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Abstract
Purpose – The purpose of this paper is to examine the antecedents of supply chain integration (SCI) at the
product level. More specifically, it aims to show the relationship between product-level characteristics
(i.e. product complexity and product variety) and different dimensions of SCI (i.e. internal, supplier and
customer integration).
Design/methodology/approach – A survey-based research design is developed to measure different
dimensions of SCI, product complexity and product variety. The authors use structural equation modelling to
test the related hypotheses.
Findings – This research shows that internal integration is an enabler to supplier and customer integration.
The results also show that under high product complexity, firms tend to implement internal and supplier
integration, while product complexity does not have a direct impact on customer integration. Product variety
is confirmed to be positively related to all dimensions of SCI.
Originality/value – This paper contributes to the SCI literature by first, providing empirical evidence which
supports the study of the product design-supply chain interface; and second, exploring the relationships between
product complexity, variety and internal, supplier and customer integration based on a governance view.
Keywords Product complexity, Structural equation modelling, Supply chain integration,
Internal integration, Supplier integration, Customer integration, Product variety
Paper type Research paper

Introduction
Supply chain integration (SCI), which can be divided into internal, supplier and customer
integration, has attracted growing attention from both academic researchers and
practitioners due to its strategic importance to the competitiveness of organizations.
Recent studies have confirmed the positive effects of SCI on operational performance
(e.g. manufacturing costs, quality, delivery and flexibility) and business performance
(e.g. financial and market performance) (Ellinger et al., 2000; Germain and Iyer, 2006;
Flynn et al., 2010; Leuschner et al., 2013; Mackelprang et al., 2014). However, it has been
observed that supply chain practices differ between organizations; each enterprise does not
necessarily implement all the SCI dimensions of internal, customer, and supplier integration.
Van Donk and Van der Vaart (2004) point out that few studies attempt to explore “what it is International Journal of Physical
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exactly that explains the differences in integrative practices in the supply chain” ( p. 108).
Chen et al. (2009) also call for “research on integration drivers or antecedents” ( p. 75).

This paper seeks to explore the key antecedents that drive the implementation of
internal, supplier and customer integration at the product level, in response to these
calls from Van Donk and Van der Vaart (2004) and Chen et al. (2009). Prior studies have
recognized the relationship between product design and supply chain practices.
For example, Fisher (1997) advocates: “before devising a supply chain, consider the
nature of the demand for your products” ( p. 106). Fine (2000) and Ellram et al. (2007) focus
on the integration of supply chain design into product and process design, referred to as
three-dimensional (i.e. product-process-supply chain) concurrent engineering. Since product
design is directly associated with supply chain risk (Khan et al., 2008; Lin and Zhou, 2011), it
is recommended that firms consider product characteristics in the development of supply
chain strategies. Khan and Creazza (2009) also emphasize the impact of product design on
supply chain management which arises from the modern shift from a supplier-driven to a
demand-driven supply chain; these authors propose approaches for managing the product
design-supply chain interface using case studies and cross-case analysis. In the IJPDLM
45th Anniversary Issue, Stevens and Johnson (2016) summarize substantial changes of SCI
from past to present and point out that market and product dynamics is one main driver for
the change. However, empirical evidence for the relationship between product design and
SCI remains very limited.

Particularly in today’s business environment, manufacturers are faced with trends
toward innovation, globalization of markets, increasingly demanding customers and
technological advancement. Firms are encouraged to provide a growing mix of products
tailored to customers’ individual needs (Perona and Miragliotta, 2004), and this implies a
need for a wider product variety. However, the difficulties of manufacturing these products
tend to increase due to the large number of product components and the extensive
interactions among these components, and this gives rise to a high degree of product
complexity (Novak and Eppinger, 2001). The product variety and complexity in
manufacturing has created numerous new challenges for supply chain management
which aims to improve flexibility and responsiveness to customer demands in a timely and
cost efficient manner (Randall and Ulrich, 2001; Perona and Miragliotta, 2004; Khan and
Creazza, 2009; Inman and Blumenfeld, 2014; Bode and Wagner, 2015). This study therefore
focuses on these two aspects of product design, i.e., product complexity and variety, and
uses an empirical approach to examine their effects on the three dimensions of SCI.

To proceed further, this paper discusses the relationship between product complexity
and variety and the internal, supplier and customer aspects of integration from the
perspective of governance theory, complemented with a knowledge-based view (KBV).
Drawing upon transaction cost theory (Williamson, 1981, 1985), several studies have
discussed the governance view of SCI (Das et al., 2006; Richey et al., 2010; Cao and Zhang,
2011; Danese and Bortolotti, 2014). As one type of hybrid governance structure, SCI can aid
in reducing the “costs of running the system” (Das et al., 2006) such as negotiation,
coordination and monitoring costs, and can thus achieve the same advantages as vertical
integration (Danese and Bortolotti, 2014) in safeguarding specific assets, processing
complex information, and adapting to uncertainty through familiarity and trust among
supply chain partners. Especially in the case of products with a high degree of complexity
and variety, transaction and coordination costs across the whole supply chain increase with
supply chain risk, which may demand integration among internal functional departments
and external suppliers and customers. Additionally, product complexity and variety call for
the integration of diversified knowledge. Prior work using KBV has noted that an
integrative structure can facilitate the transfer and creation of knowledge within and across
organizations (Kogut and Zander, 1992). The use of governance theory complemented with
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KBV provides the necessary theoretical underpinnings to fully understand how product
complexity and variety influence firms’ decisions on SCI.

Overall, we aim to investigate the impacts of product complexity and variety on the three
dimensions of SCI, which can provide empirical knowledge on why firms implement internal,
supplier and customer integration based on product characteristics. This study contributes to
the existing literature regarding the product design-supply chain interface and provides insights
for managers to enhance internal, suppliers and customer integration under conditions of high
levels of product complexity and variety. In the following section, we develop a theoretical
framework, which is then tested using a data set collected from 843 manufacturers. Finally, we
discuss the major findings and implications of this study and draw conclusions.

Theoretical background and hypotheses development
The governance view of SCI
The term “integration,” in Webster’s Third New International Dictionary, is defined as
“the unified control of a number of successive or similar economic or especially industrial
processes formerly carried on independently” (William, 1966), and this shows that the
essence of integration is governance. Drawing upon transaction cost theory, governance
structure such as market, hybrid and hierarchy indicates the institutional arrangements for
specific transactional relations (Williamson, 1985; Ebers and Oerlemans, 2013). Particularly
when using a hybrid structure, the firm needs to employ both formal contracts and informal
relational mechanisms to mitigate opportunistic behavior and foster continuance of the
exchange (Poppo and Zenger, 2002). As Ménard (2004) notes, external hybrids comprise
“a great diversity of agreements among legally autonomous entities doing business together,
mutually adjusting with little help from the price system, and sharing or exchanging
technologies, capital, products, and services, but without a unified ownership” ( p. 348). In the
context of supply chains, integration enables manufactures, customers and suppliers within
the supply chain network to operate as a single unified and cohesive entity even in the absence
of ownership (Bagchi and Skjoett-Larsen, 2002). We therefore argue that SCI forms a type of
hybrid governance structure which is dominated by the manufacturing firm in order to
coordinate and control relationships with internal functions and external suppliers and
customers, through formal or informal governance arrangements (e.g. incentive mechanisms,
specific investment, administrative control and adaptation to contingencies).

Meanwhile, Barki and Pinsonneault (2005) find that integration “essentially represents a
structural and relational characteristic of a given organization or between organizations”
( p. 166). This structural characteristic of integration aligns with the “interaction” philosophy
proposed by Kahn and Mentzer (1996), which indicates formal communication and exchange
of information. The relational characteristic corresponds to another philosophy referred to as
“collaboration” by Kahn and Mentzer (1996), which suggests that partners actively participate
in an information exchange based on mutual benefit, joint action and collaborative attitudes.
Using a combination of these structural and relational characteristics, most scholars recognize
information sharing, collaborative approaches, joint decision making and system coupling as
the four main elements of SCI (Ellinger et al., 2000; Narasimhan and Kim, 2002; Gimenez and
Ventura, 2005; Flynn et al., 2010).

In the current study, the governance view of SCI is explored in order to generate a new
perspective on these four primary elements. In other words, we attempt to explain
theoretically the reasons for supply chain partners exhibiting integration behaviors such as
information sharing, collaboration, joint decision making and system coupling under an
integrative structure, and thereby aim to provide a theoretical foundation for the
measurement of SCI.

Information sharing. “Information sharing is described as the heart, lifeblood, nerve
center, essential ingredient, key requirement, and foundation” of integration in the supply
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chain management literature (Cao and Zhang, 2011, p. 166). Koufteros et al. (2005) view
integration as a structural mechanism for dealing with information processing and
coordinating requirements. Through the unified control of internal and external processes,
manufacturers can build the administrative structure, rules, regulations, procedures and
technologies necessary to promote the collection, processing, exchange and distribution of
information (Daft and Lengel, 1986). Meanwhile, the relational mechanisms of the
integration structure such as mutual benefits and shared values (Cao and Zhang, 2011)
improve the willingness of firms to share information.

Collaborative approaches. In the context of SCI, although external partners maintain
autonomy, they are highly interdependent. Kahn and Mentzer (1998) assert that interaction
and collaboration are two primary components of integration. Based on a mutually acceptable
goal, the separate members of the chain work together in a collaborative manner
(Pagell, 2004). A relationship is built for SCI which cannot be exactly imitated or substituted
(Mentzer et al., 2001), and this constitutes the competitive advantage. Additionally, in order to
strengthen the commitment to the relationship, the payment structure is shifted from a
predetermined contractual price to a cost and revenue sharing arrangement. According to
Mayer and Teece (2008), traditional chain members are paid a specific price per unit produced
after delivery, while partners in the integration structure should agree on an up-front
investment cost and share the loss or revenue of the products together. This kind of cost and
revenue sharing arrangement serves as a mechanism for aligning incentives among supply
chain partners (Cao and Zhang, 2011) and motivates them to participate in the relationship.

Joint decision making. This characteristic overlaps to some degree with collaborative
approaches; both emphasize joint actions, although joint decision making focuses more on
the allocation of decision rights, especially when contingencies arise. In the supply chain
context, we describe contingencies as the modification of products and processes. In view of
bounded rationality, supply chain members cannot specify all possible contingencies in the
contracts, resulting in ongoing negotiations on specifications and prices (Grover and
Malhotra, 2003). Transaction cost theory holds that adaptations to contingencies are
supported by relational contract law in the hybrid structure, which means that partners’
behaviors are based on mutual agreements rather than litigation in order to achieve greater
flexibility (Williamson, 1981). Joint decision making is one such mutual agreement through
which the different departments within manufacturing firms and their partners express
their willingness to engage in inter-organizational collaboration.

System coupling. To facilitate integration, specific investments in human and physical
assets should be made in order to align the manufacturing and management processes
across suppliers and customers. Kim and Lee (2010) note that the premise for information
sharing and collaboration on forecasting and planning is to make communication systems
compatible with each other. In addition, the integration of physical flows also requires a
close coupling of production systems such as just-in-time ( JIT), Kanban, and continuous
replenishment between manufacturers and their external partners (Cagliano et al., 2006).
Subramani and Venkatraman (2003) show that suppliers using JIT systems need to make
significant changes to their own production planning and manufacturing processes in order
to deliver the precise lot sizes of components required by automobile assemblers. This kind
of relation-specific investment in system coupling cannot only facilitate the integration of
information flows and physical flows, but also enhance the trust and commitment between
partners and hence increase cooperative behavior (Lui et al., 2009).

Internal integration and external integration
As the three dimensions of SCI, internal, supplier and customer integration have been
widely discussed in previous literature (Flynn et al., 2010; Wong et al., 2011; Zhao et al., 2011;
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Schoenherr and Swink, 2012). While internal integration refers to the unified control of
product design, procurement, production, sales and distribution functions within the firm
(Germain and Iyer, 2006) by breaking down functional barriers, the aspects of supplier and
customer integration emphasize collaboration with the upstream and downstream partners
(Wong et al., 2011) through the overcoming of organizational barriers. Both internal and
external integration have been shown to have positive effects on performance in terms of
cost, delivery, quality and flexibility (Leuschner et al., 2013; Mackelprang et al., 2014).

From a governance view, internal integration can facilitate functional cooperation
through ownership. We recognize internal integration as a sign of a firm’s governance
capability in terms of processing complex information, making rational decisions, and
guarding against external exchange hazards. With regard to external integration, prior
researchers have acknowledged its positive influences, but insufficient attention has been
paid to the related barriers or hazards. The governance theory suggests that exchanges with
external partners are always accompanied by transaction risks and coordination difficulties
due to information asymmetry, bounded rationality, and opportunistic behavior, which may
result in the breakdown of close relationships (Grover and Malhotra, 2003; Perols et al.,
2013). It is conjectured here that internal integration is a prerequisite for and the foundation
of better coordination and control of the behaviors and resources of external partners in the
integration processes.

First, transaction cost theory indicates that most external exchanges with supply chain
members are characterized by incomplete, imperfect or asymmetric information whereby
parties tend to be opportunistic (Williamson, 1985; Hobbs, 1996). It can be inferred that
insufficient information on suppliers and customers impedes manufacturers’ decisions on
external integration practices. In manufacturing firms, the sales and purchasing
departments hold information on customers and suppliers, respectively, which can be
viewed as a bridge between focal firms and their customers and suppliers. Internal
integration across these different functional departments helps the organization to come to a
better understanding of both customers and suppliers, thus improving the situation of
information asymmetry to a certain extent. In addition, “internal integration extends the
bounded rationality with which decisions are made, as it enables a wider range of personnel
to participate in joint evaluations and planning for the use of knowledge content”
(Schoenherr and Swink, 2012, p. 102). Since opportunism is one direct factor in relationship
breakdown, firms can strengthen control over external partners through internal
integration. As a result, a higher level of internal integration is associated with a higher
capability of accessing and managing complex transactional information with customers
and suppliers, which aids in reducing exchange hazards and facilitates external integration.

Second, while contingencies are inevitable in long-term exchanges with suppliers and
customers, they may adversely affect the integrative relationship if improperly handled.
Knowledgeable decision-makers or negotiators are essential in directing behaviors,
preventing disputes and maintaining an excellent long-term relationship. Internal
integration improves the “bounded rationality” of firms through the exchange and
integration of knowledge and information across different functional departments, which
helps in dealing with potential contingencies, disputes, and conflicts with their suppliers and
customers. Information sharing and cooperation across a firm’s internal functions enables
the identification of critical issues with regard to suppliers and customers (Zhao et al., 2011).
Meanwhile, joint decision making between manufacturing, purchasing, and sales
departments improves the efficiency and quality of decisions when contingencies arise.
Therefore, internal integration serves as a coordination and adaptation mechanism which
facilitates a manufacturer’s external exchanges.

Third, in order to implement external integration, both the focal firm and its external
partners are required to reconfigure their internal operational processes and adjust
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internal production systems to achieve compatibility (Chen et al., 2009), which can be
regarded as their specific investments according to transaction cost theory. The exchange
relationship of JIT is a good example of this. On the one hand, it directly indicates
that external integration depends on internal integration (Frazier et al., 1988). On the
other hand, highly specific investments are needed to satisfy the requirements of the
JIT system. Although from governance theory, unilateral specific investments in physical
and human assets are expected to exacerbate opportunistic behavior (Handley and
Benton, 2012). Lui et al. (2009) have shown that mutual asset specificity in fact leads to
higher levels of commitment and more cooperative behaviors. As the foundation of
collaboration, investments by the focal firm in internal integration enhance the quality
of the relationship with their partners and therefore enhance the implementation of
external integration.

Based on the above arguments, the following hypotheses are proposed:

H1a. Internal integration is positively related to supplier integration.

H1b. Internal integration is positively related to customer integration.

Product complexity and SCI
Within the area of operations management, the concept of product complexity has been
associated with “the number of parts or components needed to build the product”
(Inman and Blumenfeld, 2014, p. 1957). Lucchetta et al. (2005) and Kaufmann and Carter
(2006) also define complexity from a technical perspective, as the difficulty of generating or
manufacturing parts or components. Bode and Wagner (2015) have summarized these
different definitions in terms of two aspects: structural complexity (number and variety of
elements) and operational complexity (interactions between elements). The current study
adopts this definition of Bode and Wagner (2015), since structural and operational
dimensions present a more comprehensive view of product complexity. Inman and
Blumenfeld (2014) consider product complexity as one of the critical risk factors which
further influence supply chain strategy. Similarly, this study assumes that manufacturers of
complex products need to strengthen SCI implementation in order to govern risk factors
incurred by product complexity.

Internal integration is encouraged in manufacturing firms with high levels of product
complexity (Kotha and Orne, 1989). One reason for this is that complex products with
multiple components are strongly associated with difficulties in design and production
(Salvador et al., 2014), and therefore increase transaction and coordination costs between the
functional departments. In this case, the purchasing, manufacturing and marketing
departments within the firm must work closely together in order to support concurrent
engineering and design for manufacturing (Swink, 1998). Moreover, in environments with
high product complexity, manufacturers are also required to deal with component inventory
and capacity problems (Closs et al., 2010), which results in greater coordination and
collaboration between the manufacturing and purchasing departments.

While most researchers have acknowledged the significant effects of product complexity
on the internal manufacturing strategy of the firm, few discuss its specific impacts on the
external supply chain strategy. A higher level of product complexity is related to higher
levels of supply chain risks and disruptions (Inman and Blumenfeld, 2014; Bode and
Wagner, 2015), which increase difficulties in coordinating supply and demand. A complex
product may contain components or parts which each have different technical specifications
and lead times (Lu et al., 2003). The more complex the final product is, the more difficult it is
to specify all specifications and production schedules (Kaufmann and Carter, 2006). If the
production and delivery of a particular component of a complex product experiences
difficulties or delays, this is likely to substantially increase costs. Malucci (2006) has
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reported that losses to an automotive manufacturer may reach $20,000 per minute if an
automotive assembly line is shut down for the lack of a single part. In general, a dual or even
multiple sourcing strategy or a buffering policy are recommended for dealing with these
disruption risks (Yu et al., 2009). However, for complex products, these approaches will also
increase the complexity of the supply chain network as a whole, since they require high
levels of coordination with greater numbers of suppliers, and involve more customer
approval processes for using the sourced components in production. We therefore infer that
for high levels of product complexity, transaction and coordination costs in the exchanges
between manufacturers and their external supply chain partners increase, which calls for a
close and collaborative relationship.

Specifically, integration which includes information sharing, adequate coordination
and collaboration with key external partners is regarded as being effective in preventing
and eliminating the uncertainty and supply chain risks arising from product complexity
(Narasimhan and Talluri, 2009; Speier et al., 2011). Customer integration enables
manufacturers to attain more accurate information on demand in order to specify the
quality and quantity requirements of products in more detail (Flynn et al., 2010).
Manufacturers also transmit this information to suppliers, which improves the suppliers’
understanding and anticipation of the manufacturer’s needs (Flynn et al., 2010).
The sharing of demand information is also beneficial for suppliers in terms of arranging
production and inventory of the parts or components. Therefore, integration with
customers and suppliers increases the transparency of the complex information about the
product and the production process in the supply chain. Moreover, collaborative
approaches such as the sharing of benefits and risks increase the willingness of supply
chain partners to exchange critical information and knowledge, thus guaranteeing
delivery of components. We conclude that external integration with suppliers and
customers through the breaking down of organizational walls is necessary to cope with
the negative effects of product complexity.

Furthermore, a KBV supports the governance view in the selection of an integrative
structure for firms manufacturing complex products. Kaufmann and Carter (2006) point
out that product complexity requires close cooperation between manufacturers and their
external partners to achieve the benefits of joint actions, especially in the early stages of
development. The KBV suggests that the frequencies and values of knowledge transfer
and creation are both much higher in the context of solving a complex problem (Nickerson
and Zenger, 2004). Despite the difficulty of knowledge transfer across organizational
boundaries (Kogut and Zander, 1992), manufacturers can build a set of organizational
structures, rules, principles, routines, channels and procedures through the unified
control of supply chain processes and activities to promote the transfer, convergence and
creation of knowledge from multiple organizations. When a manufacturing firm achieves
this level of integration with its external partners, the supply chain acts as a social
community “in which individual and social expertise is transformed into economically
useful products and services by the application of a set of higher-order organizing
principles” (Kogut and Zander, 1992, p. 384).

We therefore hypothesize that product complexity demands internal, supplier and
customer integration, as follows:

H2a. The higher the product complexity, the more likely that manufacturing firms
promote internal integration.

H2b. The higher the product complexity, the more likely that manufacturing firms
promote supplier integration.

H2c. The higher the product complexity, the more likely that manufacturing firms
promote customer integration.
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Product variety and SCI
Product variety is defined by Fisher et al. (1999) as “the breadth of products that a firm
offers at a given time” (p. 197). Randall and Ulrich (2001) refer to this as “the number of
different versions of a product offered by a firm at a single point in time” ( p. 1588).
The definition of Fisher et al. (1999) is applied here, since the current research focuses
on the variety of product portfolios in the manufacturing firm. Several scholars have
associated product variety with product innovations or new product development activities
by firms. Indeed, “increasing product variety implies that new products are introduced”
(Wan et al., 2012, p. 318). In this study, we posit that SCI is encouraged by a manufacturer
with a variety of product portfolios.

It can be inferred that a high level of product variety gives rise to a wide spread of
product and production information in the supply chain. For example, for a manufacturer
providing automotive products, product variety implies the existence of various models of
an automobile (e.g. a Honda Accord vs a Honda Civic) and various options offered for the
same model (e.g. engine, satellite navigation and electronic stability control) (Al Zu’Bi and
Tsinopoulos, 2012). An excess of product information may result in selection confusion
(variety fatigue) for customers and lead to forecasting difficulty for manufacturers
(Thompson et al., 2005; Wan et al., 2012). Meanwhile, variations in product configuration
present great difficulties for the manufacturer in terms of coordinating suppliers. In this
case, the manufacturer not only needs to process large amounts of product design
information to cater to customers’ changing needs, but also needs to manage the production
information for various components and modules in order to coordinate the upstream
supply, and this greatly increases transaction and coordination costs. We argue that there is
a greater need for SCI for the effective implementation of a strategy of product variety.

Specifically, internal integration facilitates the transfer and recombination of ideas,
knowledge, and information which are dispersed across functional departments, and this is
beneficial for the firm in building product portfolios that are robust against environmental
changes (Patel and Jayaram, 2014). The firm can also improve its information processing
capability through internal integration (Wong et al., 2011). Integration with customers has
the potential to enrich manufacturers’ knowledge of product demands, requirements and
market trends (Flynn et al., 2010), which helps manufacturers to grasp opportunities and
develop competitive strengths. Additionally, the difficulties in scheduling production which
result from product variety also call for information sharing and coordinated actions with
suppliers (Randall and Ulrich, 2001; Wan et al., 2012). Extensive supplier integration is
encouraged to ensure that suppliers deliver components or modules in a timely and accurate
manner. Moreover, since suppliers often control vitally important new technology or
knowledge about components or materials for certain types of products (Rothaermel
et al., 2006; Kim et al., 2012), integration offers a more efficient way to access this knowledge
than traditional market relationships.

The KBV can also be used to explain why a firm implements an integrative structure for
high levels of product variety. In order to continuously introduce new products, a product
diversification strategy requires the integration of both internal and external
complementary knowledge (and especially implicit knowledge) across the different value
chain activities and organizations (Rothaermel et al., 2006; Al Zu’Bi and Tsinopoulos, 2012)
to improve the firm’s innovation capability. The KBV suggests that the efficiency of
transferring complementary knowledge depends on the level of authority in directing
others’ actions (Conner and Prahalad, 1996) and the formation of a shared language and
identity (Kogut and Zander, 1996), which motivates firms to engage in collaborative
arrangements within and across organizations (Nicholls-Nixon and Woo, 2003; Grant and
Baden-Fuller, 2004). As Schoenherr and Swink (2012) note, “to develop such organizational
skills (to acquire and exploit unique knowledge), a firm typically must work on creating
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effective communication protocols, shared understandings and languages, and shared
collaborative values with supply chain partners” ( p. 101).

We therefore propose the third hypothesis as follows:

H3a. The higher the level of product variety, the more likely that manufacturing firms
promote internal integration.

H3b. The higher the level of product variety, the more likely that manufacturing firms
promote supplier integration.

H3c. The higher the level of product variety, the more likely that manufacturing firms
promote customer integration.

Research methods
Sample
To test the theoretical hypotheses developed above, data collected from the sixth round of the
International Manufacturing Strategy Survey (IMSS) were used. The IMSS is an international
survey executed by a research consortium of operations management academics from
universities across the world. The sixth round of the IMSS was carried out in 2013.
The research group involved developed a standard English questionnaire which was then
translated into the local language by academic research coordinators using a reliable method
(either double parallel translation or back-translation). Most of the coordinators were full-time
university staff in the areas of operations and supply chain management.

All participating companies were manufacturers with more than 50 employees. Only
companies with an ISIC Rev. 4 code of between 25 and 30 were surveyed, using random
sampling. Specifically, the types of industry included: (25) manufacture of fabricated metal
products, excluding machinery and equipment; (26) manufacture of computer, electronic
and optical products; (27) manufacture of electrical equipment; (28) manufacture of machinery
and equipment not elsewhere classified; (29) manufacture of motor vehicles, trailers and
semi-trailers; and (30) manufacture of other transport equipment. Plant managers were
contacted and the questionnaire was sent to them by ordinary mail, fax or e-mail. The common
process for administration of the questionnaire ensured the consistency of the survey across
different countries. In total, 2,586 questionnaires were distributed in 22 countries, including
both developing and developed regions worldwide, thus ensuring the representativeness of the
sample. After deleting samples with numerous errors or which were missing over 60 percent of
the data, a total of 931 valid samples were released. The overall response rate was 36 percent.

For this study, a further 88 samples were dropped due to missing data in related items,
resulting in 843 usable samples, as shown in Table I. Independent sample t-tests using firm
size, market share and return on sales (ROS) were conducted to ensure that there were no
systematic differences between this subset of 843 samples and the overall IMSS data set.
The results of Levene’s test for equality of variance indicate that the variances in firm size
( p¼ 0.826; F¼ 0.048), market share ( p¼ 0.848; F¼ 0.037) and ROS ( p¼ 0.733; F¼ 0.116)
are not significantly different. Furthermore, results of t-tests indicate that mean scores do
not differ for firm size ( p¼ 0.890; t¼ 0.139), market share ( p¼ 0.932; t¼ 0.085) and ROS
( p¼ 0.859; t¼ 0.178).

Non-response bias, late-response bias and common method bias
In order to test for non-response bias and late-response bias, most of the local researchers
could access a secondary data set of the public firms in their country, which were used to
reveal any significant differences between respondents and non-respondents and between
the early and late respondents in terms of their size, industry, sales or proprietary structure
(Yang et al., 2016). If local researchers could not access such databases, non-response bias
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and late-response bias were then checked using questionnaire items such as size, industry
and operational performance. No evidence of non-response bias or late-response bias was
found in either case.

Harman’s one-factor test (Podsakoff and Organ, 1986) was conducted in order to assess
the possibility of common method variance. This analysis revealed four distinct factors with
eigenvalues above 1.0, explaining 65.48 percent of the total variance. The first factor
explained 36.76 percent of the total variance, i.e. less than 40 percent, and therefore was not
the majority of the total variance. These results suggest that a common method bias is not a
serious concern in this research. We also conducted Harman’s single factor test using
confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). The fit indices of this model of χ2/df¼ 22.62,
NFI¼ 0.606, TLI¼ 0.565, IFI¼ 0.617 and CFI¼ 0.616 were unacceptable. This suggests that
a single factor model does not fit the data well. Following Lindell and Whitney (2001), the
tenure of respondents was further used as a marker variable which was theoretically
unrelated to other variables. As shown in Table III, the tenure of respondents is not
significantly related to the other five variables, providing further evidence that common
method variance is not a concern in this study.

Demographic dimensions Frequency (n) %

Region
Asia 321 38.08
China 116
India 88
Japan 78
Malaysia 13
Taiwan 26

Europe 431 51.13
Belgium 27
Denmark 34
Finland 31
Germany 13
Hungary 52
Italy 45
The Netherlands 46
Norway 24
Portugal 30
Romania 38
Slovenia 17
Spain 23
Sweden 30
Switzerland 21

America 91 10.79
Canada 24
USA 39
Brazil 28

Total 843 100

Firm size (personnel employed)
1-50 37 4.39
51-250 357 42.35
251-1,000 244 28.94
1,001-10,000 156 18.51
10,000-50,000 41 4.86
W50,000 8 0.95
Total 843 100

Table I.
Sample overview
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Measures
The IMSS survey includes several items related to product-level characteristics and
integration practices using a list of five-point Likert scales. As shown in Table II, all
measures for product complexity, product variety and SCI align with the existing literature.

Two independent variables, product complexity and product variety, are considered in
this research. The three items of integrated design, complexity of bill of material and
number of operational steps required to build the plant’s products are used to measure
product complexity (Lucchetta et al., 2005; Inman and Blumenfeld, 2014). Product variety is
defined as the range of products offered by the plants (Fisher et al., 1999). In general,
firms diversify product versions by frequently introducing innovative products (Miller and
Roth, 1994; Cagliano et al., 2005; Wan et al., 2012). Therefore, respondents were required to
assess the attributes of variety with regard to a wider product range (Fisher et al., 1999),
offering new products more frequently (Wan et al., 2012) and offering more innovative
products (Miller and Roth, 1994; Cagliano et al., 2005).

This study characterizes external integration in terms of collaborative approaches,
information sharing, joint decision making on contingencies and system coupling (Spekman,
1988; Ellinger et al., 2000; Narasimhan and Kim, 2002; Gimenez and Ventura, 2005; Flynn
et al., 2010). As shown in Table II, customer and supplier integration were each measured

Latent
variable Observed variables

Factor
loading SE t-value Reliability and validity

Product complexity Cronbach’s α¼ 0.677; composite
reliability¼ 0.702; AVE¼ 0.454Integrated product design 0.459 0.044 11.941

Many parts/materials,
complex bill of material

0.663 0.046 16.611

Many steps/operations required 0.844 0.044 19.652
Product variety Cronbach’s α¼ 0.757; composite

reliability¼ 0.770; AVE¼ 0.533Wider product range 0.595 0.034 17.088
Offer new products more
frequently

0.868 0.038 24.968

Offer products that are more
innovative

0.701 0.036 20.166

Internal integration Cronbach’s α¼ 0.887; composite
reliability¼ 0.887; AVE¼ 0.664Sharing information with

purchasing department
0.753 0.030 21.884

Joint decision making with
purchasing department

0.784 0.031 23.609

Sharing information with sales
department

0.855 0.028 30.736

Joint decision making with sales
department

0.862 0.030 31.492

Supplier integration Cronbach’s α¼ 0.842; composite
reliability¼ 0.850; AVE¼ 0.587Sharing information 0.768 0.030 24.996

Developing collaborative
approaches

0.822 0.030 27.752

Joint decision making 0.789 0.032 26.171
System coupling 0.677 0.037 21.143

Customer integration Cronbach’s α¼ 0.881; composite
reliability¼ 0.884; AVE¼ 0.657Sharing information 0.853 0.032 29.818

Developing collaborative
approaches

0.854 0.033 29.864

Joint decision making 0.753 0.034 24.792
System coupling 0.776 0.037 25.817

Table II.
Survey items and

confirmatory factor
analysis results
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using four items ranging from one (none) to five (high) indicating the current level of
implementation. As for internal integration, information sharing and joint decision making
are recognized by Ellinger et al. (2000), Narasimhan and Kim (2002), and Huo et al. (2015) and
as being important for internal integration in order to coordinate production and inventory
management and ensure customer service. In this study, internal integration was therefore
measured in terms of joint decision making and information sharing between purchasing
and sales departments.

In addition to the product-level characteristics which may influence a firm’s decision on
SCI, we control for firm size in terms of the natural log of the total number of employees.
Firm size is often used as a control variable for two reasons, one of which is that larger firms
tend to have more resources and capabilities for carrying out activities (Kimberly, 1976); the
other is that larger firms can “take advantages of economies of scale in their business
activities” (Kim and Lee, 2010, p. 964).

Reliability and validity
To evaluate the focal constructs, exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was first carried out
using SPSS 19.0. A principal component analysis with varimax rotation was conducted to
test the unidimensionality of each construct and Cronbach’s α was calculated to assess the
internal consistency of the construct (Cronbach, 1951). The EFA results revealed that all
items had strong loadings on the construct that they were intended to measure and lower
loadings on other irrelevant constructs, thus confirming construct unidimensionality.
As recommended by Nunnally et al. (1978) and Fornell and Larcker (1981), Cronbach’s α
for each construct was greater than 0.60, and values ranged between 0.68 and 0.89.
The reliability of the five constructs is therefore ensured.

CFA with the maximum likelihood method was used to examine convergent validity and
discriminant validity. The ratio of χ2 to the degree of freedom ( χ2/df) was 3.873, and was
thus somewhat larger than 3 and smaller than 5. Since “a large sample size may cause the
rejection of almost any model, even for models that explain most of the variance in the data”
(O’Leary-Kelly and Vokurka, 1998, p. 403), other fit indices should therefore be examined for
thoroughness of discussion. According to Hu and Bentler (1999), the fit indices of
RMSEA¼ 0.058, SRMR¼ 0.046, CFI¼ 0.953, GFI¼ 0.940, IFI¼ 0.953 and TLI¼ 0.942
indicate a reasonably high level of fit for the model. As summarized in Table II, most of the
factor loadings in the CFA model, except for that of the item “integrated product design”
(0.459), are greater than 0.50, with the smallest t-value being 11.941. Nonetheless, this item is
retained since “integrated product design” is used to describe the operational dimension
(i.e. interactions between the elements) of product complexity (Lucchetta et al., 2005; Inman
and Blumenfeld, 2014). In addition, the EFA results show that the item “integrated product
design” has a factor loading of greater than 0.50 (0.683), and is significantly loaded on the
product complexity measure. The item of product complexity has a relatively low factor
loading, which leads to a relatively low average variance extracted (AVE¼ 0.45). Values for
AVE for the other four constructs are all higher than 0.50, and the composite reliability for
all five constructs are greater than 0.70; this demonstrates the reliability of the measurement
scales (Fornell and Larcker, 1981; O’Leary-Kelly and Vokurka, 1998). From these results,
convergent validity is deemed to be ensured.

Referring to Fornell and Larcker (1981), the measures have good discriminant validity
when the square root of the AVE for each construct is greater than its correlation with other
constructs. The results presented in Table III verify a satisfactory level of discriminant
validity. We also test the discriminant validity by comparing the unconstrained model (with
the two constructs allowed to vary freely) and the constrained model (with the correlations
between two constructs constrained to 1) (Bagozzi et al., 1991; O’Leary-Kelly and Vokurka,
1998). Significant differences in χ2 provide further evidence for discriminant validity.
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Since cross-country data were used in this study, cultural effects were controlled for by
testing measurement equivalence across Asia, Europe and America. A multi-group analysis
was conducted to investigate the similarity of the measurement models across these three
groups (Byrne, 2006). The indices for the baseline model (in which the factor loadings varied
freely across the three groups) were χ2¼ 832.36, RMSEA¼ 0.038, IFI¼ 0.941, NNFI¼ 0.926
and CFI¼ 0.940, whereas the indices for the constrained model (in which the factor loadings
were constrained to be equal across the three groups) were χ2¼ 904.31, RMSEA¼ 0.038,
IFI¼ 0.936, NNFI¼ 0.928 and CFI¼ 0.936. This indicates that the data from the different
continents fit the model well. Measurement invariance may be demonstrated by the
difference in χ2 between the baseline model and the constrained model. However, Byrne
(2006) points out that the value of Δχ2 may not be a practical measure since it is sensitive to
sample size and non-normality. Vanpoucke et al. (2014) point out that the negligible change
in CFI value (ΔCFI) between the baseline model and the constrained model can be used as an
indicator. In this study, the value ofΔCFI is 0.004, which is negligible. Overall, measurement
invariance can be confirmed across three continents.

Analyses and results
A widely used technique for simultaneous testing of the complex, multi-stage relationships
between variables (Lomax and Schumacker, 2012), structural equation modeling was used
with the maximum likelihood estimation method to test the proposed hypotheses in the
present research. The goodness of fit indices for our model are χ2/df¼ 3.667, RMSEA¼ 0.056,
90 percent confidence interval for RMSEA¼ (0.051; 0.062), GFI¼ 0.940, NFI¼ 0.935, NNFI
(TLI)¼ 0.940, IFI¼ 0.952, CFI¼ 0.952, RFI¼ 0.920, standardized RMR¼ 0.045, AGFI¼ 0.917,
PGFI¼ 0.683. These indices are all better than the recommended threshold (Hu and Bentler,
1999), which indicates that the overall fits of the model are good. Figure 1 and Table IV show
the fit indices and the results of hypothesis testing.

The results presented in Table IV suggest support for H1. The standardized path
coefficients for H1a (supplier integration) and H1b (customer integration) are 0.540 with
t-value 13.196, and 0.468 with t-value 11.283, respectively, which are both statistically
significant at the level of 0.001. These results confirm the positive impacts of internal
integration on supplier integration and customer integration.

H2 examines the relationship between product complexity and (H2a) internal integration,
(H2b) supplier integration and (H2c) customer integration. H2a is supported with a path
coefficient of 0.190 (t¼ 4.468), which is statistically significant at the level of 0.001. The path
coefficient for H2b supplier integration is 0.104 (t¼ 2.816), which is statistically significant at
the level of 0.01. These results confirm that product complexity has significant, positive, and
direct impacts on internal integration and supplier integration. However, the path coefficient
for H2c (customer integration) is not statistically significant, with a value of 0.021 (t¼ 0.564).
H2c therefore cannot be confirmed.

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Product complexity (1) 0.674
Product variety (2) 0.199*** 0.730
Internal integration (3) 0.228*** 0.233*** 0.815
Supplier integration (4) 0.284*** 0.345*** 0.641*** 0.766
Customer integration (5) 0.187*** 0.340*** 0.531*** 0.746*** 0.810
Tenure of respondent (marker variable) (6) −0.019 0.080 0.050 −0.011 −0.027
Notes: Value on the diagonal is the square root of AVE. ***po0.001

Table III.
Correlations

of the constructs
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H3 predicts that product variety is positively associated with internal integration, supplier
integration and customer integration. The standardized path coefficients are 0.185
(t¼ 4.467), 0.199 (t¼ 5.502) and 0.227 (t¼ 6.011), respectively. The coefficients for H3 are all
statistically significant at the level of 0.001, which indicates that product variety has
significant, positive, and direct effects on internal integration, supplier integration and
customer integration. Thus, H3 is supported.

Furthermore, we calculate the indirect effects of product complexity and variety on SCI to
determine whether internal integration carries the effects of product complexity and variety
to external integration. By multiplying the path coefficients from product complexity/variety to
internal integration and from internal integration to customer/supplier integration, the indirect
effect of product complexity on customer integration is shown to be 0.190× 0.468¼ 0.089, that
of product complexity on supplier integration is 0.190× 0.540¼ 0.103, that of product variety on
customer integration is 0.185× 0.468¼ 0.087, and that of product variety on supplier integration
is 0.185× 0.540¼ 0.100. To test the significance of these indirect effects, Sobel’s
Z-test was conducted, and the resultant Z-values for the above indirect effects are 4.219
( p¼ 0.000), 4.291 ( p¼ 0.000), 4.117 ( p¼ 0.000) and 4.184 ( p¼ 0.000), respectively. These results
indicate that internal integration is a mediating factor between product complexity/variety and
supplier/customer integration.

Product 
complexity

Product 
variety

Internal 
integration

Supplier 
integration

Customer 
integration

Firm size

0.190***

0.104**

0.021

0.185***

0.199***

0.227***

0.468***

0.540***

0.102**

0.131***

, Significant path; , non-significant path
Notes: �2/df=3.667; RMSEA=0.056; SRMR=0.045; CFI=0.952; NNFI (TLI)=0.940.

                   . ***p<0.001; **p<0.01

Figure 1.
Estimated structural
equation model

Structural paths Standardized estimates SE p-value t-value

H1a: internal integration→ supplier integration 0.540*** 0.052 0.000 13.196
H1b: internal integration→ customer integration 0.468*** 0.053 0.000 11.283
H2a: product complexity→ internal integration 0.190*** 0.032 0.000 4.468
H2b: product complexity→ supplier integration 0.104** 0.035 0.005 2.816
H2c: product complexity→ customer integration 0.021 0.037 0.574 0.564
H3a: product variety→ internal integration 0.185*** 0.037 0.000 4.467
H3b: product variety→ supplier integration 0.199*** 0.041 0.000 5.502
H3c: product variety→ customer integration 0.227*** 0.044 0.000 6.011
Notes: **po0.01; ***po0.001

Table IV.
SEM path analysis
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Discussion and implications
Theoretical implications
The results suggest that internal integration is an important enabler for achieving external
integration. This finding is consistent with those of Stank et al. (2001), Chen et al. (2009),
Koufteros et al. (2010) and Zhao et al. (2011). Prior studies have recognized that internal and
external integration are two completely different supply chain practices (Chen et al., 2009) due
to the differences in organizational ownership, structure, policies and values. Furthermore,
this study discusses the differences and relationship between internal and external integration
from a governance view. While internal integration enhances the organization’s governance
capability through the unified ownership, external integration is recognized as another kind of
governance arrangement through mutual benefit and dependence, joint decision making, and
system coupling with external partners. However, since external exchanges are accompanied
with transactional hazards and coordination difficulties, the implementation of external
integration demands the safeguards of internal integration. The governance view aids in
extending the understanding of these two completely different kinds of integration practice
and supports the relationship between internal and external integration.

The results also confirm that product complexity has direct and positive effects on
internal integration and supplier integration; there is also a direct and positive relationship
between product variety and internal, supplier and customer integration. Meanwhile,
product complexity and variety indirectly influence supplier and customer integration
through internal integration. First, the results help answer the question of why a
manufacturer implements internal integration, supplier integration and customer
integration at the product level; these results are presented in response to the call made
by Van Donk and Van der Vaart (2004) and Chen et al. (2009) for further research on the
antecedents of SCI. Using a governance view and a KBV, we conclude that product
complexity and variety give rise to a need for SCI in order to mitigate transactional hazards
and facilitate knowledge transfer. Second, prior studies have pointed out the effects of
product design on supply chain practices through literature review (Ellram et al., 2007) and
case studies (Khan et al., 2008; Khan and Creazza, 2009; Lin and Zhou, 2011). The current
study analyzes the ways in which product complexity and variety influence the different
dimensions of SCI and provides further empirical evidence which extends the existing
knowledge of the product design-supply chain interface.

Managerial implications
The results offer some guidelines for managers in the direction of their SCI practices. First,
the study suggests that internal and external supplier and customer integration should be
treated as different practices. The firm should pay attention to the sequential ordering of the
implementation of internal and external integration. More specifically, our results indicate
that the firm should give strategic priority to the implementation of internal integration in
order not only to improve functional collaboration within the organization, but also to
facilitate external integration with their suppliers and customers. Particularly when the firm
is characterized by a high degree of product complexity and variety, relationships with
supply chain partners may involve exchange hazards and coordination difficulties. In this
case, the implementation of external integration will be difficult unless the firm can enhance
its governance capability through internal integration.

Second, it is recommended that firms should enhance their internal, supplier and customer
integration when offering complex and diverse products. For a manufacturer offering highly
complex products, information sharing and collaboration are needed across functional
departments and supply chain partners in order to promote production coordination and
problem solving (Nickerson and Zenger, 2004; Kaufmann and Carter, 2006). Similarly, a firm
with high levels of product variety is driven to integrate within the organization and with
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external partners by means of information sharing, collaboration, joint decision making and
system coupling, in order to facilitate product development (Rothaermel et al., 2006) and to
improve the production efficiency of suppliers (Al Zu’Bi and Tsinopoulos, 2012). Meanwhile, it
is also suggested that product complexity/variety should be designed according to the current
capability of SCI. If the level of a firm’s SCI is relatively low, the firm may have poor capability
in terms of the management of product complexity and variety. In short, the product
complexity/variety and the level of SCI should be well matched and balanced.

Conclusion, limitations and future research
In summary, this research focuses on the impacts of product characteristics on the
implementation of internal, supplier and customer integration from a governance view.
The statistical results show that internal integration is an enabler for external integration
and that product complexity and variety are two critical antecedents for implementation of
SCI. This research extends the literature on SCI and contributes to discussions of product
design-supply chain interface in the governance view. For managers, we suggest that
internal integration should be implemented before integration with suppliers and customers.
We also find that firms have a particular need to conduct SCI in the case of high product
complexity and variety.

Although this research offers new insights into SCI literature and practice, there are
some limitations to this study. First, cross-sectional data was used to test the proposed
hypotheses. Since firms with high levels of SCI may have advantages in offering complex
and diverse products, longitudinal studies will be fruitful in revealing the evolutional
patterns of product design and SCI. Second, this study controlled only for the effects of firm
size. Future studies should further investigate and compare the relationships between
product characteristics and SCI for different types of firms, and possibly for different
industries and countries. Third, further scrutiny of supply chain complexity is required.
In this study, only complexity and variety at the product level were considered. It therefore
would be valuable for future research to investigate the impacts of other potential sources of
supply chain complexity on SCI. Finally, this study focused solely on the antecedents of SCI
at the product level. Since SCI plays an important role in handling product complexity and
variety and in facilitating knowledge transfer and creation, a further examination of the
ways in which SCI influences product innovation performance in the context of product
complexity and variety would be valuable.

References

Al Zu’Bi, Z.M. and Tsinopoulos, C. (2012), “Suppliers versus lead users: examining their relative impact
on product variety”, Journal of Product Innovation Management, Vol. 29 No. 4, pp. 667-680.

Bagchi, P.K. and Skjoett-Larsen, T. (2002), “Organizational integration in supply chains: a contingency
approach”, Global Journal of Flexible Systems Management, Vol. 3 No. 1, pp. 1-10.

Bagozzi, R.P., Yi, Y. and Phillips, L.W. (1991), “Assessing construct validity in organizational research”,
Administrative Science Quarterly, Vol. 36 No. 3, pp. 421-458.

Barki, H. and Pinsonneault, A. (2005), “A model of organizational integration, implementation effort,
and performance”, Organization Science, Vol. 16 No. 2, pp. 165-179.

Bode, C. and Wagner, S.M. (2015), “Structural drivers of upstream supply chain complexity and the
frequency of supply chain disruptions”, Journal of Operations Management, Vol. 36 No. 2015,
pp. 215-228.

Byrne, B.M. (2006), Structural Equation Modeling with EQS: Basic Concepts, Applications, and
Programming, 2nd ed., Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, New York, NY.

Cagliano, R., Acur, N. and Boer, H. (2005), “Patterns of change in manufacturing strategy configurations”,
International Journal of Operations & Production Management, Vol. 25 No. 7, pp. 701-718.

312

IJPDLM
47,4

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 D

em
oc

ri
tu

s 
U

ni
ve

rs
ity

 o
f 

T
hr

ac
e 

A
t 1

9:
52

 1
3 

M
ay

 2
01

8 
(P

T
)

http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FIJPDLM-03-2016-0080&crossref=10.1111%2Fj.1540-5885.2012.00932.x&citationId=p_1
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FIJPDLM-03-2016-0080&crossref=10.1016%2Fj.jom.2014.12.004&isi=000354912100016&citationId=p_5
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FIJPDLM-03-2016-0080&crossref=10.2307%2F2393203&isi=A1991GF61700004&citationId=p_3
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FIJPDLM-03-2016-0080&system=10.1108%2F01443570510605108&isi=000231920100006&citationId=p_7
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FIJPDLM-03-2016-0080&crossref=10.1287%2Forsc.1050.0118&isi=000228944400005&citationId=p_4


Cagliano, R., Caniato, F. and Spina, G. (2006), “The linkage between supply chain integration and
manufacturing improvement programmes”, International Journal of Operations & Production
Management, Vol. 26 No. 3, pp. 282-299.

Cao, M. and Zhang, Q. (2011), “Supply chain collaboration: impact on collaborative advantage and firm
performance”, Journal of Operations Management, Vol. 29 No. 3, pp. 163-180.

Chen, H., Daugherty, P.J. and Roath, A.S. (2009), “Defining and operationalizing supply chain process
integration”, Journal of Business Logistics, Vol. 30 No. 1, pp. 63-84.

Closs, D.J., Nyaga, G.N. and Voss, M.D. (2010), “The differential impact of product complexity,
inventory level, and configuration capacity on unit and order fill rate performance”, Journal of
Operations Management, Vol. 28 No. 1, pp. 47-57.

Conner, K.R. and Prahalad, C.K. (1996), “A resource-based theory of the firm: knowledge versus
opportunism”, Organization Science, Vol. 7 No. 5, pp. 477-501.

Cronbach, L.J. (1951), “Coefficient α and the internal structure of tests”, Psychometrika, Vol. 16 No. 3,
pp. 297-334.

Daft, R.L. and Lengel, R.H. (1986), “Organizational information requirements, media richness and
structural design”, Management Science, Vol. 32 No. 5, pp. 554-571.

Danese, P. and Bortolotti, T. (2014), “Supply chain integration patterns and operational performance: a
plant-level survey-based analysis”, International Journal of Production Research, Vol. 52 No. 23,
pp. 7062-7083.

Das, A., Narasimhan, R. and Talluri, S. (2006), “Supplier integration – finding an optimal
configuration”, Journal of Operations Management, Vol. 24 No. 5, pp. 563-582.

Ebers, M. and Oerlemans, L. (2013), “The variety of governance structures beyond market and
hierarchy”, Journal of Management, Vol. 42 No. 6, pp. 1-39.

Ellinger, A.E., Daugherty, P.J. and Keller, S. (2000), “The relationship between marketing/logistics
interdepartmental integration and performance in US manufacturing firms: an empirical study”,
Journal of Business Logistics, Vol. 21 No. 1, pp. 1-22.

Ellram, L.M., Tate, W.L. and Carter, C.R. (2007), “Product-process-supply chain: an integrative
approach to three-dimensional concurrent engineering”, International Journal of Physical
Distribution & Logistics Management, Vol. 37 No. 4, pp. 305-330.

Fine, C.H. (2000), “Clockspeed-based strategies for supply chain design”, Production and Operations
Management, Vol. 9 No. 3, pp. 213-221.

Fisher, M., Ramdas, K. and Ulrich, K. (1999), “Component sharing in the management of
product variety: a study of automotive braking systems”, Management Science, Vol. 45 No. 3,
pp. 297-315.

Fisher, M.L. (1997), “What is the right supply chain for your product?”, Harvard Business Review,
Vol. 75 No. 2, pp. 105-117.

Flynn, B.B., Huo, B. and Zhao, X. (2010), “The impact of supply chain integration on performance:
a contingency and configuration approach”, Journal of Operations Management, Vol. 28 No. 1,
pp. 58-71.

Fornell, C. and Larcker, D.F. (1981), “Evaluating structural equation models with unobservable
variables and measurement error”, Journal of Marketing Research, Vol. 18 No. 1, pp. 39-50.

Frazier, G.L., Spekman, R.E. and O’Neal, C.R. (1988), “Just-in-time exchange relationships in industrial
markets”, The Journal of Marketing, Vol. 52 No. 4, pp. 52-67.

Germain, R. and Iyer, K.N. (2006), “The interaction of internal and downstream integration and its
association with performance”, Journal of Business Logistics, Vol. 27 No. 2, pp. 29-52.

Gimenez, C. and Ventura, E. (2005), “Logistics-production, logistics-marketing and external integration:
their impact on performance”, International Journal of Operations & Production Management,
Vol. 25 No. 1, pp. 20-38.

Grant, R.M. and Baden-Fuller, C. (2004), “A knowledge accessing theory of strategic alliances”,
Journal of Management Studies, Vol. 41 No. 1, pp. 61-84.

313

Impact of
product

complexity

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 D

em
oc

ri
tu

s 
U

ni
ve

rs
ity

 o
f 

T
hr

ac
e 

A
t 1

9:
52

 1
3 

M
ay

 2
01

8 
(P

T
)

http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FIJPDLM-03-2016-0080&crossref=10.1080%2F00207543.2014.935515&isi=000343994400012&citationId=p_15
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FIJPDLM-03-2016-0080&system=10.1108%2F09600030710752523&citationId=p_19
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FIJPDLM-03-2016-0080&system=10.1108%2F09600030710752523&citationId=p_19
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FIJPDLM-03-2016-0080&crossref=10.1016%2Fj.jom.2009.06.001&isi=000273447800005&citationId=p_23
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FIJPDLM-03-2016-0080&crossref=10.1287%2Forsc.7.5.477&isi=A1996WA60100003&citationId=p_12
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FIJPDLM-03-2016-0080&system=10.1108%2F01443570510572222&isi=000227172600002&citationId=p_27
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FIJPDLM-03-2016-0080&crossref=10.1016%2Fj.jom.2010.12.008&isi=000288644100001&citationId=p_9
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FIJPDLM-03-2016-0080&crossref=10.1016%2Fj.jom.2005.09.003&isi=000240638000010&citationId=p_16
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FIJPDLM-03-2016-0080&crossref=10.1111%2Fj.1937-5956.2000.tb00134.x&isi=000167983500001&citationId=p_20
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FIJPDLM-03-2016-0080&crossref=10.1111%2Fj.1937-5956.2000.tb00134.x&isi=000167983500001&citationId=p_20
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FIJPDLM-03-2016-0080&crossref=10.2307%2F3151312&isi=A1981LC54900004&citationId=p_24
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FIJPDLM-03-2016-0080&crossref=10.1007%2FBF02310555&citationId=p_13
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FIJPDLM-03-2016-0080&crossref=10.1111%2Fj.1467-6486.2004.00421.x&isi=000187447800003&citationId=p_28
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FIJPDLM-03-2016-0080&crossref=10.1287%2Fmnsc.45.3.297&isi=000082215800004&citationId=p_21
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FIJPDLM-03-2016-0080&crossref=10.1002%2Fj.2158-1592.2009.tb00099.x&isi=000273739500005&citationId=p_10
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FIJPDLM-03-2016-0080&crossref=10.2307%2F1251633&isi=A1988Q511200006&citationId=p_25
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FIJPDLM-03-2016-0080&crossref=10.1287%2Fmnsc.32.5.554&isi=A1986C461400004&citationId=p_14
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FIJPDLM-03-2016-0080&isi=A1997WM74700015&citationId=p_22
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FIJPDLM-03-2016-0080&crossref=10.1016%2Fj.jom.2009.04.003&isi=000273447800004&citationId=p_11
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FIJPDLM-03-2016-0080&crossref=10.1016%2Fj.jom.2009.04.003&isi=000273447800004&citationId=p_11
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FIJPDLM-03-2016-0080&crossref=10.1002%2Fj.2158-1592.2006.tb00216.x&citationId=p_26
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FIJPDLM-03-2016-0080&system=10.1108%2F01443570610646201&isi=000236822300004&citationId=p_8
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FIJPDLM-03-2016-0080&system=10.1108%2F01443570610646201&isi=000236822300004&citationId=p_8


Grover, V. and Malhotra, M.K. (2003), “Transaction cost framework in operations and supply chain
management research: theory and measurement”, Journal of Operations Management, Vol. 21
No. 4, pp. 457-473.

Handley, S.M. and Benton, W.C. (2012), “The influence of exchange hazards and power on opportunism
in outsourcing relationships”, Journal of Operations Management, Vol. 30 No. 1, pp. 55-68.

Hobbs, J.E. (1996), “A transaction cost approach to supply chain management”, Supply Chain
Management: An International Journal, Vol. 1 No. 2, pp. 15-27.

Hu, L.T. and Bentler, P.M. (1999), “Cutoff criteria for fit indexes in covariance structure analysis:
conventional criteria versus new alternatives”, Structural Equation Modeling, Vol. 6 No. 1,
pp. 1-55.

Huo, B., Han, Z., Chen, H. and Zhao, X. (2015), “The effect of high-involvement human resource
management practices on supply chain integration”, International Journal of Physical
Distribution & Logistics Management, Vol. 45 No. 8, pp. 716-746.

Inman, R.R. and Blumenfeld, D.E. (2014), “Product complexity and supply chain design”, International
Journal of Production Research, Vol. 52 No. 7, pp. 1956-1969.

Kahn, K.B. and Mentzer, J.T. (1996), “Logistics and interdepartmental integration”, International
Journal of Physical Distribution & Logistics Management, Vol. 26 No. 8, pp. 6-14.

Kahn, K.B. and Mentzer, J.T. (1998), “Marketing’s integration with other departments”, Journal of
Business Research, Vol. 42 No. 1, pp. 53-62.

Kaufmann, L. and Carter, C.R. (2006), “International supply relationships and non-financial
performance – a comparison of US and German practices”, Journal of Operations
Management, Vol. 24 No. 5, pp. 653-675.

Khan, O. and Creazza, A. (2009), “Managing the product design-supply chain interface: towards a
roadmap to the ‘design centric business’ ”, International Journal of Physical Distribution &
Logistics Management, Vol. 39 No. 4, pp. 301-319.

Khan, O., Christopher, M. and Burnes, B. (2008), “The impact of product design on supply chain risk:
a case study”, International Journal of Physical Distribution & Logistics Management, Vol. 385
No. 5, pp. 412-432.

Kim, D. and Lee, R.P. (2010), “Systems collaboration and strategic collaboration: their impacts on supply
chain responsiveness and market performance”, Decision Sciences, Vol. 41 No. 4, pp. 955-981.

Kim, K.K., Umanath, N.S., Kim, J.Y., Ahrens, F. and Kim, B. (2012), “Knowledge complementarity and
knowledge exchange in supply channel relationships”, International Journal of Information
Management, Vol. 32 No. 1, pp. 35-49.

Kimberly, J.R. (1976), “Organizational size and the structuralist perspective: a review, critique, and
proposal”, Administrative Science Quarterly, Vol. 21 No. 4, pp. 571-597.

Kogut, B. and Zander, U. (1992), “Knowledge of the firm, combinative capabilities, and the replication of
technology”, Organization Science, Vol. 3 No. 3, pp. 383-397.

Kogut, B. and Zander, U. (1996), “What firms do? Coordination, identity, and learning”, Organization
Science, Vol. 7 No. 5, pp. 502-518.

Kotha, S. and Orne, D. (1989), “Generic manufacturing strategies: a conceptual synthesis”, Strategic
Management Journal, Vol. 10 No. 3, pp. 211-231.

Koufteros, X., Vonderembse, M. and Jayaram, J. (2005), “Internal and external integration for product
development: the contingency effects of uncertainty, equivocality, and platform strategy”,
Decision Sciences, Vol. 36 No. 1, pp. 97-133.

Koufteros, X.A., Rawski, G.E. and Rupak, R. (2010), “Organizational integration for product
development: the effects on glitches, on-time execution of engineering change orders, and
market success”, Decision Sciences, Vol. 41 No. 1, pp. 49-80.

Leuschner, R., Rogers, D.S. and Charvet, F.F. (2013), “A meta-analysis of supply chain integration and
firm performance”, Journal of Supply Chain Management, Vol. 49 No. 2, pp. 34-57.

314

IJPDLM
47,4

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 D

em
oc

ri
tu

s 
U

ni
ve

rs
ity

 o
f 

T
hr

ac
e 

A
t 1

9:
52

 1
3 

M
ay

 2
01

8 
(P

T
)

http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FIJPDLM-03-2016-0080&crossref=10.1016%2Fj.jom.2011.06.001&isi=000300964900005&citationId=p_30
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FIJPDLM-03-2016-0080&crossref=10.1002%2Fsmj.4250100303&isi=A1989U290000002&citationId=p_45
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FIJPDLM-03-2016-0080&crossref=10.1002%2Fsmj.4250100303&isi=A1989U290000002&citationId=p_45
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FIJPDLM-03-2016-0080&crossref=10.1080%2F00207543.2013.787495&isi=000332202700006&citationId=p_34
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FIJPDLM-03-2016-0080&crossref=10.1080%2F00207543.2013.787495&isi=000332202700006&citationId=p_34
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FIJPDLM-03-2016-0080&system=10.1108%2F09600030910962258&isi=000284797800007&citationId=p_38
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FIJPDLM-03-2016-0080&system=10.1108%2F09600030910962258&isi=000284797800007&citationId=p_38
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FIJPDLM-03-2016-0080&crossref=10.2307%2F2391717&isi=A1976CP17800002&citationId=p_42
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FIJPDLM-03-2016-0080&system=10.1108%2F13598549610155260&citationId=p_31
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FIJPDLM-03-2016-0080&system=10.1108%2F13598549610155260&citationId=p_31
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FIJPDLM-03-2016-0080&crossref=10.1111%2Fj.1540-5915.2005.00067.x&isi=000226756200004&citationId=p_46
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FIJPDLM-03-2016-0080&system=10.1108%2F09600039610182753&citationId=p_35
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FIJPDLM-03-2016-0080&system=10.1108%2F09600039610182753&citationId=p_35
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FIJPDLM-03-2016-0080&system=10.1108%2F09600030810882834&citationId=p_39
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FIJPDLM-03-2016-0080&crossref=10.1287%2Forsc.3.3.383&isi=A1992JH70700006&citationId=p_43
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FIJPDLM-03-2016-0080&crossref=10.1080%2F10705519909540118&isi=000208063500001&citationId=p_32
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FIJPDLM-03-2016-0080&crossref=10.1111%2Fj.1540-5915.2009.00259.x&isi=000274904700003&citationId=p_47
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FIJPDLM-03-2016-0080&crossref=10.1016%2FS0148-2963%2897%2900068-4&isi=000073364000005&citationId=p_36
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FIJPDLM-03-2016-0080&crossref=10.1016%2FS0148-2963%2897%2900068-4&isi=000073364000005&citationId=p_36
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FIJPDLM-03-2016-0080&crossref=10.1111%2Fj.1540-5915.2010.00289.x&isi=000284588200011&citationId=p_40
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FIJPDLM-03-2016-0080&crossref=10.1287%2Forsc.7.5.502&isi=A1996WA60100004&citationId=p_44
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FIJPDLM-03-2016-0080&crossref=10.1287%2Forsc.7.5.502&isi=A1996WA60100004&citationId=p_44
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FIJPDLM-03-2016-0080&crossref=10.1016%2FS0272-6963%2803%2900040-8&isi=000184013600004&citationId=p_29
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FIJPDLM-03-2016-0080&system=10.1108%2FIJPDLM-05-2014-0112&isi=000360572000002&citationId=p_33
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FIJPDLM-03-2016-0080&system=10.1108%2FIJPDLM-05-2014-0112&isi=000360572000002&citationId=p_33
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FIJPDLM-03-2016-0080&crossref=10.1111%2Fjscm.12013&isi=000317931800007&citationId=p_48
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FIJPDLM-03-2016-0080&crossref=10.1016%2Fj.jom.2005.07.001&isi=000240638000015&citationId=p_37
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FIJPDLM-03-2016-0080&crossref=10.1016%2Fj.jom.2005.07.001&isi=000240638000015&citationId=p_37
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FIJPDLM-03-2016-0080&crossref=10.1016%2Fj.ijinfomgt.2011.05.002&isi=000300134600006&citationId=p_41
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FIJPDLM-03-2016-0080&crossref=10.1016%2Fj.ijinfomgt.2011.05.002&isi=000300134600006&citationId=p_41


Lin, Y. and Zhou, L. (2011), “The impacts of product design changes on supply chain risk: a case
study”, International Journal of Physical Distribution & Logistics Management, Vol. 41 No. 2,
pp. 162-186.

Lindell, M.K. and Whitney, D.J. (2001), “Accounting for common method variance in cross-sectional
research designs”, Journal of Applied Psychology, Vol. 86 No. 1, pp. 114-121.

Lomax, R.G. and Schumacker, R.E. (2012), A Beginner’s Guide to Structural Equation Modeling,
Routledge, New York, NY.

Lu, Y., Song, J. and Yao, D.D. (2003), “Order fill rate, leadtime variability, and advance demand
information in an assemble-to-order system”, Operations Research, Vol. 51 No. 2, pp. 292-308.

Lucchetta, G., Bariani, P.F. and Knight, W.A. (2005), “Integrated design analysis for product
simplification”, CIRP Annals – Manufacturing Technology, Vol. 54 No. 1, pp. 147-150.

Lui, S.S., Wong, Y. and Liu, W. (2009), “Asset specificity roles in interfirm cooperation: reducing
opportunistic behavior or increasing cooperative behavior?”, Journal of Business Research,
Vol. 62 No. 11, pp. 1214-1219.

Mackelprang, A.W., Robinson, J.L., Bernardes, E. and Webb, G.S. (2014), “The relationship between
strategic supply chain integration and performance: a meta-analytic evaluation and
implications for supply chain management research”, Journal of Business Logistics, Vol. 35
No. 1, pp. 71-96.

Malucci, L.J. (2006), “Beneath the surface”, APICS Magazine, Vol. 16 No. 8, p. 12.

Mayer, K.J. and Teece, D.J. (2008), “Unpacking strategic alliances: the structure and purpose of alliance
versus supplier relationships”, Journal of Economic Behavior & Organization, Vol. 66 No. 1,
pp. 106-127.

Ménard, C. (2004), “The economics of hybrid organizations”, Journal of Institutional and Theoretical
Economics, Vol. 160 No. 3, pp. 345-376.

Mentzer, J.T., DeWitt, W., Keebler, J.S., Min, S., Nix, N.W., Smith, C.D. and Zacharia, Z.G. (2001),
“Defining supply chain management”, Journal of Business Logistics, Vol. 22 No. 2, pp. 1-25.

Miller, J.G. and Roth, A.V. (1994), “A taxonomy of manufacturing strategies”, Management Science,
Vol. 40 No. 3, pp. 285-304.

Narasimhan, R. and Kim, S.W. (2002), “Effect of supply chain integration on the relationship between
diversification and performance: evidence from Japanese and Korean firms”, Journal of
Operations Management, Vol. 20 No. 3, pp. 303-323.

Narasimhan, R. and Talluri, S. (2009), “Perspectives on risk management in supply chains”, Journal of
Operations Management, Vol. 27 No. 2, pp. 114-118.

Nicholls-Nixon, C.L. and Woo, C.Y. (2003), “Technology sourcing and output of established firms in a
regime of encompassing technological change”, Strategic Management Journal, Vol. 24 No. 7,
pp. 651-666.

Nickerson, J.A. and Zenger, T.R. (2004), “A knowledge-based theory of the firm – the problem-solving
perspective”, Organization Science, Vol. 15 No. 6, pp. 617-632.

Novak, S. and Eppinger, S.D. (2001), “Sourcing by design: product complexity and the supply chain”,
Management Science, Vol. 24 No. 47, pp. 189-204.

Nunnally, J.C., Bernstein, I.H. and Berge, J.M.T. (1978), Psychometric Theory, McGraw-Hill, New York, NY.

O’Leary-Kelly, S.W. and Vokurka, R.J. (1998), “The empirical assessment of construct validity”,
Journal of Operations Management, Vol. 16 No. 4, pp. 387-405.

Pagell, M. (2004), “Understanding the factors that enable and inhibit the integration of operations,
purchasing and logistics”, Journal of Operations Management, Vol. 22 No. 5, pp. 459-487.

Patel, P.C. and Jayaram, J. (2014), “The antecedents and consequences of product variety in new
ventures: an empirical study”, Journal of Operations Management, Vol. 32 No. 1, pp. 34-50.

Perols, J., Zimmermann, C. and Kortmann, S. (2013), “On the relationship between supplier integration
and time-to-market”, Journal of Operations Management, Vol. 31 No. 3, pp. 153-167.

315

Impact of
product

complexity

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 D

em
oc

ri
tu

s 
U

ni
ve

rs
ity

 o
f 

T
hr

ac
e 

A
t 1

9:
52

 1
3 

M
ay

 2
01

8 
(P

T
)

http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FIJPDLM-03-2016-0080&crossref=10.1287%2Fmnsc.40.3.285&isi=A1994NW49400001&citationId=p_60
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FIJPDLM-03-2016-0080&crossref=10.1287%2Forsc.1040.0093&isi=000225606600001&citationId=p_64
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FIJPDLM-03-2016-0080&system=10.1108%2F09600031111118549&isi=000289401400004&citationId=p_49
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FIJPDLM-03-2016-0080&crossref=10.1016%2FS0007-8506%2807%2960070-5&citationId=p_53
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FIJPDLM-03-2016-0080&crossref=10.1016%2Fj.jom.2004.05.008&isi=000223750100002&citationId=p_68
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FIJPDLM-03-2016-0080&crossref=10.1016%2Fj.jebo.2007.06.007&isi=000255444500008&citationId=p_57
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FIJPDLM-03-2016-0080&crossref=10.1016%2FS0272-6963%2802%2900008-6&isi=000176606900007&citationId=p_61
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FIJPDLM-03-2016-0080&crossref=10.1016%2FS0272-6963%2802%2900008-6&isi=000176606900007&citationId=p_61
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FIJPDLM-03-2016-0080&crossref=10.1037%2F0021-9010.86.1.114&isi=000170878100010&citationId=p_50
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FIJPDLM-03-2016-0080&crossref=10.1287%2Fmnsc.47.1.189.10662&citationId=p_65
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FIJPDLM-03-2016-0080&crossref=10.1016%2Fj.jbusres.2008.08.003&isi=000270694100025&citationId=p_54
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FIJPDLM-03-2016-0080&crossref=10.1016%2Fj.jom.2013.07.002&citationId=p_69
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FIJPDLM-03-2016-0080&crossref=10.1628%2F0932456041960605&isi=000224930700001&citationId=p_58
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FIJPDLM-03-2016-0080&crossref=10.1628%2F0932456041960605&isi=000224930700001&citationId=p_58
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FIJPDLM-03-2016-0080&crossref=10.1016%2Fj.jom.2009.02.001&isi=000264567100002&citationId=p_62
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FIJPDLM-03-2016-0080&crossref=10.1016%2Fj.jom.2009.02.001&isi=000264567100002&citationId=p_62
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FIJPDLM-03-2016-0080&crossref=10.1016%2Fj.jom.2012.11.002&isi=000317171400004&citationId=p_70
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FIJPDLM-03-2016-0080&crossref=10.1111%2Fjbl.12023&isi=000334678800008&citationId=p_55
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FIJPDLM-03-2016-0080&crossref=10.1002%2Fj.2158-1592.2001.tb00001.x&citationId=p_59
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FIJPDLM-03-2016-0080&crossref=10.1002%2Fsmj.329&isi=000183311000004&citationId=p_63
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FIJPDLM-03-2016-0080&crossref=10.1287%2Fopre.51.2.292.12781&citationId=p_52
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FIJPDLM-03-2016-0080&crossref=10.1016%2FS0272-6963%2898%2900020-5&citationId=p_67


Perona, M. and Miragliotta, G. (2004), “Complexity management and supply chain performance
assessment: a field study and a conceptual framework”, International Journal of Production
Economics, Vol. 90 No. 1, pp. 103-115.

Podsakoff, P.M. and Organ, D.W. (1986), “Self-reports in organizational research: problems and
prospects”, Journal of Management, Vol. 12 No. 4, pp. 531-544.

Poppo, L. and Zenger, T. (2002), “Do formal contracts and relational governance function as substitutes
or complements?”, Strategic Management Journal, Vol. 23 No. 8, pp. 707-725.

Randall, T. and Ulrich, K. (2001), “Product variety, supply chain structure, and firm performance:
analysis of the US bicycle industry”, Management Science, Vol. 47 No. 12, pp. 1588-1604.

Richey, R.G., Roath, A.S., Whipple, J.M. and Fawcett, S.E. (2010), “Exploring a governance theory of
supply chain management: barriers and facilitators to integration”, Journal of Business Logistics,
Vol. 31 No. 1, pp. 237-256.

Rothaermel, F.T., Hitt, M.A. and Jobe, L.A. (2006), “Balancing vertical integration and strategic
outsourcing: effects on product portfolio, product success, and firm performance”,
Strategic Management Journal, Vol. 27 No. 11, pp. 1033-1056.

Salvador, F., Chandrasekaran, A. and Sohail, T. (2014), “Product configuration, ambidexterity and firm
performance in the context of industrial equipment manufacturing”, Journal of Operations
Management, Vol. 32 No. 4, pp. 138-153.

Schoenherr, T. and Swink, M. (2012), “Revisiting the arcs of integration: cross-validations and
extensions”, Journal of Operations Management, Vol. 30 No. 1, pp. 99-115.

Speier, C., Whipple, J.M., Closs, D.J. and Voss, M.D. (2011), “Global supply chain design considerations:
mitigating product safety and security risks”, Journal of Operations Management, Vol. 29 No. 7,
pp. 721-736.

Spekman, R.E. (1988), “Strategic supplier selection: understanding long-term buyer relationships”,
Business Horizons, Vol. 31 No. 4, pp. 75-81.

Stank, T.P., Keller, S.B. and Daugherty, P.J. (2001), “Supply chain collaboration and logistical service
performance”, Journal of Business Logistics, Vol. 22 No. 1, pp. 29-48.

Stevens, G.C. and Johnson, M. (2016), “Integrating the supply chain … 25 years on”, International
Journal of Physical Distribution & Logistics Management, Vol. 46 No. 1, pp. 19-42.

Subramani, M.R. and Venkatraman, N. (2003), “Safeguarding investments in asymmetric
interorganizational relationships: theory and evidence”, Academy of Management Journal,
Vol. 46 No. 1, pp. 46-62.

Swink, M.L. (1998), “A tutorial on implementing concurrent engineering in new product development
programs”, Journal of Operations Management, Vol. 16 No. 1, pp. 103-116.

Thompson, D.V., Hamilton, R.W. and Rust, R.T. (2005), “Feature fatigue: when product
capabilities become too much of a good thing”, Journal of Marketing Research, Vol. 42 No. 4,
pp. 431-442.

Van Donk, D.P. and Van der Vaart, T. (2004), “Business conditions, shared resources and integrative
practices in the supply chain”, Journal of Purchasing and Supply Management, Vol. 10 No. 3,
pp. 107-116.

Vanpoucke, E., Vereecke, A. and Wetzels, M. (2014), “Developing supplier integration capabilities for
sustainable competitive advantage: a dynamic capabilities approach”, Journal of Operations
Management, Vol. 32 Nos 7-8, pp. 446-461.

Wan, X., Evers, P.T. and Dresner, M.E. (2012), “Too much of a good thing: the impact of product
variety on operations and sales performance”, Journal of Operations Management, Vol. 30 No. 4,
pp. 316-324.

William, B. (1966), Webster’s Third New International Dictionary, William Benton, Chicago, IL.

Williamson, O.E. (1981), “The economics of organization: the transaction cost approach”,
American Journal of Sociology, Vol. 87 No. 3, pp. 548-577.

Williamson, O.E. (1985), The Economic Institutions of Capitalism, Free Press, New York, NY.

316

IJPDLM
47,4

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 D

em
oc

ri
tu

s 
U

ni
ve

rs
ity

 o
f 

T
hr

ac
e 

A
t 1

9:
52

 1
3 

M
ay

 2
01

8 
(P

T
)

http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FIJPDLM-03-2016-0080&crossref=10.1016%2FS0925-5273%2802%2900482-6&isi=000222073500008&citationId=p_71
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FIJPDLM-03-2016-0080&crossref=10.1016%2FS0925-5273%2802%2900482-6&isi=000222073500008&citationId=p_71
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FIJPDLM-03-2016-0080&crossref=10.1016%2Fj.pursup.2004.09.002&citationId=p_86
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FIJPDLM-03-2016-0080&crossref=10.1086%2F227496&isi=A1981MR32700002&citationId=p_90
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FIJPDLM-03-2016-0080&crossref=10.1002%2Fj.2158-1592.2010.tb00137.x&isi=000277368500013&citationId=p_75
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FIJPDLM-03-2016-0080&crossref=10.1016%2Fj.jom.2011.06.003&isi=000294750200008&citationId=p_79
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FIJPDLM-03-2016-0080&crossref=10.2307%2F30040675&isi=000181209500004&citationId=p_83
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FIJPDLM-03-2016-0080&crossref=10.1177%2F014920638601200408&isi=A1986G162600007&citationId=p_72
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FIJPDLM-03-2016-0080&crossref=10.1016%2Fj.jom.2014.09.004&isi=000345540500005&citationId=p_87
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FIJPDLM-03-2016-0080&crossref=10.1016%2Fj.jom.2014.09.004&isi=000345540500005&citationId=p_87
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FIJPDLM-03-2016-0080&crossref=10.1002%2Fsmj.559&isi=000241212900003&citationId=p_76
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FIJPDLM-03-2016-0080&crossref=10.1016%2F0007-6813%2888%2990072-9&isi=A1988P346500012&citationId=p_80
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FIJPDLM-03-2016-0080&crossref=10.1016%2FS0272-6963%2897%2900018-1&citationId=p_84
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FIJPDLM-03-2016-0080&crossref=10.1002%2Fsmj.249&isi=000177037800003&citationId=p_73
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FIJPDLM-03-2016-0080&crossref=10.1016%2Fj.jom.2011.12.002&isi=000303549300004&citationId=p_88
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FIJPDLM-03-2016-0080&crossref=10.1016%2Fj.jom.2014.02.001&isi=000349582600002&citationId=p_77
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FIJPDLM-03-2016-0080&crossref=10.1016%2Fj.jom.2014.02.001&isi=000349582600002&citationId=p_77
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FIJPDLM-03-2016-0080&crossref=10.1002%2Fj.2158-1592.2001.tb00158.x&citationId=p_81
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FIJPDLM-03-2016-0080&crossref=10.1509%2Fjmkr.2005.42.4.431&isi=000233183100008&citationId=p_85
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FIJPDLM-03-2016-0080&crossref=10.1287%2Fmnsc.47.12.1588.10237&isi=000173374800002&citationId=p_74
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FIJPDLM-03-2016-0080&crossref=10.1016%2Fj.jom.2011.09.001&isi=000300964900008&citationId=p_78
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FIJPDLM-03-2016-0080&system=10.1108%2FIJPDLM-07-2015-0175&isi=000374148700002&citationId=p_82
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FIJPDLM-03-2016-0080&system=10.1108%2FIJPDLM-07-2015-0175&isi=000374148700002&citationId=p_82


Wong, C.Y., Boon-Itt, S. and Wong, C.W. (2011), “The contingency effects of environmental uncertainty
on the relationship between supply chain integration and operational performance”, Journal of
Operations Management, Vol. 29 No. 6, pp. 604-615.

Yang, C., Atanu, C. and Sami, F. (2016), “Interplant coordination, supply chain integration, and
operational performance of a plant in a manufacturing network: a mediation analysis”,
Supply Chain Management: An International Journal, Vol. 21 No. 5, pp. 550-568.

Yu, H., Zeng, A. and Zhao, L. (2009), “Single or dual sourcing: decision-making in the presence of supply
chain disruption risks”, Omega, Vol. 37 No. 4, pp. 788-800.

Zhao, X., Huo, B., Selen, W. and Yeung, J.H.Y. (2011), “The impact of internal integration and
relationship commitment on external integration”, Journal of Operations Management, Vol. 29
No. 1, pp. 17-32.

Further reading

Narasimhan, R. and Kim, S.W. (2001), “Information system utilization strategy for supply chain
integration”, Journal of Business Logistics, Vol. 22 No. 2, pp. 51-75.

Swink, M., Narasimhan, R. and Wang, C. (2007), “Managing beyond the factory walls: effects of four
types of strategic integration on manufacturing plant performance”, Journal of Operations
Management, Vol. 25 No. 1, pp. 148-164.

Zhang, M. and Huo, B. (2013), “The impact of dependence and trust on supply chain integration”,
International Journal of Physical Distribution & Logistics Management, Vol. 43 No. 7, pp. 544-563.

Corresponding author
Ying Li can be contacted at: li_ying@sdu.edu.cn

For instructions on how to order reprints of this article, please visit our website:
www.emeraldgrouppublishing.com/licensing/reprints.htm
Or contact us for further details: permissions@emeraldinsight.com

317

Impact of
product

complexity

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 D

em
oc

ri
tu

s 
U

ni
ve

rs
ity

 o
f 

T
hr

ac
e 

A
t 1

9:
52

 1
3 

M
ay

 2
01

8 
(P

T
)

http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FIJPDLM-03-2016-0080&crossref=10.1016%2Fj.jom.2006.02.006&isi=000243611900008&citationId=p_97
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FIJPDLM-03-2016-0080&crossref=10.1016%2Fj.jom.2006.02.006&isi=000243611900008&citationId=p_97
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FIJPDLM-03-2016-0080&crossref=10.1016%2Fj.omega.2008.05.006&isi=000262063700005&citationId=p_94
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FIJPDLM-03-2016-0080&system=10.1108%2FIJPDLM-10-2011-0171&isi=000332269700004&citationId=p_98
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FIJPDLM-03-2016-0080&crossref=10.1016%2Fj.jom.2010.04.004&isi=000287569800002&citationId=p_95
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FIJPDLM-03-2016-0080&crossref=10.1016%2Fj.jom.2011.01.003&isi=000291291800005&citationId=p_92
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FIJPDLM-03-2016-0080&crossref=10.1016%2Fj.jom.2011.01.003&isi=000291291800005&citationId=p_92
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FIJPDLM-03-2016-0080&crossref=10.1002%2Fj.2158-1592.2001.tb00003.x&citationId=p_96
http://www.emeraldinsight.com/action/showLinks?doi=10.1108%2FIJPDLM-03-2016-0080&system=10.1108%2FSCM-10-2015-0391&citationId=p_93


This article has been cited by:

1. Yongyi Shou, Lingjia Li, Mingu Kang, Youngwon Park. 2018. Enhancing quality management
through intra- and inter-plant integration in manufacturing networks. Total Quality Management
& Business Excellence 1-13. [Crossref]

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 D

em
oc

ri
tu

s 
U

ni
ve

rs
ity

 o
f 

T
hr

ac
e 

A
t 1

9:
52

 1
3 

M
ay

 2
01

8 
(P

T
)

https://doi.org/10.1080/14783363.2018.1440968



