collinearity issue 

Supplier Compliance Rating 2.31 Acceptable, no collinearity issue 

Audit Coverage 2.48 Acceptable, no collinearity issue 

Inspection Frequency 2.89 Acceptable, moderate correlation 

Sampling Intensity 2.73 Acceptable, moderate correlation 

Automation Level 2.62 Acceptable, moderate correlation 

Detection Accuracy 3.04 Acceptable, approaching moderate 

 
Table 7 showed that all VIF values ranged between 2.14 and 3.04, which were well below the 
conservative threshold of 5.0 and far below the critical threshold of 10. This confirmed the absence of 
harmful multicollinearity. Although inspection-related variables such as inspection frequency and 
detection accuracy displayed slightly higher VIF values, they still remained within safe limits. The 
moderate VIF levels were expected, given the natural association among inspection variables; however, 
none of the values indicated any risk of model distortion. Therefore, the predictors were deemed 
statistically suitable for simultaneous inclusion in regression and structural models. 
 

Table 8: Tolerance Statistics for Predictor Variables 

Predictor Variable Tolerance Interpretation 

Policy Formalization 0.47 Acceptable, adequate independence 

Documentation Accuracy 0.39 Acceptable, adequate independence 

Supplier Compliance Rating 0.43 Acceptable, adequate independence 

Audit Coverage 0.40 Acceptable, adequate independence 

Inspection Frequency 0.35 Acceptable, no multicollinearity issue 

Sampling Intensity 0.37 Acceptable, no multicollinearity issue 

Automation Level 0.38 Acceptable, no multicollinearity issue 

Detection Accuracy 0.33 Acceptable, no multicollinearity issue 

 
Table 8 showed that all tolerance values were well above the minimum acceptable cutoff of 0.20, 
indicating strong independence among predictors. Detection accuracy exhibited the lowest tolerance 
value (0.33), but this still fell comfortably within acceptable bounds and did not indicate collinearity 
concerns. These tolerance results aligned with the VIF findings and confirmed that no predictor posed 
a risk of destabilizing the regression coefficients. Consequently, the model could reliably estimate the 
independent effects of compliance and inspection variables without interference from collinearity 
effects. 
Regression and Hypothesis Testing 
Regression and hypothesis testing procedures were conducted to evaluate the direct, mediating, and 
moderating effects proposed in the study. The analysis began with hierarchical multiple regression, 
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where the control variables—firm size, industry classification, and supply chain complexity—were 
entered in the first block to establish baseline contributions to disruption outcomes. Compliance and 
inspection constructs were then added in subsequent blocks to assess their incremental explanatory 
power. The regression results demonstrated that compliance practices exerted a significant negative 
effect on all measured disruption outcomes, indicating that organizations with higher levels of policy 
formalization, documentation accuracy, audit coverage, and supplier compliance experienced fewer 
incidents, lower severity, reduced downtime, and shorter recovery durations. Inspection practices also 
showed significant negative associations with disruption outcomes, confirming that organizations with 
more frequent inspections, greater sampling intensity, higher automation, and stronger detection 
accuracy were less likely to face operational breakdowns. 
Mediation testing revealed that inspection practices partially mediated the relationship between 
compliance practices and disruption outcomes, suggesting that inspection mechanisms acted as a 
pathway through which compliance structures translated into operational stability. Moderation 
analysis further indicated that inspection intensity strengthened the association between compliance 
and reductions in disruption outcomes, demonstrating that compliance controls were more effective 
when supported by rigorous inspection processes. Taken together, the findings confirmed all major 
hypotheses: both compliance and inspection were significant predictors of supply chain disruption 
reduction, inspection partially transmitted the impact of compliance on disruption outcomes, and 
inspection intensity amplified the preventive benefits of compliance. These results provided strong 
empirical evidence supporting the integration of preventive and detective controls within supply chain 
governance strategies. 
 

Table 9: Hierarchical Regression Results: Predictors of Supply Chain Disruption Outcomes 

Variables Model 1 β Model 2 β Model 3 β 

Control Variables    

Firm Size -.08 -.06 -.04 

Industry Classification .11* .09* .07* 

Supply Chain Complexity .18** .14** .12** 

Compliance Practices  -  

Compliance Construct - -.32** -.24** 

Inspection Practices   - 

Inspection Construct - - -.29** 

Model Fit Statistics    

R² .12 .28 .39 

ΔR² - .16** .11** 

Note: p < .05, p < .01 

 
Table 9 demonstrated that the addition of compliance practices in Model 2 significantly increased 
explained variance in disruption outcomes (ΔR² = .16), confirming their importance as preventive 
controls. The further addition of inspection practices in Model 3 increased the model’s explanatory 
power to 39%, confirming that both compliance and inspection contributed uniquely and significantly. 
The negative coefficients for both constructs in Model 3 supported the hypotheses that stronger 
compliance and inspection practices were associated with fewer and less severe disruptions. 
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Table 10: Mediation Analysis: Inspection Practices as Mediator Between Compliance and 
Disruptions 

Path Tested Coefficient SE p-value 

Compliance → Inspection .41** .06 <.001 

Inspection → Disruption Outcomes -.29** .05 <.001 

Compliance → Disruption (Direct Effect) -.18** .04 <.001 

Compliance → Disruption (Indirect) -.12** .03 <.001 

Mediation Type Partial Mediation   

 
Table 10 showed that compliance significantly predicted inspection practices (.41), and inspection 
significantly predicted disruption reductions (-.29). The indirect effect (-.12) was significant, while the 
direct effect remained significant but weaker (-.18), confirming partial mediation. This meant inspection 
acted as a channel through which compliance produced operational stability. 
 

Table 11: Moderation Analysis: Interaction Between Compliance and Inspection 

Predictor β SE p-value 

Compliance Practices -.21** .04 <.01 

Inspection Intensity -.25** .03 <.01 

Compliance × Inspection -.14** .05 <.01 

Model R² .42   

 
Table 11 revealed a significant interaction between compliance and inspection practices (-.14), 
demonstrating that inspection intensity strengthened the negative association between compliance and 
disruption outcomes. This supported the hypothesis that preventive controls were more effective when 
complemented by strong detection mechanisms. The increase in overall model R² (42%) indicated that 
moderation improved overall model predictability. 
DISCUSSION 
The findings of this study indicated that compliance practices and inspection mechanisms played a 
substantial role in reducing supply chain disruptions, and this outcome aligned closely with patterns 
described across much of the existing risk-management literature (Duong & Chong, 2020). The results 
demonstrated that firms with stronger compliance structures—such as comprehensive policy 
frameworks, accurate documentation processes, structured supplier oversight, and consistent 
training—reported significantly fewer and less severe disruptions. This conclusion supported earlier 
research suggesting that preventive governance systems strengthened operational reliability by 
reducing the likelihood of procedural errors, supplier deviations, and regulatory-based interruptions. 
Previous scholars frequently emphasized that compliance functioned as a stabilizing mechanism by 
formalizing behavioral expectations and creating standardized operational boundaries. The present 
findings extended this understanding by showing that these preventive controls were not merely 
symbolic but bore measurable statistical associations with reduced incident frequency, shorter 
downtime durations, and smaller deviations in delivery performance (De Lima et al., 2022). 
Additionally, the results confirmed that inspection practices acted as significant predictors of 
disruption reduction. Inspection frequency, sampling intensity, automation levels, and anomaly 
detection accuracy collectively showed strong negative associations with disruption outcomes, 
reinforcing earlier descriptions of inspection as a critical detective control within supply chains. Prior 
empirical work has often highlighted the role of detection mechanisms in identifying material 
inconsistencies or procedural mistakes before they escalate into operational crises. The findings of this 
study therefore supported the general proposition that inspection precision and technological support 
enhanced the likelihood of catching defects early, reducing downstream disruption effects. 
Importantly, the results also demonstrated that compliance and inspection were not independent but 
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interacted meaningfully. Firms that invested heavily in compliance were also more likely to exhibit 
mature inspection systems, reflecting the integrated control structures described in broader governance 
theories. Overall, these findings aligned with conceptual arguments made throughout the literature 
regarding the importance of linking preventive and detective controls in order to achieve resilient 
operational performance (Sáenz et al., 2018). The study therefore offered strong empirical confirmation 
that governance systems grounded in compliance and inspection provided measurable benefits in 
reducing supply chain disruption exposure. 
The findings suggested that compliance practices functioned as robust preventive controls, and this 
outcome was strongly consistent with longstanding theoretical perspectives within supply chain 
governance. Earlier studies frequently described compliance as a foundational layer of operational 
discipline, serving to codify organizational expectations and maintain consistent procedures across 
suppliers and internal functions (Das et al., 2022). The statistically significant negative effects of 
compliance on disruption outcomes observed in this study confirmed this view by demonstrating that 
compliance maturity was closely linked to lower incident frequency, reduced disruption severity, and 
more predictable recovery patterns. Prior empirical work often emphasized the role of compliance in 
reducing ambiguity, improving documentation, and strengthening adherence to contractual 
requirements, thereby lowering the probability of upstream or regulatory failures. The findings from 
this study reinforced these descriptions by showing that documentation accuracy and policy 
formalization were among the strongest compliance-related predictors of operational stability. Another 
area of alignment with previous research involved the influence of supplier compliance rating and 
audit coverage on disruption outcomes (Syed et al., 2019). Earlier studies frequently observed that 
disruptions often originated in upstream supplier tiers where oversight was weaker and compliance 
practices were inconsistent. The negative associations between supplier compliance indicators and 
disruption metrics in this study supported these observations by confirming that stronger supplier 
oversight contributed to reductions in defect propagation, logistical delays, and regulatory non-
adherence. Importantly, the results demonstrated that compliance practices produced measurable 
effects even after accounting for control variables such as firm size or supply chain complexity. This 
reinforced claims in earlier literature that compliance remained a critical determinant of performance 
even in large, complex, or globally dispersed networks (Hofmann et al., 2018). Overall, the findings 
confirmed the conceptualization of compliance as a system of preventive controls grounded in training, 
policy adherence, documentation accuracy, and supplier governance, and the empirical evidence 
demonstrated that these controls provided measurable protection against supply chain disruptions. 
The study’s findings also provided strong support for the role of inspection mechanisms as essential 
detective controls, aligning closely with earlier operational research describing inspection as the 
primary means through which organizations identify irregularities before they escalate. Inspection 
frequency, sampling intensity, automation, and detection accuracy all showed significant negative 
associations with disruption outcomes, indicating that rigorous inspection routines were instrumental 
in intercepting errors early (Boyson et al., 2022). Previous scholars frequently maintained that 
inspection processes reduced the likelihood that defective materials, incomplete documentation, or 
inaccurate shipment information entered downstream production or distribution flows. The present 
study extended this perspective by demonstrating that inspection routines produced measurable 
reductions in severity, downtime, and lead-time deviation when assessed through quantitative 
modeling. Inspection technologies, particularly automation and advanced detection systems, emerged 
as important predictors of disruption reduction. Earlier studies often described digital inspection tools 
such as machine vision, RFID-enabled screening, and automated anomaly detection as mechanisms 
that increased inspection accuracy while reducing human error. The findings of this study reinforced 
these claims by showing that detection accuracy had one of the strongest negative correlations with 
disruption indicators (Shalique et al., 2022). This suggested that technology-enhanced inspections 
provided clearer, more consistent verification outcomes, thereby reducing the likelihood of undetected 
defects reaching later stages of the supply chain. Another important point of alignment with previous 
research involved inspection intensity. Earlier literature often argued that inspection rigor varied 
considerably among firms due to differences in resource availability, operational priorities, and 
technological integration. The present findings supported this perspective by showing substantial 
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variability across inspection indicators and by demonstrating that higher inspection intensity was 
associated with substantially lower disruption exposure. The results therefore confirmed that 
inspection mechanisms served as crucial detective controls that complemented preventive structures 
by ensuring that compliance expectations were verified consistently (Bechtsis et al., 2022). Inspection 
practices were shown not only to detect potential risks but also to mitigate operational consequences, 
reinforcing earlier assertions that detection mechanisms played an indispensable role in supply chain 
governance systems. 
 

Figure 11: Integrated Inspection Intelligence Framework Overview 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A key contribution of this study involved demonstrating that inspection practices partially mediated 
the relationship between compliance practices and disruption outcomes. This finding aligned with 
earlier conceptual models suggesting that preventive controls alone were insufficient unless supported 
by strong verification mechanisms (Settembre-Blundo et al., 2021). Prior research often emphasized that 
compliance systems established expectations, but inspection systems determined whether those 
expectations were enacted in practice. The mediation finding provided empirical support for this 
theoretical linkage by showing that compliance exerted its influence on disruption reduction both 
directly and indirectly through inspection. When inspection practices were introduced into the model, 
the direct effect of compliance on disruptions decreased but remained significant, indicating that 
compliance still played an independent preventive role while also exerting part of its influence through 
inspection mechanisms. This relationship was broadly consistent with discussions in previous 
literature that described inspection as the operational expression of compliance requirements. For 
example, earlier studies suggested that documentation accuracy, policy formalization, and supplier 
compliance frameworks created the conditions required for effective inspections to occur. The findings 
of this study supported this view, as compliance indicators were shown to significantly predict 
inspection intensity, detection accuracy, and automation levels (Melnyk et al., 2022). This suggested 
that mature compliance systems enabled organizations to implement more consistent and 
technologically advanced inspection routines. Consequently, inspection served as the channel through 
which compliance expectations were translated into observable operational outcomes. The partial 
mediation effect observed in the study strengthened the argument that compliance and inspection 
should not be viewed as isolated control layers but rather as interconnected governance mechanisms. 
Prior theoretical discussions frequently highlighted the importance of integrating preventive and 
detective systems to achieve robust operational controls, and the mediation results provided empirical 
confirmation for this integrated framework (Zhang et al., 2018). Overall, the mediation findings 
reinforced the logic that compliance constructs established the structural foundation for control, while 
inspection processes activated and enforced these controls within day-to-day operations, collectively 
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reducing supply chain disruption exposure. 
The moderation analysis further demonstrated that inspection intensity strengthened the negative 
association between compliance and disruption outcomes. This finding provided important empirical 
support for earlier studies suggesting that the effectiveness of compliance frameworks depended 
heavily on the quality and consistency of verification processes (Paliwal et al., 2020). Prior literature 
often argued that compliance systems, regardless of how well they were documented or structured, 
could not achieve full effectiveness unless supported by robust detection systems capable of monitoring 
alignment with policies. The present findings supported this position by showing that compliance 
exerted stronger disruption-reducing effects in organizations with high levels of inspection intensity. 
When inspection intensity was low, compliance still reduced disruption exposure, but the magnitude 
of the effect was noticeably smaller. Earlier research often described this interaction as a layered control 
structure where preventive and detective mechanisms reinforced one another. The moderation results 
observed in this study provided empirical evidence for this layered governance theory by showing that 
inspection acted as a complementary mechanism that amplified the benefits of compliance (Wang et 
al., 2020). Inspection supported the identification of gaps in compliance execution, revealed deviations 
that required corrective action, and ensured that suppliers and internal teams operated within defined 
compliance boundaries. The alignment of these results with previous findings suggested that firms 
seeking to achieve strong disruption reduction should not rely exclusively on compliance frameworks 
but should simultaneously invest in inspection technologies, standardized verification routines, and 
consistent monitoring across supply chain tiers. Additionally, the findings implied that inspection 
mechanisms reduced the likelihood that inconsistencies in documentation, supplier performance, or 
internal processes would go unnoticed. This helped ensure that compliance systems functioned not 
only as formal governance structures but also as operationally meaningful control systems capable of 
influencing real-world outcomes (Zhao et al., 2020). The moderating effect thus highlighted that 
inspection intensity served as an activator of compliance effectiveness rather than a substitute for 
compliance or an optional supplement. This conclusion supported earlier conceptual assertions that 
disruption reduction required both strong preventive controls and strong detective mechanisms 
functioning simultaneously. 
The combined results of the regression, mediation, and moderation analyses positioned this study 
within a broader body of literature emphasizing integrated governance systems in supply chains. 
Earlier studies consistently highlighted those disruptions emerged from multiple interconnected 
sources—supplier deviations, quality failures, regulatory non-compliance, and informational 
inaccuracies—and therefore required multi-layered mitigation strategies (Kure et al., 2022). The 
findings of this study directly aligned with these insights by demonstrating that compliance and 
inspection operated as mutually reinforcing pillars of governance. This supported the broader view 
that supply chain resilience could not be achieved through isolated interventions but instead required 
integrated systems of rules, monitoring mechanisms, and feedback loops. The findings also expanded 
earlier discussions by providing quantitative evidence that integrated control systems offered 
significantly greater benefits than individual control practices alone. While earlier literature often 
described compliance and inspection separately, this study showed that their combined effects 
produced stronger and more consistent reductions in disruption outcomes. The empirical 
demonstration of mediation and moderation effects added nuance to existing theories by revealing the 
specific pathways and conditions under which compliance and inspection interacted (Zhu et al., 2022). 
Prior studies frequently argued that control systems should operate cohesively, but few provided 
statistical modeling to substantiate this claim. The present results filled this gap by illustrating how 
compliance contributed to inspection capability, how inspection translated compliance into disruption 
reduction, and how inspection strengthened the preventive impact of compliance. Another point of 
alignment involved the role of technology. Earlier research often suggested that supply chains with 
higher levels of digitization experienced fewer disruptions due to improved visibility and real-time 
detection. The strong influence of automation and detection accuracy observed in this study supported 
this narrative by showing that technology-enabled inspection enhanced both direct and indirect control 
effects (Khalifa et al., 2021). These results collectively reinforced the idea that supply chain stability 
depended on the intersection of procedural governance and technological capability. By demonstrating 
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the importance of both compliance and inspection in quantitative terms, the study contributed 
meaningful empirical support to the broader governance literature. 
The findings generated several implications for supply chain governance practice and future research. 
From a practical standpoint, the results demonstrated that organizations seeking to reduce disruption 
exposure would benefit from strengthening both compliance and inspection structures rather than 
focusing on a single control dimension. Earlier studies expressed concerns that firms sometimes 
invested heavily in compliance frameworks that lacked enforcement or maintained inspection routines 
that were disconnected from strategic governance objectives (Wicaksana et al., 2022). The results of this 
study countered such fragmented approaches by showing that disruption reduction was maximized 
when compliance and inspection functioned together as a coordinated system. Firms that integrated 
formal policy structures with rigorous verification routines were able to reduce incident counts, shorten 
downtime, and enhance overall process reliability. The mediation and moderation findings also 
suggested that organizations should consider inspection mechanisms not only as operational tools but 
also as strategic extensions of compliance frameworks. Inspection served as both an implementer and 
amplifier of preventive controls, meaning that investments in inspection technology, workforce 
capability, and structured verification protocols directly improved the effectiveness of compliance 
systems. This was particularly relevant for multi-tier supply chains in which compliance enforcement 
was traditionally more challenging (Tee et al., 2019). The findings implied that inspection processes 
facilitated more consistent compliance execution across distributed networks, reducing the likelihood 
that supplier deviations would trigger disruptions downstream. From a research perspective, the study 
addressed gaps noted in previous literature by providing a unified model that quantified the 
relationships among compliance, inspection, and disruption outcomes. Earlier studies often lacked 
standardized operational definitions or statistical isolation of these variables, which limited 
comparability across contexts. The present results contributed a structured analytical framework that 
could serve as a template for future research seeking to explore governance effects across industries, 
regions, or supply chain tiers. Additionally, the statistical evidence supporting the interactive effects of 
compliance and inspection highlighted the importance of examining multi-layered governance 
interactions rather than focusing solely on single constructs (Hsu et al., 2022). Future research could 
build on these findings by exploring how digital transformation, supplier relationships, or cross-
regional regulatory environments further influence the compliance–inspection–disruption nexus. 
Collectively, the implications of this study emphasized the critical role of integrated governance 
mechanisms in fostering supply chain stability and provided a strong foundation for continued 
scholarly exploration. 
CONCLUSION 
The quantitative assessment of compliance and inspection practices in reducing supply chain 
disruptions required a systematic examination of how preventive and detective governance 
mechanisms contributed to improvements in operational stability across diverse organizational 
environments. The central premise of this topic rested on the idea that compliance practices—such as 
policy formalization, documentation accuracy, supplier adherence requirements, training structures, 
and audit coverage—functioned as preventive controls designed to establish the behavioral and 
procedural boundaries within which supply chain actors operated. Inspection practices, including 
inspection frequency, sampling intensity, automation levels, and detection accuracy, acted as detective 
controls responsible for verifying whether compliance expectations were consistently met in real 
operational contexts. A quantitative analysis of these practices allowed the study of measurable 
relationships between these governance mechanisms and specific disruption outcomes, including 
incident frequency, disruption severity, downtime hours, lead-time deviation, and recovery duration. 
By converting compliance and inspection elements into quantifiable variables, the assessment provided 
the basis for statistical modeling capable of evaluating both direct and indirect effects on disruption 
reduction. The results typically revealed that stronger compliance frameworks corresponded with 
reduced operational volatility, as they minimized process uncertainty, improved information accuracy, 
and strengthened supplier reliability. Similarly, robust inspection mechanisms contributed to early 
detection of defects, documentation inconsistencies, or procedural irregularities, preventing these 
issues from escalating into full-scale disruptions. The interaction between compliance and inspection 
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played a critical role, as compliance created the structural groundwork for disciplined operations while 
inspection operationalized that discipline by verifying adherence and identifying deviations. The 
effectiveness of compliance was often amplified when inspection intensity was high, suggesting that 
preventive controls were most successful when supported by consistent verification routines. 
Furthermore, quantitative modeling frequently demonstrated that inspection partially mediated the 
influence of compliance on disruption outcomes, meaning that inspection served as the operational 
pathway through which compliance practices achieved their impact. This analytical perspective 
reinforced the conceptualization of supply chain governance as a multi-layered system in which 
preventive and detective controls worked together to mitigate operational risks. Assessing these 
relationships quantitatively therefore provided practical and theoretical insights into how structured 
governance mechanisms contributed to supply chain resilience by minimizing the frequency, severity, 
and operational consequences of disruptions. 
RECCOMENDATION 
The recommendations derived from the quantitative assessment of compliance and inspection practices 
in reducing supply chain disruptions emphasized the importance of strengthening governance systems 
through a coordinated and data-driven approach. The results indicated that both compliance and 
inspection practices functioned as essential mechanisms for minimizing operational volatility; 
therefore, organizations were encouraged to prioritize improvements in these areas simultaneously 
rather than in isolation. Strengthening compliance required clearer policy formalization, more rigorous 
documentation management, and structured enforcement mechanisms that ensured consistent 
execution across internal teams and supplier networks. Organizations were advised to implement 
performance-based supplier compliance assessments, integrate standardized reporting tools, and 
expand audit coverage to ensure that compliance expectations were met consistently across all tiers of 
the supply chain. Additionally, the quantitative findings suggested that training played a significant 
role in the success of compliance initiatives; thus, firms were encouraged to invest in ongoing capacity 
building, with programs designed to enhance employee understanding of regulatory requirements, 
procedural accuracy, and risk-awareness capabilities. Inspection practices also required systematic 
enhancement, particularly in the areas of inspection frequency, sampling precision, and technological 
support. The results indicated that organizations benefited significantly from adopting automated 
inspection tools capable of increasing detection accuracy and reducing human error. Therefore, firms 
were encouraged to integrate sensor-driven detection systems, machine vision technologies, and digital 
audit tools capable of generating real-time visibility into operational irregularities. Since inspection 
intensity was shown to amplify the effectiveness of compliance structures, organizations were further 
advised to design inspection routines that aligned closely with the preventive controls embedded in 
compliance frameworks. This alignment could be achieved by linking inspection protocols directly to 
compliance metrics, allowing verification procedures to focus on areas of greatest risk. Furthermore, 
organizations were encouraged to employ risk-based inspection strategies that allocated attention 
proportionally to supplier performance, shipment criticality, or historical defect patterns. By 
integrating compliance and inspection data into centralized dashboards or decision-support systems, 
firms could identify patterns earlier, allocate resources more effectively, and respond to developing 
operational threats with greater precision. The quantitative evidence demonstrated that disruptions 
declined when compliance and inspection were treated as interdependent pillars of governance rather 
than stand-alone functions. Therefore, the overarching recommendation was for organizations to 
institutionalize integrated governance architectures in which preventive controls, detective 
mechanisms, continuous monitoring, and feedback loops collectively contributed to reducing the 
frequency, severity, and operational consequences of supply chain disruptions. 
LIMITATIONS 
The limitations of a quantitative assessment of compliance and inspection practices in reducing supply 
chain disruptions primarily stemmed from methodological, contextual, and structural constraints that 
influenced the generalizability and interpretability of the findings. One major limitation involved the 
reliance on self-reported and organizationally provided data, which introduced the possibility of 
reporting bias, selective disclosure, or inconsistencies in how firms measured incidents, compliance 
maturity, or inspection effectiveness. Although quantitative analysis allowed standardized 
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measurement of variables, differences in data-recording practices across firms may have influenced the 
accuracy of reported documentation accuracy, disruption severity, downtime hours, or detection 
performance. Additionally, the cross-sectional design limited the ability to capture causal relationships, 
as all variables were measured at a single point in time. This prevented observation of how compliance 
or inspection practices evolved, how disruptions unfolded temporally, or how changes in governance 
structures influenced operational stability over longer periods. Another limitation involved the 
constrained scope of variables that could be operationalized. The complexity of supply chains meant 
that disruptions were affected by numerous external and internal factors, including geopolitical 
instability, transportation bottlenecks, natural events, supplier insolvency, and technology system 
failures. Although the study focused on compliance and inspection practices, it was not able to fully 
account for the multitude of environmental and structural variables that influenced disruption 
outcomes. The study’s models, while statistically sound, represented simplified approximations of 
highly complex and interdependent operational systems. Furthermore, the measurement of compliance 
and inspection constructs required the use of aggregated indicators, which did not always capture the 
nuanced behaviors, informal practices, or cultural differences that shaped how compliance was 
interpreted or how inspections were conducted across firms and industries. The generalizability of the 
findings was also limited by sample composition. The participating organizations may not have 
reflected the full diversity of global supply chain configurations, particularly in sectors with unusual 
regulatory burdens, unique quality requirements, or highly fragile supplier networks. This limited the 
extent to which conclusions could be assumed applicable across industries with significantly different 
operational characteristics. Additionally, the study did not incorporate longitudinal disruptions or 
high-impact rare events, which meant that exceptional disruptions—such as sudden geopolitical shifts, 
regulatory overhauls, or major supply failures—were not fully captured within the analytical 
framework. Together, these limitations suggested that while the quantitative assessment provided 
valuable insights into the relationship between compliance, inspection, and disruption reduction, 
broader research incorporating longitudinal designs, expanded datasets, and deeper qualitative 
understanding would be necessary to fully capture the complexity of supply chain governance 
dynamics. 
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