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Supply Chain Practices in Asian Emerging Countries:
A Measurement Tool of Relational Dimensions

Huu Tuyen Duong ° Gilles Paché

Abstract The organisation and functioning of supply chains constitutes a major issue in
contemporary management research. It is true that the way in which various companies will
coordinate to supply consumption markets in the best possible way constitutes a key question.
Even though the sources of competitive advantage usually refer to successful industrial,
commercial and financial strategies, the efforts made by a company to conquer a market can
be ruined by recurrent logistical failures. This paper particularly focuses on the relational
integration process between supply chain members, whose objective is to improve the level
of service quality and reduce the costs. It wishes to propose a measurement scale of relational
integration applicable to the specific context of emerging countries, and therefore avoid the
rashly use of measurement scales created in the context of Western countries. A research lead
with 139 Vietnamese companies in the food industry enables to test and confirm the robustness
of the retained measurement scale. Its use may be considered in other emerging countries of
South East Asia, for cross-cultural research.
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Introduction

For the past thirty years, increasing attention has been paid to supply chain operations.
Simply enter the words supply chain management on Google Scholar’s search engine to
see over two-million results appear. The question of the efficient supply of markets, in ideal
conditions of costs, quality, service and responsiveness, becomes highly relevant. Nowadays,
who would dare to state that a company that is indifferent to logistics performance could
sustainably maintain its competitive status faced with fierce competition? As indicated by
Li et al. (2006:107), “effective supply chain management has become a potentially valuable
way of securing competitive advantage and improving organizational performance”. In other
words, logistics performance must not be a goal in itself; it is at the service of strategic choices
otherwise made, for example regarding marketing, production or finance. Yet, ignoring the
importance of logistics performance risks to lead to corporate collapses, as shown by certain
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website failures which were unable to offer a sufficient level of logistical service to their clients,
in contrast with other websites, very efficient on that level (Chen et al., 2014).

To understand the issues linked to supply chain operations, the priority is to abandon a
reasoning focused on a unique company, for example the manufacturer. Talking about L’Oréal’s
logistics performance would be meaningful only if we explore how this company is capable
of establishing good relationships with its partners within one or several supply chains. In
other words, L’Oréal’s logistics performance will depend on that of its suppliers, upstream,
and of its retailers, downstream, including potential logistics service providers involved in the
management of transport and storage operations. Value creation in the framework of supply
chains is, by nature, a collective process (Christopher, 2010; Ren et al., 2015), and the absence
of coordination between supply chain members can lead to entropic effects that will harm
everyone’s profitability. That is why, in the years 2000, a major research stream underlined the
centrality of an integrated approach of supply chains, each of the supply chain members having
to act by taking into account its own individual interests, for example, the optimal remuneration
of its sharcholders, as well as the collective interests, such as to supply in the best possible
manner to consumer markets.

Globalisation constitutes one of the reasons having led companies to integrate their supply
chains more and more systematically. One advantage of this integration is its capacity to design
products more rapidly, with equivalent qualities and inferior costs (Naslund and Hulthen, 2012).
The importance of supply chain integration has been theoretically and empirically shown through
the literature (Frohlich and Westbrook, 2001; Flynn et al., 2010; Chiarvesio et al., 2013; Yu et al.,
2013; Ataseven and Nair, 2017). The benefits of integration between supply chain members have
been acknowledged in several industries (Flynn et al., 2010); it is now considered as an essential
performance improvement factor. In order to assess the maturity with which the supply chain
members have assimilated the urgency of a supply chain integration, in particular a relational
integration based on the implementation of joint processes in order to achieve a common goal,
numerous North American and European authors have proposed different measurement scales.
The robustness of these scales are not questionable, however, they are characterised by a strong
cultural dimension. Thus, referring to the trust between supply chain members within a North
American context may take on a different meaning in the context of an emerging country. Indeed,
trust is based on a certain number of attributes that may vary from one country to another (Afandi
and Kermani, 2015). When a supplier guarantees the delivery of components on a given date, but
does not make any particular effort to achieve this result, this may be seen as a betrayal of trust
for its partner in a country A, while one would consider it as being usual business hazards in a
country B.

In other words, any measurement scale must be contextualised, which implies leading a
robustness test with the decision makers of the countries where one intends to apply it. This is
what this paper is focused on. The challenge is to formalise a measurement scale of relational
integration between supply chain members that may be applied to Asian emerging countries
as part of future research on the basis of logistics performance. According to us, the topic is
extremely relevant as the new circumstances of globalised economies lead numerous companies
of emerging countries to increasingly integrate into the flows of products at a global scale. It is
therefore important to have the clearest perception possible on how top managers lead (or do not
lead) relational integration policies. If a constant effort is done regarding relational integration,
this will send a positive signal to other supply chain members, who will more easily accept
to invest in the relationship-specific equipment, without unreasonably fearing the display of
opportunistic behaviours. The paper is structured as follows. In section 1, the key concepts linked
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to the integration of the supply chain will be clarified, before specifying in section 2 the process
and dimensions involved. Section 3 will more specifically focus on the relational integration by
proposing a measurement scale tested through a field research carried out in Vietnam.

1. Key concepts linked to supply chain integration

According to Stank et al. (2001), the synchronisation of logistical activities between supply
chain members creates value for end customers by reducing the costs of availability thanks to
the removal of recurrences in transportation modes, storing, handling, etc. The integration of
skills and logistical resources brought by each one is thus an important condition to improve the
global performance of the supply chain. However, it should be noted that integration is not a new
concept in the field of management, in particular in the framework of supply chain management
(Shang, 2009; Gimenez et al., 2012; Danese et al., 2013; Huo et al., 2014; Dufy et al., 2015).
According to Paché and Spalanzani (2007), this concept, very widely used by practitioners as
well as researchers, nevertheless requires to be clarified. The supply chain integration refers
to the configuration of company structures, mainly in the framework of inter-organisational
relationships, in such a way for a sufficient alignment to emerge between the strategic targets of
partners regarding the transporting of products. Indeed, the integration is supposed to facilitate
the rapid flow of materials and goods thanks to an efficient management (Torbianelli and
Mazzarino, 2010; Natour et al., 2011).

The concept of integration was formalised by Fayol (1916/2013), who identified the
coordination as one of the five critical functions of management. Thereafter, Lawrence and
Lorsch (1967) indicated that differentiation and integration were basic principles to understand
organisational structures. This explains that integration is often mentioned as one of the key
characteristics of supply chain management. Even so, most definitions regarding supply chain
management explicitly refer to integration. The research led by Mentzer et al. (2001) thus shows
that it constitutes one of the essential actions in order to efficiently manage logistical processes.
Lambert et al. (1998) indicate that the aim of integration is to improve the efficiency of the
processes linking supply chain members, by allowing the emergence of a rationale for collective
action between them. Therefore, it is necessary to apprehend it on two levels: at a strategic
level and at an operational level (Mentzer et al., 2001; Frohlich and Westbrook, 2001). This is
confirmed by Bagchi et al. (2005) for whom supply chain integration is described as a global
collaboration regarding strategy, tactics and operational decision making.

Supply chain integration can be defined as a formal process that associates both the process
of an activity with those of companies of another field of activity and the company process
with those of one or several other companies. This perspective raises, subsequent to Zhao et
al. (2011), the following question: how do supply chain members integrate their unique and
inimitable abilities, their expertise and their key skills? Pagell (2004) considers supply chain
integration as a collaboration and interaction process where companies work together to obtain
the best common results; this issue is particularly important in the context of fast evolving
industries (Sabet et al., 2017). Cao and Zhang (2011) underline that the transaction cost theory
can explain why a company collaborates with other companies, and how integration activities
reduce transaction costs by leading to better performances. They indicate that supply chain
integration represents a particularly efficient mechanism of resource and knowledge exchange.
This mechanism is described as a standardised routine activity implemented in order to share
information throughout departments, services or organisations.

According to Lee (2005), the concept of supply chain integration finds its justification in the
fact that the amplitude of interactions in the seller-buyer dyad varies greatly at the mercy of
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environmental circumstances surrounding the relationship. The integration has to go beyond a
simple mutual adjustment between logistical activities; it should also include other functions
of the company, such as product design. For Cagliano et al. (2006), supply chain integration is
strictly linked to coordination mechanisms and it implies in particular that the business processes
be rationalised and interconnected, both within and beyond the limits of the company (Alfalla-
Luque et al., 2012). In a nutshell, literature is wordy regarding this subject, most likely because
the manner of approaching supply chain integration strongly depends on the approaches retained
by the researcher. Indeed, the questions relate to the integration process itself as well as the
dimensions concerned.

2. Process and dimensions of supply chain integration

Supply chain members most often achieve supply chain integration after a certain number of
mutual efforts and learning. Indeed, the most natural approach for a company is to improve
logistics performance, especially by improving intra-organisational interfaces (between
production and marketing, between marketing and finance, etc.). Supply chain management
seminal work thus underlines the difficulty and length of going from a compartmentalised vision,
company by company, to a transversal vision, on a network’s interconnected mode (Christopher,
2010). The dynamic vision of supply chain integration is also complicated by the fact that
integration covers several possible dimensions, or several layers, to recall Fabbe-Costes and
Jahre (2007). Consequently, it seems essential to clarify these various aspects to understand the
stakes of a relational integration and, subsequently, propose a measurement scale of its intensity.

2.1. Process

Supply chain integration is discussed from various perspectives, by evaluating the relationship
between supply chain integration and competitive operational performance (Prajogo et al., 2016).
Cagliano et al. (2006), for example, make a clear distinction between customer integration,
informational integration, logistical and distribution integration, and supplier integration.
Differences have also been brought to light based on process types. Simchi-Levi et al. (2007)
class integration mechanisms with reference to design and logistical links. Romano (2003)
identifies four streams within the literature, with particular emphasis, respectively, on functional
integration, logistical integration, informational integration and process-based integration.
Finally, at the operational level, integration can be made by inter-functional teams reporting to
the manufacturer and the distributor, as raised in the works of Ellram and Cooper (1990) and
Cooper et al. (1997).

Academic literature strongly stresses the fact that supply chain integration should be
developed in a stepwise fashion (Halldérsson and Skjett-Larsen, 2004; Forslund and Jonsson,
2007; Alfalla-Luque and Medina-Lopez, 2009). In a reference article, widely quoted in numerous
academic works, Stevens (1989) thus identifies a four-step process, that echoes the contribution
of Halldorsson and Skjett-Larsen (2004). The four steps are as follows:

The first step is based on the functional independence between supply chain members. This
step is characterised by independent management systems, through the recurring incompatibility
between functional systems and between management processes, through organisational limits
linked to the absence of coordinated flow control, from raw material to end products, and by
short-term corporate planning.

The second step sees a functional integration emerge mainly emphasising the incoming flow of
products. This step is characterised by distinct business functions, a lack of visibility of the final
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demand, an inadequate planning and usually mediocre performances to the extent that we are
focused on cost reduction rather than on the improvement of customer service.

The third step is favourable to activity integration concerning the control of the company’s
incoming and outgoing flows. The emphasis is put on the effectiveness rather than on the efficiency.
This step is characterised, on the one hand, by the use of EDI to accelerate responsiveness, rather
than to react in retrospect to the failures of the logistical system through a proactive customer
management, and, on the other hand, by the formalisation of a medium-term planning focused
on tactics rather than strategies.

Finally, the fourth step leads to the widening of the integration field towards suppliers and
customers. Cooperation starts at an early stage of the design of a new product and then includes
complex exchanges at all levels. This step is characterised by a sharing of information regarding
products, processes and changes in specification, exchange of technology and assistance in
design, with a focus on strategy rather than tactics.

2.2. Dimensions

Through an extensive literature review, Alfalla-Luque et al. (2012) finally indicate the presence
of three essential dimensions to understand the stakes of supply chain integration. First of all,
supply chain integration is based on the willingness demonstrated by all actors (Simatupang and
Sridharan, 2005; Cagliano et al., 2006; Childerhouse and Towill, 2011; Ralston et al., 2015).
Then, supply chain integration implies the implementation of collective processes (Lambert et
al., 1998, Bagchi et al., 2005; Stevens and Johnson, 2016). Finally, supply chain integration
cannot come true without a management data sharing, as well as human and material means,
to improve resource orchestration between supply chain members (Liu et al., 2016). In order
to clarify current reasoning, Fabbe-Costes and Jahre (2007) chose to refer to the notion of
integration layers. The aim is to distinguish four levels for which integration is a major stake,
that is to say the flows, the processes and activities, the systems and technologies, and the actors:
The physical, informational and financial flows, taken on an individual basis, but also and
mainly jointly: thus, information flows enable to manage physical flows, while financial flows
bring the proof that supply chain creates value for the various stakeholders. The processes
and activities, whether they are operational processes (from product design to waste disposal,
as well as production, distribution, after-sales service and recycling), management processes
(target definition, forecasting, planning, monitoring and evaluation), as well as support processes
supporting the others.

Systems and technologies, components of the supply chain both for its management of
physical and information flows (separately and jointly), the interconnectivity and interoperability
of technologies and systems implemented being considered as necessary, in particular to
reduce the availability delays. The actors, at the centre of multiple and varied interactions, with
individuals and teams implied in the supply chain management, which implies to communicate,
work together, develop shared structures, implement a certain strategic, organisational, structural
and cultural compatibility.

According to Ireland and Webb (2007), agreeing with Fabbe-Costes and Jahre (2007), the
dimensions of supply chain integration include three levels, that implicitly refer to precipitated
layers. The strategic level is that of the company’s intention to integrate their actions and adjust
their interactive behaviours; this includes both short-term, for example, the total visibility of flows,
and long-term targets, for example, the increase of collective adaptation abilities. The operational
level concerns product integration and processes between companies, for example, by enabling
suppliers to take responsibility for activities of product design, by helping them understand the
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complexity and the impact of coordinated processes; the interpersonal relationships play here
an essential role, because personal affection, individual communication and credibility have a
positive influence on supply chain integration (Wang et al., 2016). Finally, the technological
level is that of sharing knowledge and abilities within the supply chain, an important topic that
is underlined by Leuschner et al. (2013).

The input of Forslund and Jonsson (2007) distinguishes informational integration and
organisational integration within the supply chain integration approach. Informational
integration refers to the scope of information and knowledge exchange in the design, processes
management, planning, monitoring, exchange of technology, and the optimal coordination of
resources. Organisational integration refers to the sharing of ideas, institutional culture, decision-
making and skills, all things encouraging the spread of a climate of trust strengthening inter-
organisational links. Thereafter, Kim and Lee (2010) propose to refer only to two dimensions:
strategies and systems. Regarding strategy, it is the degree of common construction of a business
plan regarding the demand to be served. Regarding systems, it is the common construction of
compatible communication systems between them to facilitate the long-term planning of supply
chain operations. Table 1 synthetises the main dimensions of supply chain integration.

Table 1 Dimensions of supply chain integration

Authors Dimensions Description
Informational Sharing of information and knowledge between supply chain
members
Lee (2000) Decisional Changes in decision-making at the level of work and resources
Organisational Organisation of close relationships between supply chain
members
Strategic Sharing routines, knowledge and new ideas to improve the

functioning of the supply chain
Saced et al. Frequent coordination at the level of processes and activities

(2005) Operational through a regular sharing of information
Financial Joint investment in supply chain members’ common projects
Strategic Intent1§m of S}lpply cham members to integrate their actions
and adjust their behaviours
Irelanégg;i)Webb Organisational Product and process integration between supply chain members

Technological Knowledge and skill sharing through supply chain members

Tangible activities underlining the importance of collaboration
between supply chain members
Positive attitude regarding partners to make a long-term joint

Strategic

Van der Vaart and
Van der Donk Organisational

(2008) planning
. Frequent face-to-face visits, with a formal regular assessment
Operational
of partners
Stratesic Joint forecasting of demand and planning of operations
Kim and Lee & between supply chain members
(2010) Informational Compatible communication systems between supply chain

members for the forecasting and the planning
Source: Adapted from Leuschner et al. (2013).
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3. Measurement scale of relational integration

The development of measurement scales is an important step of most research in management
that have chosen an approach of deductive nature. A measurement scale is a tool enabling to
measure the judgement, opinion or perception of the people interviewed on a given subject. Even
if the issue of bias in measurement scales remains important, the tool can be useful to approach
the manner with which the respondents, in this case, top managers, will build their business
reality and draw conclusions to take decisions. An important number of measurement scales
have been developed and tested in the context of relationships between companies, in BtoB
marketing, strategy, as well as in supply chain management. The aim is to propose a specific
measurement scale of relational integration and then to test it from a research led in an emerging
country: Vietnam.

3.1. Proposed scale

Collaboration between supply chain members is usually admitted to increase the efficiency
of operations, improve customer service and insure a decrease of the cost of making products
available. This applies in particular to the collaboration on sales forecast, where companies
spend their precious resources to guarantee a satisfying answer to unexpected environment
evolutions. Collaborations in the logistical process refers to the joint actions taken by partners
such as assortment planning, definition of joint promotion planning, stock management and
automatic restocking from retail counter outputs (Simchi-Levi et al., 2007). As such, we
can refer to relational integration, in other words, an integration based on the building and
maintenance over time of a close and durable relationship between supply chain members to
improve the value creation process.

Relational integration requires from supply chain members the will to create structures,
frameworks and measurements that encourage a certain behaviour from organisations towards
the achievement of a common goal. This includes the sharing of confidential information on
strategies led and on operational information for the control of daily activities (Kasemsap,
2017), as well as the creation of financial links that make companies dependent in fine on
mutual performances (Stank et al., 2001). According to Rodrigues et al. (2004), suppliers,
manufacturers and distributors are thus encouraged to identify and establish partnerships
with companies that share a common vision and pursue converging targets relative to
the interdependence and collaboration. This collaborative perspective is essential to the
development of efficient structures within the supply chain, aligning functional operations
of several companies as part of an integrated system (Puigjaner and Lainez, 2008).

In previous research, relational integration was operationalised in different manners
according to the authors’ targets. For example, Hsu et al. (2008) adapt measures that have
already been used by Svensson (2004), Corsten and Felde (2005), Kannan and Tan (2006),
and Golicic and Mentzer (2006) for the operationalisation of the variable relative to the field
of buyer-supplier relationships and their impact in terms of performance. Within the literature
dedicated to the issue of relational integration between supply chain members, the variable
is mainly seen as a unidimensional construct. The measurement scales developed by Hsu et
al. (2008) and by Jayaram and Tan (2010) seem particularly relevant given their robustness;
consequently, we retain them as part of our investigation (see Table 2). The general question
asked to top mangers is: Indicate your extent of agreement with the following propositions
characterising the relational integration between your company and your partner. The scale
ranges from “I strongly disagree” to “I strongly agree”.
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Table 2 Indicators of the “relational integration” (RI) variable

Code Items Type of scale Authors

My partner shows flexibility to answer

RI_01 unexpected changes in demand >-point Likert Hsu et al.
RI 02 My partner uses an assessment system to B (2008)
- measure customer satisfaction
RI 03 My partner shares confidential information _
- with my company
RI 04 My company develops sincere and frequent B
- communication with my partner
Jayaram and
My partner conducts actions for the purpose Tan (2010)
RI 05 of bringing answers to my company’s --
complaints
My partner shows flexibility to answer my
RI 06 \ . -
- company’s changing needs
3.2. Selected sample

The sector selected for this investigation is that of manufacturers in Vietnam’s food
industry. This choice is due to two reasons. On the one hand, the sector represents 20% of
the country’s GDP, and the growth of the domestic food demand is estimated to 10% per
year. It has therefore achieved to maintain a positive growth despite the difficult context
(diseases, bad weather, global economic crisis, etc.). In addition, in upstream, the sector
still employs nearly 70% of the active Vietnamese population, and that it is affected by a
rapid modernisation of production and logistical techniques, including the increasing use of
logistics service providers (Limbourg et al., 2016; Nguyen and Nguyen, 2017). On the other
hand, as showed by Colin and Paché (1988), the food industries have developed innovative
approaches in various Western countries regarding management flows to reduce the costs
and improve customer service. This largely explains the low added value earned on the
merchandising of food and agricultural products, and in particular, convenience products,
that imposes on businesses a monitoring of logistical costs to improve profitability. The
investigation was done in Vietnam in February and March 2014.

To compile a list of food manufacturers in Vietnam, we contacted the food industry
department of the Ministry of Industry and Trade. The Ministry provided the contact
information of 700 food manufacturers for which general information was available (name
of transport or logistics manager, address, telephone number). A questionnaire was mailed
to the transport or logistics manager identified, given the slow development of Internet
communications. One week after the mailing, we contacted the businesses by telephone to
confirm that they had received our questionnaire and invited them to complete it. We received
98 responses after one month, but four were eliminated because several values were missing.
To improve the response rate, manufacturers were contacted again by telephone and the
respondent was invited to participate. We consequently received an additional 45 responses.
In total, we received 139 usable questionnaires, for a response rate of 19.8%, which is very
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satisfactory compared with the studies usually conducted in Europe and North America in
the supply chain context. In our survey, of the 139 business respondents, 68 were located in
the south (48.9%), 42 in the north (30.2%), and 29 in the center (20.9%) of the country.

The size of our sample can be considered as fully acceptable on a methodological level.
Indeed, the testing of the measurement scale of relational integration is based on the method
of partial least squares (PLS). Two main estimation techniques of structural equation models
are used in management sciences: techniques based on the co-variance and techniques based
on the variance. Although the first approach remains the most popular in marketing (Hair et
al., 2009; Reinartz et al., 2009), an increasing interest regarding the PLS regression method
has appeared in the past few years, given the advantages it contains. On the one hand, it does
not require the multivariate normality of data, unlike the method based on covariance. On
the other hand, it is more appropriate for a small sample of less than 250 observations (Hair
et al., 2009; Reinartz et al., 2009), which is the case here.

Company size was measured by several criteria. Our research uses the two criteria:
(1) number of employees; and (2) sales turnover. Regarding the average level of number of
employees of food manufacturing industries in Vietnam, the businesses in our sample are
larger than average. As Table 3 shows, 20.9% of businesses surveyed have fewer than 100
employees, 38.8% of businesses surveyed have between 300 and 499 employees, 10.8%
of businesses surveyed have between 500 and 999 employees, and only 4.3% have over
1,000 employees. The overrepresentation of large businesses may be a source of bias in the
analysis, yet we can assume that their leading-edge supply chain management practices can
provide valuable information on evolution underway in Vietnam since the liberalization of
the national economy. Nonetheless, Vietnam has generally not yet seen the development
of sophisticated supply chains, which is also the case in other emerging countries like
Bangladesh and Pakistan (Schotter and My, 2013).

Table 3 Characteristics of manufacturers in our sample

Categories Sub-categories E:I:;ber of %
Less than 100 29 20.9
101 to 299 35 25.2
300 to 499 54 38.8

Number of employees
500 to 999 15 10.8
Over 1,000 6 43
Total 139 100
Less than 1 billion VND 29 20.9
1 to 10 billion VND 33 23.7

Sales turnover 10 to 200 billion VND 59 424

(billions de VND, —

1 US dollar = 22.000 VND) 200 to 500 billion VND 11 7.9
Over 500 billion VND 7 5.0

Total 139 100
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3.3. Testing of the measurement scale

We begin with an analysis in principal components with six items. The KMO is equal to 0.8
indicating a good match of data with the factorial solution. The Bartlett’s test of sphericity indicates
a strong significance (Sig. 0.000). The MPE is entirely satisfactory with the value of 0.213. In
addition, the result of the test of component matrix shows that this variable has two dimensions.
The first dimension has five items, which are RI 02, RI 03, RI 04, RI 05 and RI_06. However,
the second dimension has only one item, which is the item RI_01. We should therefore delete it.
We continue with the second analysis in principal components. The Table 4 shows the final results
of the analysis in principal components without RI_01. A new extraction without the item RI 01
shows an improvement of the total explained variance (58.7%). The KMO of 0.809 shows a good
match of data with the factorial solution. Bartlett’s test of sphericity shows a strong significance
(Sig. 0.000). The MPE by item is 0.75. Consequently, the data can be factorised.

Table 4 Analysis of the measurement scale of relational integration

Items Factorial contribution R?

RI 02 0.747 0.559

RI 03 0.717 0.514

RI 04 0.866 0.750

RI 05 0.716 0.513

RI_06 0.774 0.599
Cronbach’s alpha 0.822

Unidimensionality Yes

Explained variance 58.7%

Factorisation KMO = 0.809; Bartlett’s test p < 0.00; MPE > 0.75

Regarding the issue linked to the identification of scale dimensionality, Kaiser’s criterion
suggests to retain only one dimension, explaining 58.7% of the total variance. The scree test
indicates the presence of a dimension. The R2 are all greater than 0.5. As planned, the items
are, spread on a factor, the factorial contributions are greater than 0.716, which shows the
good unidimensionality of the measures. Cronbach’s alpha is equal to 0.822, which also shows
the good reliability of the measures. Consequently, we selected this solution. It leads to a
five-dimension measurement scale that can be used in an analysis of the level of relational
integration between partners of a supply chain for emerging countries that are more or less
similar to Vietnam, in particular in South-East Asia.

Conclusion

To what extent are supply chain members capable of collaborating with each other in order
to improve the functioning of the supply chain in which they are involved? The question
is important for both clients and suppliers. Indeed, if supply chain members perceive an
atmosphere of distrust, where each one tries to profit from its position without caring about
other players, it is very likely that the supply chain will be taken over by entropic forces. In
other words, each supply chain member seeks to value its own individual interest, even if it
means resorting to opportunistic behaviours such as the withholding of data or being dishonest
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about its real activities. It would obviously be unwise to deny the existence of a distrustful
atmosphere in the operation of supply chains; furthermore, the works of Cox et al. (2003)
on power regimes consider that the situation is common as soon as the sharing of the value
created within the supply chain is perceived as unfair. It is important to admit that the absence
of collaboration can, on the long run, have disastrous effects on the level of quality of service
that is offered to clients, for example with an important number of stock-outs resulting in a
loss in sales.

Consequently, having a robust measurement scale of relational integration between supply
chain members is interesting, both for the researchers and the practitioners. For researchers,
the measurement scale enables to assess the atmosphere within the supply chain and, therefore,
offer crossed analysis. These analyses can compare supply chains linked to distinct products
within the same country; they can also identify differences or similarities between countries in a
cross-cultural perspective. For practitioners, a measurement scale enables to have a diagnostic
and audit tool. Therefore, knowing if the current (or planned) partner leads activities in order
to provide an answer to its client’s complaints or accept to share confidential information with
it will give a good idea of its will to commit to a collaboration strategy. A measurement scale
can therefore constitute an excellent decision support tool regarding the choice and monitoring
of partners. However, the retained measurement scale would need to be sufficiently relevant
to adapt to the studied environment. Yet, we must admit that various works carelessly import
measurement scales that are tested in a given context, for example, in Western countries,
to a radically different context on the economic, social and cultural levels, for example, in
emerging countries.

The goal of this paper was, very modestly, to propose a measurement scale of relational
integration between supply chain members that could be correctly applied to emerging
countries. To do so, we based our study on existing literature and then tested the measurement
scale retained from a field study in Vietnam. This country was not randomly picked. Indeed,
it has undergone radical transformation since 1986, with the Doi Moi [renovation] reform, to
change its economic model, from a planned economy to a market economy. The result is the
opening of borders to several foreign companies that actively participate in the modernisation
of supply chains (Duong and Paché, 2015). From this point of view, the case of Vietnam is a
symbol of rapid change that should interest all researchers studying other emerging countries
in South-East Asia. We can therefore hope that the measurement scale retained and tested in
the paper will be used in future research on relationships between supply chain members.
This would enable progress to be made on cumulative knowledge on logistical strategies that
become emancipated from dominant Western models.

References

Afandi E, Kermani M (2015) Inter-firm trust and access to financing. Transit Stud Rev 22(1): 159-
183. doi: 10.14665/1614-4007-22-1-010.

Alfalla-Luque R, Medina-Lopez C (2009) Supply chain management: unheard of in the 1970s, core
to today’s company. Bus Hist 51(2): 202-221. doi: 10.1080/00076790902726558.

Alfalla-Luque R, Medina-Lopez C, Dey P (2012) Supply chain integration framework using literature
review. Prod Plan Control 24(8-9): 800-817. doi: 10.1080/09537287.2012.666870.

Ataseven C, Nair A (2017) Assessment of supply chain integration and performance relationships:
a meta-analytic investigation of the literature. Int J Prod Econ 185: 252-265. doi: 10.1016/j.
ijpe.2017.01.007.



26 Huu Tuyen Duong  Gilles Paché

Bagchi P, Ha B, Skjoett-Larsen T, Soerensen L (2005) Supply chain integration: a European survey.
Int J of Logist Manag 16(2): 275-294. doi: 10.1108/09574090510634557.

Cagliano R, Caniato F, Spina G (2006) The linkage between supply chain integration and manufacturing
improvement programmes. Int J Oper Prod Manag 26(3): 282-299. doi: 10.1108/01443570610646201.

Cao M, Zhang Q (2011) Supply chain collaboration: impact on collaborative advantage and firm
performance. J Oper Manag 29(3): 163-180. doi: 10.1016/j.jom.2010.12.008.

Chen MC, Hsu CL, Hsu CM, Lee YY (2014) Ensuring the quality of e-shopping specialty foods through
efficient logistics service. Trends Food Sci Technol 35(1): 69-82. doi: 10.1016/5.tifs.2013.10.011.

Chiarvesio M, Di Maria E, Micelli S (2013) Sourcing from Northern and Southern countries: the
global value chain approach applied to Italian SMEs. Transit Stud Rev 20(3): 389-404. doi: 10.1007/
s11300-013-0287-1.

Childerhouse P, Towill D (2011) Arcs of supply chain integration. Int J Prod Res 49(24): 7441-7468.
doi: 10.1080/00207543.2010.524259.

Christopher M (2010) Logistics and supply chain management. FT-Prentice Hall, Harlow, 4th ed.

Colin J, Paché G (1988) La logistique de distribution: 1’avenir du marketing. Chotard et associés
Editeurs, Paris.

Corsten D, Felde J (2005) Exploring the performance effects of key-supplier collaboration: an
empirical investigation into Swiss buyer-supplier relationships. Int J Phys Distrib Logist Manag
35(6), 445-461. doi: 10.1108/09600030510611666.

Cox A, Ireland P, Lonsdale C, Sanderson J, Watson G (2003) Supply chains, markets and power:
managing buyer and supplier power regimes. Routledge, London.

Danese P, Romano P, Formentini M (2013) The impact of supply chain integration on responsiveness:
the moderating effect of using an international supplier network. Transp Res Part E: Logist Transp
Rev 49(1): 125-140. doi: 10.1016/j.tre.2012.08.002.

Duffy K, Jeyaraj A, Farmer B, Sethi V (2015) Organizational engagement with supply chain
integration: achieving a tangible strategy. J Inf Technol Softw Eng 5(1): 1-7. doi: 10.4172/2165-
7866.1000140.

Duong HT, Paché G (2015) Capacité d’innovation du prestataire de services logistiques et performance

logistique pergue par I’industriel: quelle relation dans le contexte vietnamien? Innovations 47: 137-
164. doi: 10.3917/inn0.047.0137.

Fabbe-Costes N, Jahre M (2007) Supply chain integration improves performance: the Emperor’s new
suit? Int J Phys Distrib Logist Manag 37(10): 835-855. doi: 10.1108/09600030710848941.

Fayol H (1916/2013) General and industrial management. Martino Publishing, Eastford (CT).

Flynn B, Huo B, Zhao X (2010) The impact of supply chain integration on performance: a contingency
and configuration approach. J Oper Manag 28(1): 58-71. doi: 10.1016/j.jom.2009.06.001.

Forslund H, Jonsson P (2007) Dyadic integration of the performance management process: a delivery
service case study. IntJ Phys Distrib Logist Manag 37(7): 546-567. doi: 10.1108/09600030710776473.

Frohlich M, Westbrook R (2001) Arcs of integration: an international study of supply chain strategies.
J Oper Manag 19(2): 185-200. doi: 10.1016/S0272-6963(00)00055-3.

Gimenez C, Van der Vaart T, Pieter van Donk D (2012) Supply chain integration and performance:
the moderating effect of supply complexity. Int J Oper Prod Manag 32(5): 583-610. doi:
10.1108/01443571211226506.

Golicic S, Mentzer J (2006) An empirical examination of relationship magnitude. J Bus Logist 27(1):



Supply Chain Practices in Asian Emerging Countries:
A Measurement Tool of Relational Dimensions

27

81-108. doi: 10.1002/j.2158-1592.2006.tb00242.x.

Hair J, Black W, Babin B, Anderson R (2009) Multivariate data analysis. Prentice Hall, Upper Saddle
River (NJ), 7th ed.

Halldérsson A, Skjett-Larsen T (2004) Developing logistics competencies through third party
logistics relationships. Int J Oper Prod Manag 24(2): 192-206. doi: 10.1108/01443570410514885.

Hsu CC, Kannan V, Tan KC, Leong GK (2008) Information sharing, buyer-supplier relationships,
and firm performance: a multi-region analysis. Int J Phys Distrib Logist Manag 38(4): 296-310. doi:
10.1108/09600030810875391.

Huo B, Qi Y, Wang Z, Zhao X (2014) The impact of supply chain integration on firm performance:
the moderating role of competitive strategy. Supply Chain Manag: Int J 19(4): 369-384. doi: 10.1108/
SCM-03-2013-0096.

Ireland P, Webb J (2007) A multi-theoretic perspective on trust and power in strategic supply chains.
J Oper Manag 25(2): 482-497. doi: 10.1016/j.jom.2006.05.004.

Jayaram J, Tan KC (2010) Supply chain integration with third-party logistics providers. Int J Prod
Econ 125(2): 262-271. doi: 10.1016/j.ijpe.2010.02.014.

Kannan V, Tan KC (2006) Buyer-supplier relationships: the impact of supplier selection and buyer-
supplier engagement on relationship and firm performance. Int J Phys Distrib Logist Manag 36(10):
755-775. doi: 10.1108/09600030610714580.

Kasemsap K (2017) Advocating information system, information integration, and information sharing
in global supply chain. In: Jamil G, Leal S, Pessoa C (eds.), Handbook of research on information
management for effective logistics and supply chains, IGI Global, Hershey (PA), 107-130.

Kim D, Lee R (2010) Systems collaboration and strategic collaboration: their impacts on supply
chain responsiveness and market performance. Decis Sci 41(4): 955-981. doi: 10.1111/j.1540-
5915.2010.00289.x.

Lambert D, Cooper M, Pagh J (1998) Supply chain management: implementation issues and research
opportunities. Int J Logist Manag 9(2): 1-20. doi: 10.1108/09574099810805807.

Lawrence P, Lorsch J (1967) Differentiation and integration in complex organizations. Adm Sci Q
12(1): 1-47. doi: 10.2307/2391211.

Lee H (2000) Creating value through supply chain integration. Supply Chain Manag Rev 4(4): 30-36.
Lee P (2005), Measuring supply chain integration: a social network approach, Supply Chain Forum:
Int J 6(2): 58-67.

Leuschner R, Rogers D, Charvet F (2013) A meta-analysis of supply chain integration and firm
performance. J Supply Chain Manag 49(2): 34-57. doi: 10.1111/jscm.12013.

Li S, Ragu-Nathan B, Ragu-Nathan T, Rao S (2006) The impact of supply chain management practices
on competitive advantage and organizational performance. Omega 34(2), 107-124. doi: 10.1016/j.
omega.2004.08.002.

Limbourg S, Giang H, Cools M (2016) Logistics service quality: the case of Da Nang city. Proc: Eng
142: 123-129. doi: 10.1016/j.proeng.2016.02.022.

Liu H, Wei S, Ke W, Wei K.-K, Hua Z (2016) The configuration between supply chain integration and
information technology competency: a resource orchestration perspective. J Oper Manag 44: 13-29.
doi: 10.1016/j.jom.2016.03.009.

Mentzer J, DeWitt W, Keebler J, Min S, Nix N, Smith C, Zacharia Z (2001) Defining supply chain
management. J Bus Logist 22(2): 1-25. doi: 10.1002/j.2158-1592.2001.tb00001.x.



28 Huu Tuyen Duong  Gilles Paché

Néslund D, Hulthen H (2012) Supply chain management integration: a critical analysis. Benchmark:
Int J 19(4-5): 481-501. doi: 10.1108/14635771211257963.

Natour A, Kiridena S, Gibson P (2011) Supply chain integration and collaboration for performance
improvement: an agency theory approach. Proceedings of the 9th ANZAM Operations, Supply Chain
and Services Management Symposium, Geelong (Australia), 503-519.

Nguyen PH, Nguyen LT (2017) Performance measurement of supply chain integration in manufacturing
firms of Southeast Vietnam. Eur J Econ Manag 4(2): forthcoming.

Paché G, Spalanzani A, eds. (2007) La gestion des chaines logistiques multi-acteurs: perspectives
stratégiques. Presses Universitaires de Grenoble, Grenoble.

Pagell M (2004) Understanding the factors that enable and inhibit the integration of operations,
purchasing and logistics. J Oper Manag 22(5): 459-487. doi: 10.1016/j.jom.2004.05.008.

Prajogo D, Oke A, Olhager J (2016) Supply chain processes: linking supply logistics integration,
supply performance, lean processes and competitive performance. Int J Oper Prod Manag 36(2): 220-
238. doi: 10.1108/1IJOPM-03-2014-0129.

Puigjaner L, Lainez J (2008) Capturing dynamics in integrated supply chain management. Comput
Chem Eng 32(11): 2582-2605. doi: 10.1016/j.compchemeng.2007.10.003.

Ralston P, Blackhurst J, Cantor D, Crum M (2015) A structure-conduct-performance perspective of
how strategic supply chain integration affects firm performance. J Supply Chain Manag 51(2): 47-64.
doi: 10.1111/jscm.12064.

Reinartz W, Haenlein M, Henseler J (2009) An empirical comparison of the efficacy of covariance-
based and variance-based SEM. Int J Res Mark 26(4): 332-344. doi: 10.1016/j.ijresmar.2009.08.001.

Ren S, Hu C, Ngai E, Zhou M (2015) An empirical analysis of inter-organisational value co-
creation in a supply chain: a process perspective. Prod Plan Control 26(12), 969-980. doi:
10.1080/09537287.2014.1002022.

Rodrigues A, Stank T, Lynch D (2004) Linking strategy, structure, process, and performance in
integrated logistics. J Bus Logist 25(2): 65-94. doi: 10.1002/j.2158-1592.2004.tb00182.x.

Romano P (2003) Co-ordination and integration mechanisms to manage logistics processes across
supply networks. J Purch Supply Manag 9(3): 119-134. doi: 10.1016/S1478-4092(03)00008-6.
Sabet E, Yazdani N, De Leeuw S (2017) Supply chain integration strategies in fast evolving industries.
Int J Logist Manag 28(1): 29-46. doi: 10.1108/IJLM-01-2015-0013.

Saeed K, Malhotra M, Grover V (2005) Examining the impact of inter-organizational systems on
process efficiency and sourcing leverage in buyer-supplier dyads. Decis Sci 36(3): 365-396. doi:
10.1111/j.1540-5414.2005.00077.x.

Schotter A, My H (2013) The effects of the global financial crisis on supply chain members in non-
BRIC emerging markets. Thunderbird Int Bus Rev 55(5): 609-618. doi: 10.1002/tie.21573.

Shang K.-C (2009) Integration and organisational learning capabilities in third-party logistics
providers. Serv Ind J 29(3): 331-343. doi: 10.1080/02642060701847794.

Simatupang T, Sridharan R (2005) An integrative framework for supply chain collaboration. Int J
Logist Manag 16(2): 257-274. doi: 10.1108/09574090510634548.

Simchi-Levi D, Kaminsky P, Simchi-Levi E (2007) Designing and managing the supply chain:
concepts, strategies, and cases. McGraw-Hill, New York (NY), 3rd ed.

Stank T, Keller S, Daugherty P (2001) Performance benefits of supply chain logistical integration.
Transp J 41(2-3): 32-46.



Supply Chain Practices in Asian Emerging Countries:
A Measurement Tool of Relational Dimensions

29

Stevens G (1989) Integrating the supply chain. Int J Phys Distrib Logist Manag 19(8): 3-8. doi:
10.1108/eum0000000000329.

Stevens G, Johnson M (2016) Integrating the supply chain... 25 years on. Int J Phys Distrib Logist
Manag 46(1): 19-42. doi: 10.1108/TJPDLM-07-2015-0175.

Svenson G (2004) Interactive vulnerability in buyer-seller relationships: a dyadic perspective. Int J
Phys Distrib Logist Manag 34(8): 662-682. doi: 10.1108/09600030410557785.

Torbianelli V, Mazzarino M (2010) Optimal logistics networks: the case of Italian exports to Russia.
Transit Stud Rev 16(4): 918-935. doi: 10.1007/s11300-009-0115-9.

Van der Vaart T, Van der Donk D (2008) A critical review of survey-based research in supply chain
integration. Int J Prod Econ 111(1): 42-55. doi: 10.1016/j.ijpe.2006.10.011.

Wang B, Childerhouse P, Kang Y, Huo B, Mathrani S (2016) Enablers of supply chain integration:
interpersonal and interorganizational relationship perspectives. Ind Manag Data Syst 116(4): 838-
855. doi: 10.1108/IMDS-09-2015-0403.

Yu W, Jacobs M, Salisbury W, Enns H (2013) The effects of supply chain integration on customer
satisfaction and financial performance: an organizational learning perspective. Int J Prod Econ
146(1): 346-358. doi: 10.1016/].ijpe.2013.07.023.

Zhao X, Huo B, Selen W, Yeung J (2011) The impact of internal integration and relationship
commitment on external integration. J] Oper Manag 29(1): 17-32. doi: 10.1016/j.jom.2010.04.004.



