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로젝트 진성과 조직 신성 간의 조화가 공 망 통합에 
미치는 향

☆

Examining the Influence of Fit between Project Radicalness and 
Organizational Innovativeness on the Supply Chain Integration
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요    약

본 연구는 로젝트 진성과 공 망의 신성 간의 조화가 공 망 통합 정도에 미치는 향을 실증 으로 살펴보는 것이 목 이

다. 본 연구의 가설을 검정하기 해 서베이 방법론이 사용되었다. 연구 결과, 공 망 통합의 정도는 로젝트 진성과 공 망의 

신성간의 조화에 따라 다양하게 나타남을 알 수 있다. 특히, 공 망을 이루는 2개의 조직이 모두 변화지향 인 조직이며 동시에 
통합 로젝트가 진 일 때 공 망의 통합 정도가 가장 높은 것으로 나타났다. 한, 통합 로젝트가 진 이면 비록 공 망을 

이루는 조직이 하나는 변화지향 이고 다른 하나는 상유지 지향 이더라도 여 히 공 망의 통합 정도가 높은 것으로 조사되었다. 

하지만 통합 로젝트가 진 이지 않고 진 인 개선을 추구한다면 공 망 조직의 유형이 와 같은 경우라도 공 망의 통합 정
도는 매우 낮게 나타났다. 마지막으로 만약 공 망을 구성하는 조직이 둘 다 상유지 지향 이라면 통합 로젝트가 진 이든 

진  개선을 추구하든 상 없이 공 망 통합의 정도는 낮은 것으로 악되었다. 이러한 결과를 토 로 본 연구는 진성의 정도 

에서 조직의 신성과 조화를 이룰 수 있는 로젝트여야만 성공 인 공 망 통합 즉, 성공 인 조직의 변화를 가져 올 수 있다
고 주장한다.

☞ 주제어 : 조화, 로젝트 진성, 조직 신성, 성공  조직 변화, 공 망 통합

ABSTRACT

This study was conducted to empirically examine the impact of fit between project radicalness and innovativeness of the supply 

chain on the degree of supply chain integration. In order to test the research hypotheses, a survey was employed. The results show 

that the degree of supply chain integration varies on the fit between project radicalness and innovativeness of the supply chain. 

Specifically, when a supply chain consists of two morphogenetic organizations and the supply chain integration project is radical, we 

see very highly integrated supply chain. We also find high-level integration of supply chain when project is radical even though both 

a morphogenetic and a homeostatic organization compose a supply chain. However, we find opposite result, which is low integration, 

if a project is incremental rather than radical and a supply chain is composed of same types of the organizations mentioned above. 

Interestingly, degree of integration seems to be always low when a supply chain is composed of two homeostatic organizations, 

regardless of project radicalness. With these findings, this study concludes that a project whose radicalness is match with the supply 

chain’s innovativeness should be chosen for successful supply chain integration.

☞ Keyword : fit, project radicalness, organizational innovativeness, successful organizational change, supply chain integration
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1. Introduction

Due to a significant shift in a paradigm that has changed 

for years in a business environment, competition among 

individual organizations has changed into a competition 

among supply chains [1]. With this significant change, the 

ultimate success of an individual company has been closely 

related to the degree of the integration of a supply chain [2]. 

In the view of process thinking, it is reasonable to assume 
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a supply chain as a whole process organized with many 

companies whose performance affects the performance of the 

supply chain [3].

There are pre-existing debates on the relationships 

between process change and an organization’s 

innovativeness. For example, according to Klempa [4], it is 

expected that an organization successfully implements its 

process change initiatives when the organization chooses 

proper process change initiatives that is well-matched with 

the organization’s innovativeness.

In spite of the precedent studies dealing with the 

relationship between an organization’s innovativeness and 

process changes, however, it seems that there is little prior 

research empirically examining the impact of the 

organization’s innovativeness on the organization’s process 

change, nor treating the relationship between the 

organization’s innovativeness and supply chain integration. 

In this regard, this study was carried out to empirically 

examine the impact of the relationship between the 

innovativeness of the supply chain and the radicalness of 

the supply chain integration initiative on the degree of 

supply chain integration.

2. Theoretical Background

2.1 Process

Process is generally defined as a collection of activities 

that takes one or more inputs and creates one or more 

outputs that is of value to the customer [5]. There are 

different levels of process in an organization [6]. A process 

can be divided into many sub-processes; in addition, many 

processes are integrated into a super process. In short, an 

organization consists of processes and simultaneously is a 

whole process [6]. The process on the highest level in an 

organization is the value chain, which consists of the core 

process and support process [6][7]. The core process 

consists of value-adding activities that deliver values to an 

organization’s external customers, whereas the support 

process is composed of value-enabling activities providing 

the core process with resources necessary for the 

organization’s business [8]. There are two types of process 

changes based on radicalness; process improvement, which 

seeks slight increase in efficiency or effectiveness through 

minor change, and by contrast, process innovation, which 

transforms the process in a new way through creative and 

radical change [9].

The supply chain is a network of resources and 

information that flows within an organization and its 

suppliers and customers [8][10]. From the process view, a 

supply chain is a whole process involving a variety of value 

chains from diverse organizations interrelating with each 

other and a supply chain serves the end customer as a value 

chain serves its external customer [11]. For overall 

performance improvement of a supply chain, each 

organization in charge of each activity or function on a 

supply chain should be closely integrated with one other as 

a whole process [3], as well as a business process, in which 

an organization can be optimized when many functions and 

activities included in the process are closely integrated as 

one [6].

2.2 Organizational Characteristics

There are three organizational characteristics reflecting an 

organization’s innovativeness that influences an organization’s 

process change: organizational culture, organizational learning, 

and knowledge sharing [4].

Organizational culture is defined as the set of shared values 

and norms that control the interactions of organizational 

members’ with each other and other people outside the 

organization [12]. There are three different levels of 

organizational culture: hidden assumption, values, and norms 

[13][14]. Hidden assumption, the highest (or the deepest) level, 

actually decides the group members’ perception, thinking, and 

feeling [14]; such assumptions are generally shared among 

organizational members without any controversy [13][14]. 

Values, more visible than assumption, are the basis of social 

norms governing organizational members’ behaviors [15]. 

Norms are the lowest (or the most shallow) level in 

organizational culture, explaining the organizational members’ 

behaviors and attitudes. Klempa [4] differentiates the 

organizational culture into two types; a homogeneous 

organizational culture and a heterogeneous organizational 

culture. The first pursues stability and discriminates against 

any individual or group that has different culture; the other 

has a high tolerance for different cultures and usually adopts 
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a positive attitude towards different cultures. In this regard, 

an organizational culture is related with the organization’s 

business. For example, an organization that has a progressive 

organizational culture has an explorer position for strategic 

changes while an organization that possesses a settled culture 

moves toward stability [16]. According to Saffold [17], an 

organizational culture develops an organization’s process 

influencing building and changing the organizational culture, 

contributing to the organization’s performance through 

ever-evolving interaction. Hence, it is necessary to make a fit 

between an organizational culture and the organization’s 

process to attain competitive advantage [18].

Organizational learning is a group of interrelated activities 

generating knowledge necessary for an organization to take 

required action to adapt itself to environmental changes 

[19][20]. Organizational learning occurs when an organization 

takes knowledge from individuals in the organization by 

exchanging the knowledge among organizational members, so 

organizational learning is different from individual learning 

[21]. There are two types of organizational learning based on 

an organization’s innovativeness: single-loop learning (or 

adaptive learning) and double-loop learning (or innovative 

learning) [4][22][23][24]. Single-loop learning focuses on the 

refinement of existing knowledge or solving errors on existing 

systems [22]. On the other hand, double-loop learning seeks 

changes by assessing existing knowledge or exploring new 

ideas [23]. There is a close relationship between organizational 

learning and an organization’s innovation [25]. Organizational 

learning severely affects an organization’s performance and 

long-term survival [26]. If an organization puts too much focus 

on single-loop learning, the organization may easily fall into 

traps such as sub-optimization [23]. By contrast, if an 

organization leans too heavily towards double-loop learning, 

the organization will face risks derived from accepting new 

ideas not fully examined [27][28]. Single-loop learning is not 

only the first step and the basis for double-loop learning [22], 

but it also exploits the results of double-loop learning [23]. 

Therefore, an organization should balance itself between 

single-loop learning and double-loop learning for 

organization’s survival and prosperity [23], and an innovative 

organization is an effective learning system [29].

Knowledge sharing is defined as a process of 

communication among people involving provision and receipt 

of knowledge [30]. Knowledge is the basis for an 

organization’s knowledge creation [31] and knowledge sharing 

affects team performance [32]. There are many routes and paths 

where information and knowledge flows in an organization 

[33][34]. In a hierarchical organizational structure, employees 

share information and knowledge based on functionality 

through restricted communication paths; by contrast, there are 

diverse connections for information and knowledge sharing in 

a networked organizational structure [4][35]. The reason why 

employees in a hierarchical organization share less information 

and knowledge with each other is that layers in the hierarchical 

structure act as a filter [36].

3. Research Model

The result of an organization’s process change depends not 

only on the characteristics of the organization, but also on the 

radicalness of the process change initiative. Although an 

organization can expect a certain degree of improvement in 

performance according to the radicalness of a certain process 

change initiative [5][9], the ill-fit between the radicalness of 

process change and the innovativeness of organizations results 

in deficient project results that cannot satisfy the original 

expectation [4]; for example, if an expanding organization does 

an innovative process change project with its expanding 

sub-units, there will be a significant performance improvement 

because of the fit among the organization, its sub-units, and 

the process change initiative. In the same manner, if a mature 

organization does an incremental process change initiative with 

the organization’s mature sub-units, the change will be 

successful due to the fit among the organization, its sub-units, 

and the process change initiative. However, if the mature 

organization does an innovative process change initiative, it 

is hard to expect a significant performance improvement.

For the following two reasons, it is expected that the degree 

of supply chain integration depends not only on the project 

radicalness of the supply chain integration, but also on the 

organizational characteristics of the buyer and the supplier. The 

first reason is that the relationship between a buyer and a 

supplier is similar to those between an organization and its 

sub-unit. A buyer evaluates and selects its suppliers by 

considering the competitive advantage of the supply chain 

[37][38] as an organization includes specific sub-units into the 
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process change by considering the consequent firm performance 

improvement [4]. In addition, suppliers are good when 

managed as part of the buyer [37] [39] and many precedent 

researches dealing with supply chains are buyer-oriented 

[10][40][41][42][43][44][45]. The second reason is that the 

supply chain integration is also one of the organizational 

process change initiatives. According to Burgess [11], a supply 

chain is a large process consisting of a set of organizations 

and any kind of change in a supply chain is similar to any 

process change in an organization. Therefore, based on the 

above theoretical background, it is possible to assume that the 

fit between the innovativeness of a supply chain determined 

by a buyer’s and a supplier’s organizational characteristics in 

the supply chain, and the project radicalness of a supply chain 

integration will have an impact on the degree of supply chain 

integration. So the hypotheses are as follows.

Hypothesis 1: A supply chain which consists of expanding 

organizations (both buyer and supplier) will result in a high 

degree of supply chain integration through a radical project 

or low degree of those through an incremental project.

Hypothesis 2: A supply chain which consists of an 

expanding organization (buyer) and a mature organization 

(supplier) will result in a moderately high degree of supply 

chain integration through a radical project or low degree 

of those through an incremental project.

Hypothesis 3: A supply chain which consists of mature 

organizations (both buyer and supplier) will consistently 

result in a low degree of supply chain integration without 

regards to project radicalness.

From the above hypotheses, the research model is as follows 

(Figure 1).

(Fig. 1) Research Model

4. Method

4.1 Survey Instrument

This study restricted the scope of the supply chain as a 

buyer and one of its particular suppliers. To measure this 

unit of analysis, the survey instrument was developed to be 

answered from the buyer’s perspective. The following two 

reasons are the basis of this approach. First, a buyer 

organization knows its particular supplier’s organizational 

characteristics through interchange and collaboration 

between a buyer and a supplier [46]. Second, there is an 

empirical precedent research which used similar methods for 

data collection [47]. In this regard, the desirable respondent 

is one who works for a buyer’s organization, knowing the 

supplier’s organizational characteristics, and the project 

radicalness and the result of the supply chain integration.

4.2 Measures

There are four variables on the research model: supply 

chain integration, buyer’s and supplier’s organizational 

characteristics, and project radicalness. All variables were 

questioned on a 5-point Likert scale with multiple item scales.

4.2.1 Supply Chain Integration

For the supply chain integration, there are two types of 

resource flow, even though they are represented in the same 

way in a supply chain: inventory on passage, and on-hand 

inventory. Although there is no one best way for inventory 

management due to the paradoxical relationship between 

inventory holding costs and inventory ordering costs [8], it 

is clear that the increase in lead time uncertainty causes the 

increase in the whole inventory level. Therefore, the 

optimized (or lowest) levels of both inventories are possible 

when the lead time uncertainty is minimized [43][48].

Information flow, the other one on a supply chain is 

closely related with the resource flow and becomes its basis 

[41][49][50]. Inventory holding information, production and 

delivery schedules, and demand forecasts are the items 

which many precedent researches have mainly focused on 

[51]. With this in mind, the levels of both inventories and 

three types of information were chosen.
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4.2.2 Organizational Characteristics

Heterogeneous organization culture is regarded as an 

innovative organizational culture due to change-oriented 

characteristics such as risk-taking attitudes and a high 

tolerance for different cultures and new ways [52][53]. 

Martins and Terblanche [54] proposed five dimensions of 

innovative organizational culture: strategy, structure, support 

mechanisms, behaviors that encourage innovation, and 

communication. To measure organizational culture, 

innovative norms in the previous five dimensions were used 

to measure organizational culture [55].

An innovative organization should be balanced between 

adaptive learning and innovative learning whereas a mature 

organization mainly focuses on adaptive learning [23]. Five 

types of innovative learning: rich learning, action learning, 

vicarious learning, unlearning, and experimental learning 

were used for the measurement of organizational learning 

[4].

While there are many paths and channels for information 

and knowledge transfers in an organization [34], structural 

diversity of knowledge sharing divides an organizations’ 

knowledge sharing into two types: hierarchical knowledge 

sharing and networked knowledge sharing [4]. The 

following four types of the structural diversities in work 

groups were chosen to measure knowledge sharing: 

geographic locations, functional assignments, reporting 

managers, and business units [33].

4.2.3 Project Radicalness

The nine dimensions that differentiate process innovation 

and process improvement were considered to measure the 

project radicalness: level of change, starting point, frequency 

of change, time required, participation, typical scope, risk, 

primary enabler, and type of change [9]. Frequency of 

change, time required, and participation were excluded from 

the measurement among nine dimensions, due to the 

following reasons. Process innovation was once considered a 

one-time fundamental change [9]. However, these days, 

process innovation is considered to be a combination of 

radical change and many sequential incremental changes 

[56]. Therefore, an appropriate frequency of change cannot 

be decided. In addition, this radical process change seems to 

require a longer time frame than needed for the gradual 

process change [9]; however, the time required is not 

always equal to the time allowed for implementation in real 

the world [57]. Finally, because it is difficult to compare 

the degree of participation between the buyers and the 

suppliers, it (participation) was not used in measuring the 

project radicalness in this paper. The remaining six 

dimensions were used as the items for the measurement of 

the project radicalness.

4.3 Data Collection

The survey was carried out in Korea during a period of 

three months. In total, 78 of the 116 respondents who were 

in charge of supplier strategies, closely interacted with 

suppliers, or had a heavy influence on the supplier selection 

in a buyer organization completed the survey and the 

response rate was above 67 percent. From these completed 

78 cases, 60 were used for empirical tests except for 18, 

which overlapped, had missing values, or offered answers 

irrelevant or unsuitable to the project.  Among 60 

responses, each 82 percent of buyer and supplier companies 

were from logistics, manufacturing, and information and 

communication technology (buyer organizations: 18 from 

transportation, 7 from wholesale and retail, 12 from 

manufacturing, and 12 from publication, broadcasting and 

information service, and supplier organizations: 14 from 

transportation, 8 from wholesale and retail, 22 from 

manufacturing, and 7 from publication, broadcasting and 

information service).

The classification of buyer companies by firm size is as 

follows: more than half the buyers have more than three 

hundred employees (34 firms) and more than thirty million 

dollars of capital (46 firms). The classification of industries 

and firm size are based on the Korea Standard Industry 

Code in the Year Book of Statistics Administration 

published by the Statistics Korea in 2004 and the Korean 

basic law on small and medium-sized enterprises (10th 

partially revised on December 26 in 2008) and the 

implementing ordinances of the law (partially revised on 

December 31 in 2009).

The characteristics of the respondents were as follows. 

Among 60 respondents, more than 68 percent (41 people) 
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Number   
of Items

Cronbach’s 
alpha

Buyer Organizational Culture
Buyer Organizational Learning
Buyer Knowledge Sharing
Supplier Organizational Culture
Supplier Organizational Learning
Supplier Knowledge Sharing
Project Radicalness
Supply Chain Integration

5
4
4
5
4
4
6
5

.798

.610

.648

.775

.724

.686

.834

.793

(Table 2) Reliability

Variable Item Factor Loading

Buyer’s Organizational 
Culture

BOC1
BOC2
BOC3
BOC4
BOC5

.844

.680

.637

.785

.768

Buyer‘s Organizational 
Learning

BOL1
BOL2
BOL3
BOL5

.660

.693

.685

.682

Buyer’s Knowledge 
Sharing

BKS1
BKS2
BKS3
BKS4

.739

.771

.697

.576

Supplier’s 
Organizational Culture

SOC1
SOC2
SOC3
SOC4
SOC5

.801

.647

.813

.776

.583

Supplier’s 
Organizational 
Learning

SOL1
SOL2
SOL3
SOL5

.772

.793

.635

.763

Supplier’s Knowledge 
Sharing

SKS1
SKS2
SKS3
SKS4

.700

.773

.768

.629

Project
Radicalness

PR1
PR2
PR3
PR4
PR5
PR6

.827

.827

.628

.828

.738

.624

Degree of
Supply
Chain
Integration

PI1
PI2
PI3
PI4
PI5

.586

.807

.824

.786

.709

(Table 1) Factor Analysiswere in charge of managerial role; 23 managers, 13 deputy 

senior managers, 3 senior managers, and 2 executives, 

whereas there were only 12 assistant managers 7 staff 

members. These respondents were mainly from divisions’ 

related to physical flow (19 from inbound logistics and 5 

from production) and information flow (12 people each 

from both strategy and IT).

5. Results

5.1 Assessment of Measurement

To measure the validity of the survey instrument, a factor 

analysis was carried out. As a result of the factor analysis, 

each fourth item from the buyer and supplier organizational 

learning was removed. There is a reasonable theoretical 

ground explaining why these two items were taken out of 

organizational learning; according to Huber [58], unlearning 

is about information interpretation, whereas the others are 

about knowledge acquisition. The result of the factor 

analysis is arranged in Table 1. All factor loadings were 

greater than .50, which indicates that all factors are 

practically significant [59].

Similarly, reliability was measured by using Cronbach’s 

alpha [60]. The result showed that all variables and their 

dimensions each have their own Cronbach’s alpha higher 

than 0.6, indicating a reasonable level of reliability [61][62]. 

The result is as follows (Table 2).

5.2 Hypothesis Test

To test the hypotheses, ANOVA was used. There was a 

prerequisite for the ANOVA test: the classification of project 

radicalness and innovativeness of the supply chain. First of 

all, project radicalness was divided into two types. Score 3 

is the threshold; a project that scored higher than 3 is 

considered an innovative project, and a project that scored 

equal to or less than 3 is considered an incremental project. 

In the case of the supply chain, the type was determined by 

the combination of its buyer’s organizational characteristics 

and its supplier’s organizational characteristics. An 

organization (a buyer or a supplier) is classified according to 

the average score of the three organizational characteristics 

with the division point value of 3; an organization (a buyer 

or a supplier) is expanding when the average of the 
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organization’s (the buyer’s or the supplier’s) three 

organizational characteristics is higher than 3. By contrast, an 

organization (a buyer or a supplier) having an average score 

equal or less than 3 is mature. By matching a buyer 

organization and a supplier organization, three types of supply 

chains were determined: the combination of two expanding 

organizations, an expanding buyer organization and a mature 

supplier organization (or vice versa), and the last type 

consisting of both mature organizations. Based on these two 

types of projects and three types of supply chains, six groups 

were analyzed. Table 3 shows that Levene’s test was not 

significant at p-value ≤ .05, and thus there were equal 

variances assumed among six groups [63].

(Table 3) Test of Homogeneity of Variances

Levene Statistic P-value

.988 .434

According to Table 4, there were significant differences 

among the groups’ averages (P-value = .000). This finding 

indicates that the degree of supply chain integration is 

different according to the match of project radicalness and 

supply chain.

(Table 4) Analysis of Variance

Sum   of 
squares

df Mean   
square

F P-
value

Between Group
Within groups

Sum

12.662
11.167
23.829

5
54
59

2.532
.207

12.2 .000

Table 5 shows the result of Duncan’s post hoc test. Six 

groups were divided into two subsets. Subset 1 includes 

groups which resulted in a relatively lower degree of supply 

chain integration whereas the other groups in subset 2 

resulted in a high degree of supply chain integration. 

Hypothesis 1 expected different supply chain integration 

results, which a supply chain composed of both expanding 

organizations achieves through project radicalness. The 

comparison between group 3 and group 6 shows that a 

supply chain which consists of two expanding organizations 

resulted in a high degree of supply chain integration 

through an innovative project or low degree of those 

through an incremental project, and thus supports hypothesis 1. 

Similarly, the comparisons among three groups; 2, 5, and 

6 supports Hypothesis 2, which expected a different 

integration of a supply chain composed of a mature 

organization and an expanding organization through the 

project radicalness. The comparisons show that this type of 

supply chain results in a low degree of integration through 

an incremental project, but a high degree of integration 

through an innovative project.

No Matching Pattern Subset (α=.05)

PJT Type of Supply Chain 1 2

1 Incremental Mature & Mature 2.6400

2 Expanding & Mature 2.7667

3 Expanding & Expanding 3.0400

4 Radical Mature & Mature 2.8500

5 Expanding & Mature 3.6000

6 Expanding & Expanding 3.8000

Significant Probability .174 .452

(Table 5) Duncan’s Post Hoc Multiple Comparisons

According to the comparison between group 1 and 4, the 

last type of supply chains with both mature organizations 

consistently achieved a lower degree of supply chain 

integration without regards to the project radicalness unlike the 

above two types of supply chains, supporting hypothesis 3.

5.3 Discussion

From the above analysis, the adoption of the three 

hypotheses has the following significant meanings. First, the 

validation of hypothesis 1 and 2 shows that the degree of 

supply chain integration is different according to the project 

radicalness. As previous research discovered, a more radical 

change of process provides a higher performance in an 

organization [5][6][9]. Despite these precedent literatures 

which discuss the relationship between the radicalness of 

process change and the consequent performance 

improvement in an organization level, there has been no 

empirical examination of this relationship at the supply 

chain level. In this study, the analysis of all the hypotheses 

shows that there is a gap between the two results according 

to the project radicalness.
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The second is that the other determinant of the degree of 

supply chain integration is the innovativeness that the three 

organizational characteristics explain. Similar to the different 

results of a process change according to the organizational 

characteristics, the statistics of this study shows that the 

more innovative the supply chain, the higher the degree of 

supply chain integration. Thus, this finding significantly 

shows that the degree of supply chain integration will rely 

not only on the project radicalness, but also on the supply 

chain’s innovativeness.

Lastly, the examination in the impact of the fit between 

project radicalness and the innovativeness of the supply 

chain can be considered to be the most important 

achievement of this study. Especially, the adoption of 

hypothesis 1 and 3 shows that a supply chain cannot highly 

integrate both organizations’ processes through an 

innovative project if this supply chain does not have enough 

innovativeness which matches well with an innovative 

project. This finding means that a supply chain will 

accomplish the expected degree of the supply chain 

integration through a project whose radicalness is well 

matched with the supply chain’s innovativeness.

6. Conclusion

Based on the conducted measurement and the consequent 

analyses, this study has the following academic implications.

First, this study is the first research that empirically 

examined the effect of innovation potency which explains 

an organization’s innovativeness on the organization’s 

business process change. Unlike precedent researches which 

theoretically discussed or partially examined the innovation 

potency, this study empirically examined the impact of all 

organizational characteristics.

Second, this study discovered the importance of the 

supplier selection when two organizations integrate their 

processes in a supply chain. As discussed in the above 

analyses, the innovativeness of a supply chain is an 

important feature which affects the degree of supply chain 

integration and this means that a buyer organization cannot 

solely accomplish a high degree of the supply chain 

integration without the consideration of its supplier.

Third, this study showed the effect of the project 

radicalness on the supply chain integration. Unlike many 

precedent studies dealing with the relationship between the 

project radicalness and the process change at the 

organization level, this study empirically examined the 

above relationship at the supply chain level.

Finally, this study examined the impact of the fit 

between project radicalness and innovativeness of supply 

chain on the degree of supply chain integration. On the 

theoretical basis which is the relationship between the 

radicalness of the business process change and the 

organizational characteristics at the organization level, this 

study tested the impact of the fit between project 

radicalness and the innovativeness of supply chain on the 

degree of supply chain integration and found out that a 

buyer and a supplier in a supply chain should do a project 

whose radicalness is well-matched with the supply chain’s 

innovativeness for a better result of the supply chain 

integration.

This study also has the following four practical 

implications. First, the examination of this study informs 

firms of which criteria to measure to assess a supply 

chain’s innovativeness. While many organizations have 

well-recognized the importance of an organization’s 

innovativeness, they have been no criteria for the 

measurement of innovativeness. The examination of the 

three organizational characteristics will help organizations to 

establish the measure of an organization’s innovativeness 

and evaluate it.

Second, the discussion of the relationship between the 

project radicalness and the supply chain integration in this 

study gives companies an important meaning that more 

radical projects result in a higher degree of supply chain 

integration. This indicates that an organization can yield a 

high degree of supply chain integration through the more 

radical project as an organization significantly improves 

performance through a radical process change.

Third, the fact that the more innovative supply chain, the 

higher the degree of supply chain integration implies the 

importance of the supplier’s innovativeness; this finding 

indicates that an organization should evaluate and select an 

innovative supplier for the high supply chain integration.

Finally, the examination of the above hypotheses 

indicates that a supply chain should choose a project whose 
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radicalness is equal to the supply chain’s innovativeness for 

desirable supply chain integration results. This finding 

provides a very important meaning that an organization 

should evaluate the radicalness of a project and the 

innovativeness of a supply chain where the organization and 

its suppliers belong to when the organization and its 

supplier integrate their organizational processes as one.

While this study has the above implications, there are 

also the following three limitations. First, this study restricts 

organizational characteristics to only three dimensions. 

However, there are many other organizational characteristics 

which are not mentioned in this study. Second, this study 

mainly focused on the supply chain in the operation 

environment. However, there are not only operations, but 

also projects in a business environment. In this regard, the 

lack of the same examinations in the project environment is 

another limitation of this study. Finally, in this study, the 

supply chain integration was mainly focused on the 

integration of logistics (or service delivery) and information 

sharing. However, there are many other functions besides 

logistics or firm infrastructure (where information system is 

located) in an organization [7], or there are other functional 

integrations between a buyer and a supplier in a supply 

chain in a business environment such as finance [50].

From the above implications and limitations, there are 

subjects for future researches as follows. First, examining 

the impact of the fit between the organization’s 

innovativeness and the project radicalness on the 

organization’s process change is a future research. Despite 

the empirical examination of this study, there is still a lack 

of empirical examination of the above mentioned impact at 

the organization level.

Second, examining the impact of the other organizational 

characteristics not mentioned in this study can be another 

research problem. While this study focused on the three 

organizational characteristics, any significant meaning can 

be found from the other organizational characteristics not 

mentioned in this study.

Third, further treating process integration on a supply 

chain can also be a future research topic. There are more 

flows than what this study discussed in a supply chain; so 

the latter study will deals with supply chain integration at a 

variety of detailed flows.

Fourth, a study examining the hypotheses which this 

study mentioned in the project environment will be a future 

research topic. Due to the difference between operation and 

project, examining same hypotheses in the project 

environment will provide important meanings.

Lastly, comparing the result of the hypotheses in this 

study through industry differences is also a significant 

future research topic. Due to each industrial unique 

characteristic, comparing industry differences of the 

examination of the hypotheses will provide very useful 

practical implications.
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