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Overcoming Blind Spots in Global Sourcing Research: Exploiting the Cross-

Sections between Supply Chain Management and International Business

Abstract

This article reviews existing work on global sourcing and suggests a number of new theoretical
directions for research in this area. We discuss how international business (IB) and supply chain
management (SCM) research can benefit from increased cross-fertilization of themes and
perspectives. We begin by introducing a taxonomy of global sourcing research, building on
relevant insights from SCM research. We then generate recommendations for potential future
research on global sourcing, particularly highlighting antecedents, processes, performance and
contextual variables. SCM research employs the entire supply chain as the primary unit of analysis
(rather than the individual firm), while 1B research focuses primarily on international aspects,
adapting to institutional contexts in a globalized world. Building on this complementarity, several

specific empirical directions are proposed for future research directions.
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1. Introduction

Global sourcing has long attracted attention from international business (1B) scholars, partly in
response to the extensive use of global sourcing in practice (e.g., Kotabe, 1992). Global sourcing
strategy is broadly concerned with the set of upstream and cross-border choices that firms make in
organizing their upstream supply base. Although the IB literature on upstream choices is nowhere
near as large as the literature on downstream choices, particularly the issue of market entry, a
substantial body of work has now emerged (Schmeisser, 2013). The breadth of topics covered
under the general body of work in global sourcing inter alia includes core competencies, network
design, supplier integration in new product innovation, value chain integration, and sustainable

sourcing (Kotabe, 1992; Monczka et al., 2016).

We note that across the IB literature on global sourcing, cross-fertilization of research from
other disciplines remains limited. This is surprising as global sourcing has been examined from a
variety of disciplinary and theoretical lenses, including supply chain management (SCM),
economic geography, organization theory, strategic management, political science, sustainability,
and economics (Antras and Helpman, 2004; Berry and Kaul, 2015; Jia et al., 2017; Kotabe, 1992).
We believe that SCM is a particularly promising discipline to help create new research directions
for the IB literature. However, in spite of significant parallels, there currently exists a paucity of

cross-pollination of ideas across the IB and SCM bodies of research on global sourcing.

In addressing this gap, we assess the current state of the global sourcing literature to better
understand what 1B and SCM researchers can learn from each other. Our central objective is to
encourage cross-fertilization between these two domains, and establish opportunities for a deeper
understanding global sourcing phenomena. We find unexploited complementarities in how SCM
and IB consider global sourcing activities. Bringing together these bodies of work thus helps to
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challenge conventional wisdom in global sourcing research and may also bring together individual
SCM and IB researchers (as is the case for the authors of this article). Specifically, we argue that
global sourcing research in IB journals can benefit from two major shifts: A shift from the
perspective of the de-jure firm, i.e. the focal company, towards the de-facto firm, i.e. the supply
chain; and a shift from a focus on intra-firm coordination towards a focus on dyadic inter-firm
relationships (and beyond). Meanwhile global sourcing research in SCM journals can benefit from
improved contextualization, particularly by recognizing the importance and nature of a variety of

institutions affecting (global) supply chains.

We begin with a summary of concepts in global sourcing research and then depict a taxonomy.
Based on this taxonomy, we derive a number of key research questions that apply to global
sourcing. Then we match these questions and conceptual perspectives, observing how these
perspectives have been applied, where the key gaps lie, and what potential theories can address
these gaps. Building upon this we identify a number of directions for future empirical research on
global sourcing. The key contributions from this article are therefore threefold: First, through an
organized review of the literature and providing a taxonomy we help scholars to locate and position
their work; second, by encouraging cross-fertilization we hope to redirect work in the area of global
sourcing; and third, by proposing specific research directions we open up opportunities for new

empirical and conceptual research projects.

2. Definitions and Key Concepts

Offshoring and outsourcing, and their counterparts, reshoring and insourcing, are key concepts
used in global sourcing and are typically portrayed along geographical and governance-mode

dimensions (see Figure 1). Over the last two decades this framework has emerged as the dominant
3



categorization among both SCM (e.g. Foerstl et al., 2016; Gray et al., 2013; Jahns et al., 2006; Tate
and Bals, 2017; Tate et al., 2016) and IB (e.g. Contractor et al., 2010; Davidson, 1982; Jensen et

al., 2013; Mudambi, 2008) scholars.

Considering the interrelatedness of these phenomena, for example, global sourcing may follow
offshore outsourcing; as Kotabe and Murray (2004, p. 9) note: “a global company adds another
international plant to its network of existing plants, it creates the need for sourcing of components
and other semi-processed goods to and from new to existing plants. Global manufacturing adds
enormously to global sourcing activities either within the same company across national boundaries

or between independent suppliers and new plants.”

Global sourcing research in IB has its roots in the historical work on location and control
in (globally) dispersed value-added activities (Buckley and Hashai, 2004, 2005; Dunning, 1993,
1998; Kedia and Mukherjee, 2009; Kotabe and Omura, 1989; Leff, 1974). Kotabe and Mol (2006)
present much of the foundational work in the IB literature. However, there appears to be a
disconnection between that foundational global sourcing work and the stream of work that has
emerged over the past decade and a half under the offshoring label in IB and other fields. It is useful

to dwell a little on what may have caused this discrepancy.

The underlying practices of global sourcing has evolved to become more complicated and
sophisticated, so much so that the concepts discussed in earlier literature may no longer suffice for
describing these practices. Global sourcing can include any of the following situations: a single
offshore supplier, a tier-2 supplier of components going into an offshore assembly facility, a local
cluster of suppliers that support a regional manufacturing facility (e.g. automotive cluster), or a

network of global suppliers exporting to multiple production facilities across multiple global
4



regions. And while the original global sourcing literature mostly discusses components sourced by
manufacturing firms, the offshoring literature often looks at services including R&D activities. As
such, we find that the objective functions pursued by firms and studied by scholars has shifted;
where global sourcing in the early days often had a cost minimization objective, the offshoring
literature has increasingly looked at value-based outcomes such as new knowledge and innovation.
As an aside, we note that the cost minimization model is increasingly called into question due to
both rising labor costs in emerging countries and the discovery of a range of hidden costs associated
with operating supply chains across countries (e.g. the “total landed cost”). Furthermore, the
terminology developed in the popular press (“offshoring” and “outsourcing”), which was
subsequently adopted in scholarly work, rightly or wrongly suggested that an entirely new
phenomenon had emerged. Some of the well-cited earlier 1B work in this line of inquiry included
Doh (2005) and Lewin, Massini and Peeters (2009), who make (almost) no reference to prior work

on global sourcing.

A plausible explanation for this omission is that global sourcing of manufactured
components and offshoring of innovation activities are qualitatively so different in nature, that the
two bodies of literature should really operate in parallel rather than progressing in a linear fashion.
It could be that since the offshoring/reshoring and outsourcing/insourcing research terminology
became largely based on two dimensions (governance and location, as shown in Figure 1), there
was no manner to reconcile the terminology to allow ‘global sourcing’ to fit into it. Another, less
benign explanation, would be that global sourcing is such a significant novelty in IB research that
authors are led to believe that putting old wine (global sourcing) in new bottles (offshoring) is
worthwhile. We do not seek to argue for or against either position in this paper. However, we offer
an observation, that if practitioners start using different terms the academic literature generally

ought to follow suit — i.e., academics have to be agnostic regarding their choice of terms.
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Our observations regarding the state of global sourcing led us to begin the process of
reviewing and summarizing the contributions to global sourcing research from both the SCM and
IB perspectives. Figure 2 provides a visual summary of our observations, which we use as the
foundation for this study. In Figure 2, apart from the governance and location dimensions that were
already included in Figure 1, we introduce an additional dimension that addresses archetypical
relationships that may develop in global sourcing environments, i.e. the integration and
coordination dimension. Specifically, different forms of inter-organizational relationships may
occur along a spectrum of integration and coordination needs that may arise when firms source
across borders. These may be a function of the cross-national geographic scope associated with the
term “global sourcing” (Davidson, 1982). Although the 1B global sourcing literature discusses
global integration and coordination (of subsidiaries, knowledge, etc.), discussion of integration and
coordination between buyers and sellers has not played much of a role. Recently, the IB research
has focused more on different activities as individual modules (Contractor et al., 2010; Larsen,
2016; Lewin et al., 2009). We suggest the dimension of relationship governance is critical to

understanding the organizational implications of cross-boundary sourcing activities.

2.1 Scope of Global Sourcing — Governance Dimension

The issue of governance scope constitutes a key difference between the two dimensions (Figure
2). IB research considers global sourcing within the scope of all three governance options (“make”
“hybrid”, and “buy”), and typically compares the performance amongst them. For example, in the
1990s, global sourcing was defined as the acquisition of components and products from
international sources, including both internal subsidiaries and external suppliers (Kotabe and
Omura, 1989; Kotabe and Swan, 1994); Murray et al. (1995, p. 181) argued that “[g]lobal sourcing
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involves setting up production operations in different countries to serve various markets, or buying
and assembling components, parts or finished products worldwide”. More recently, Schmeisser
(2013, p. 390) stated that “offshoring can be understood as a specific manifestation of firm
internationalization that is primarily concerned with the internationalization of the firm’s input-
market side rather than with the internationalization of sales on the output-market side of the value

chain”.

The focus in SCM, by contrast, has historically been to adopt an interfunctional and
interorganizational perspective (Das and Handfield, 1997; Mentzer et al., 2001; Monczka et al.,
2016). This approach focuses less on a company-specific perspective, but rather envisions the
entire supply chain as a quasi-firm which then serves as the primary unit of analysis. For instance,
Lambert and Cooper (2000, p. 65) write: “One of the most significant paradigm shifts of modern
business management is that individual businesses no longer compete as solely autonomous
entities, but rather as supply chains”. This unit of analysis is relative to a particular agent and
product (Carter et al., 2015). A prominent shift in supply chain thinking is exemplified by the close
alignment of Apple and Foxconn whose processes are interlinked, resulting in value creation to the
final user (Froud et al., 2014). More recent work on the digital shifts brought about by the shrinking
of global markets emphasize the need for “federated” chains that are consistent with evolution of
species (Handfield and Linton, 2017). In this sense, we define global sourcing in terms of the
governance, integration and coordination among the organizations in a global supply chain as the
de-facto firm, with the goal of creating value. This de-facto firm consists of multiple enterprises in
an integrated network operating as a combined entity. This framework considers not only
manufacturing activities, but indeed also technology development, design, and end-of-life-cycle

management.



2.2 Location Dimension

As noted above, the question where to locate provision of activities is often intricately linked
with the governance decision (e.g. Foerstl et al., 2016; Gray et al., 2013; Contractor et al., 2010;
Jensen et al., 2013; Mudambi, 2008). Location research has a long tradition in IB, including work
on foreign investment activities (Buckley & Casson, 1976), the ownership-location-internalization
paradigm of Dunning (1977), and country-specific advantages (Rugman, 1981). Dunning (1988)
differentiated between three categories affecting location decisions, i.e. infrastructure, country risk,
and government policy. Subsequent research supports these components empirically (e.g.
Mudambi, 1995) and added further potential location advantages such as human capital (Doh,
2005; Graf and Mudambi, 2005; Kedia and Mukherjee, 2009), often focusing on the offshoring
context. Location-specific resource advantages (based on geographic location theory and human

capital theory) have been emphasized as drivers of offshoring (Kedia and Mukherjee, 2009).

Research on location choice research in SCM research has drawn on transaction cost economics
and the resource-based view, particularly highlighting how geographical context might alter
transaction costs (Mclvor, 2013) and how factor market rivalry affects trends such as ‘reshoring’
(Tate et al., 2014). A special issue on “offshoring, reshoring and the manufacturing location
decision” in the Journal of Supply Chain Management in 2013 produced some combined IB and
SCM insights on the location decision (e.g. Casson, 2013; Ellram et al., 2013; Mclvor, 2013). Since
then, additional SCM research (focusing on high-cost countries context) has sought to investigate
location decisions using economic attractiveness as well as organizational and technological
interdependencies (Ketokivi et al., 2017). We are also witnessing a heightened attention on the
effect of government tariffs as a driver towards “localization” of supply chains within trading

partners, which is driving supply chain transformation (Vaiseethwaran, 2019).



It is important to clarify that the location dimension as highlighted in Figure 1 centers on the
activities transferred, not on the internal organization of the company. In order to cope with an
increasingly global supply base, companies may well decide to also change their internal set-up,
e.g. by setting up International Purchasing Offices in geographical proximity (Jia et al., 2014). That
implies that internal geographic dispersion increases, as members from the focal organization’s
purchasing team are spread across more than one location (Gibson and Gibbs, 2006). Such changes
are an important context for our arguments presented in the next section regarding the integration
and coordination dimension. In line with discussions on the expanding international supply base
associated with ‘global sourcing’ in SCM research, geographic dispersion of suppliers has been
defined in terms of how a firm’s global third party spend is distributed across geographically

defined regions (Stock et al., 2000) (shown in Figure 2).

2.3 Scope of Global Sourcing — Integration and Coordination Dimension

Kotabe and Omura emphasize in their 1989 study that the results do not “address the
coordination of components sourcing for firms that use multiple sourcing strategies, but a high
level of coordination is anticipated and should be an issue for future research” (p. 127). In 1992,
Kotabe defined global sourcing as: “Management of the interfaces among R&D, manufacturing
and marketing on a global basis and of logistics identifying which production units will serve which
particular markets and how components will be supplied for production, such that the firm can
exploit both its own advantages and the comparative advantages of various countries” (p. 6). Later
IB research has highlighted that firms need both the organizational and technological capacity to
decouple and coordinate a network of remotely located in-house and external suppliers (Mudambi,
2008). Kotabe et al. (2008) state: “Thus, executives should understand and appreciate the important

roles that product designers, engineers, and production managers, and purchasing managers, among



others, play in global sourcing strategy development” (p. 37). Recent research also suggests that
such coordination and cross-functional alignment should occur at the product category level
(Trautmann et al., 2009a; Handfield et al., 2015). Yet, as noted earlier, leaving aside few exceptions
(Kukharskyy, 2016), recent 1B work on global sourcing has not focused on functional integration
of activities across borders (cf. Bartlett and Ghoshal, 1989; Gereffi and Korzeniewicz, 1994).
More generally, some IB literature has discussed changes in internalization advantages (in the
context of offshoring), such as increases in overhead costs to coordinate vertical integration, and
how new IT and communication technologies have reduced coordination costs for cross-border
activities (Kedia and Mukherjee, 2009), but a direct application to global sourcing and the

functional level is still lacking.

By contrast, SCM scholars have consistently defined global sourcing as the integration and
coordination of sourcing requirements across worldwide locations (Monczka and Trent, 1991). In
SCM, distant geographical locations of suppliers and internal coordination of sourcing activities
(Trent and Monczka, 2005) are both seen as necessary conditions to speak of “global sourcing”,
rather than “international purchasing” (Arnold, 1989; Das and Handfield, 1997; Trent and
Monczka, 2003).2 Reflecting the perceived complexity of global sourcing, SCM scholars have
pointed out that it is critical to align global sourcing with organizational design (Bozarth et al.,
1998; Handfield et al., 2015; Quintens et al., 2006; Trent and Monczka, 2003; Trent, 2004).
Increased geographic dispersion of internal teams implies that decision making becomes more

challenging to coordinate due to organizational boundaries between business units, subsidiaries

! Recent research proposes that global sourcing has three dimensions, i.e. degree of internationalization, internal
integration, and external integration (Jia et al., 2017). The latter we capture by the governance dimension. Moreover,
a commaodity chain only becomes global when there is an attempt to organize and optimize an international commodity
chain by parties from multiple countries (Gereffi and Korzeniewicz, 1994).

2 Dicken (2007) argued that the functional integration of internationally dispersed activities is the main difference
between the current era of ‘globalization’ and earlier ‘internationalization’, which was characterized by a simple
geographic spread of economic activities across national boundaries.
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and functions (Rozemeijer, van Weele & Weggeman, 2003). Recent work in this field has therefore
studied the capabilities required to manage distance in purchasing, i.e. the distance both between
the source and the user, as well as between the user and others such as budget holders for spend in

the business units of a multinational company (Lorentz, Kumar and Srai, 2018).

This more explicit focus on coordination and integration in SCM research compared to 1B
might stem from a different level of analysis. Much IB research is at the firm level, focusing on
cross-border transactions and choices around ownership structures and supplier locations (e.g.
Antras and Rossi-Hansberg, 2009; Berry and Kaul, 2015), meaning the unit of analysis is the de-
jure firm and its relationship to a set of suppliers. SCM research, however, adopts an interfunctional
and interorganizational perspective, recognizing that cross-enterprise integration may distribute
ownership of decision-making. For instance, more mature levels of global sourcing are more likely
to include higher levels of information exchange, informal partnering, proprietary exchange of
product and process design, and other activities (Bozarth et al., 1998). By breaking down functional
and organizational “silos” and ownership structures, the unit of analysis is shifted towards the
supply chain as a de-facto firm. We believe, IB scholars could likewise shift their attention from
the de-jure firm towards the de-facto firm unit of analysis, which opens up a whole new dimension

for organizational design considerations.

The SCM discipline offers development (“maturity””) models to differentiate international
sourcing from global sourcing. The latter requires relatively high coordination on the focal firm’s
side, within its purchasing units, specifically on levels four and five in the Trent and Monczka
model (1991, 2003 and 2005), as shown in Table 1. Trent and Monczka (2003, p. 614) argue that
“[o]nly those firms that have worldwide design, development, production and global procurement

capabilities can progress to this level”. Applying such a functional view can, for example, serve to

11



study how hybrid purchasing organizations, which mix centralized and decentralized steering
elements, can produce coordination and integration benefits, such as economies of scale,
information, improved technology and quality levels, responsiveness, learning, and process
efficiencies in global sourcing (Bozarth et al., 1998; Trautmann et al., 2009a; Handfield et al.,
2015). Different organizational designs of purchasing units enable global sourcing by adequately
matching information processing needs (Trautmann et al., 2009b) and there are differences in the

effectiveness of global sourcing decision-making processes (Stanczyk et al., 2015).

Although such maturity models have their limitations in explaining firm behaviors, they are
useful for classification purposes. We synthesize these insights in Figure 2, in seeking to depict the
full scale of global sourcing. This figure highlights the integration and coordination dimension
associated with SCM research, recognizing that only organizations at levels 4 and 5 are truly
sourcing on a global scale,® while also integrating the dimension spanning hybrid, make and buy
options proposed in the IB research. In the next section, we further describe Figure 2 as a basis for

developing a framework for future research in global sourcing.

3. Toward a Framework for Future Research on Global Sourcing

There are four basic questions one can ask about global sourcing, as proposed in Figure 3. These

questions, in some shape or form, have dominated the IB discussion of global sourcing (see for

% Note that since this is an activity lens companies can and do simultaneously engage in combinations of options even
for the same product, such as Apple’s iPhone (Mudambi, 2008).
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instance Kano, 2018; Lahiri, 2015; Lahiri and Kedia, 2009; Larsen, 2016; Mol and Brewster, 2014;

Roza, Van den Bosch and Volberda, 2011).

1) What are the drivers of global sourcing (e.g., are enterprises forced into this mode to remain
competitive, or is this a specific set of decisions tied to a global organizational strategy)?

2) How do global sourcing strategies evolve over time (e.g., what are the different strategic
paths and processes that lead to different outcomes)?

3) What are the (performance) consequences associated with global sourcing (e.g., how does
global sourcing affect a range of performance outcomes)?

4) How should global sourcing be implemented and executed to achieve the desired outcome

(e.g., how do such activities need to be staffed; what are appropriate organizational forms)?

Furthermore, there is a fifth question underlying each of these four questions: What contextual
variables influence global sourcing choices, implementation processes, (performance)

consequences, and implementations (Kotabe and Mol, 2006)?

These definitions and taxonomies contain a number of similarities as well as differences in the
context of IB and SCM research. One of the key differences concerns the varying scope of global
sourcing on the make-or-buy spectrum (cf. Fig. 2). Another difference is that in comparison to the
IB discipline, the SCM discipline has been exploring this phenomenon for some time, taking into
account all three proposed dimensions. Yet IB research has done much more to study the formal
and informal institutional context (the fifth question above).

Building on the three dimensions introduced in Figures 1 and 2, and incorporating the five
questions shown in Figure 3, Figure 4 suggests that as organizations have become more mature in

their global sourcing efforts, they have moved away from simply offshoring contracted
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relationships, and are moving towards a higher level of integration that extends beyond cross-
functional alignment, towards sharing of technology, establishing stronger interpersonal
relationships, and developing highly efficient logistical networks connected digitally.

By basing our framework on a newly introduced scope of global sourcing that integrates the
context of interfirm level integration and coordination, we believe a broader ecosystem of
organizational variables can be introduced that may better explain shifts we are witnessing in

today’s global economy.

Moreover, the different colors shown in Figure 4 help visualize the difference in scope between
current 1B and SCM research. For SCM, global sourcing’s scope (highlighted in grey) is
specifically about ‘buy’ scenarios that occur either nearshore or offshore and can be classified as
either level 4 or 5 on the integration and coordination dimension. For IB research global sourcing
spans the full range of the governance dimension (‘buy’, ‘hybrid’ and ‘make’), but also (implicitly)
involves a high level of integration and coordination. We propose here to extend these dimensions
further, in order to 1) build a bridge between these diverse research streams so that they may borrow
frameworks and learn from each other, and 2) add a sixth level for the integration and coordination
dimension in addition to the five established levels shown earlier in Table 1. This sixth dimension
holds promise as an area of future research for both fields, as it proposes that some supply chains
move to an orchestrated state at the interfirm level, and move beyond the de-jure firm level to the
de-facto firm level across supply chains. In relating this dimension to the questions in Figure 3,
Figure 4 highlights that future research could shed further light on the drivers, decisions,
performance, implementation processes and contextual factors that exist in the context of a

common global sourcing taxonomy.
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To summarize, the framework shown in Figure 4 represents a step-wise development from
Figure 1 (two dimensions), to Figure 2 (three dimensions) to Figure 4 (summarizing the scope
differences of IB and SCM in the framework of Figure 2). This approach highlights the full
spectrum of operating models that exist within both the SCM global sourcing and IB literature
today, and creates a common model allowing discussion and debate to occur around a common

framework.

Next we proceed to explore these questions further in the context of a number of theoretical
lenses tied to the foundations of SCM research. We briefly describe them here, as not all of them
may be familiar to the IB reader. We do not intend to examine the entire breadth of relevant SCM

theories, as this has been done elsewhere (e.g., Hult, 2011).

3.1 Bullwhip Theory

The bullwhip effect, also known as the Forrester effect, represents one of the first major theoretical
advances in the discipline of SCM. This theory is effective in explaining the unexpected outcomes
observed in a retail supply chain when an organization’s orders to its suppliers display greater
variation than the original demand for those orders further downstream (Forrester, 1961; Lee et al.,
1997). This relationship is ascribed to behaviorally rational decision making. In the pre-SCM age,
when suppliers’ suppliers and customers’ customers were ignored as part of a black box viewed as
an external “environment”, organizations simply assumed they had to live with a given type of
order variability, which they buffered with inventory. This paradigm changed when supply chain
thinking enabled organizations to explain the underlying phenomena as part of the bullwhip effect
(Lee, 2010), i.e. when switching the focus from the de-jure firm (= the firm as a legal entity) to de-
facto firm (= the supply chain). Recent studies based on empirical analyses (e.g., Shan et al., 2014),

laboratory experiments (e.g., Croson et al., 2014) and simulation models (e.g., Wan and Evers,
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2011) reliably demonstrate that the bullwhip effect’s hypotheses are largely supported. In a cross-
national context, lack of insight into customer demand is typically greater. So we see the bullwhip
effect as potentially being of particular importance to the coordination and integration aspect of
global sourcing, because efforts to improve information and communication across the supply
chain are particularly helpful for reducing the bullwhip effect. It is subject to future research to
explore whether global sourcing settings are particularly exposed to the adverse effects of the
bullwhip effect, due to factors such as the liability of foreignness and institutional differences (e.g.
formal and informal contracts, culture) that make coordination more difficult than it would be in

local settings.

3.2 Transaction Cost Economics

Transaction cost economics (TCE) is far from new to IB scholars. There is, however, a different
emphasis in the SCM literature. TCE is the singular most popular theory used to ground SCM
research (Defee et al., 2010), but a sharp and on-going debate is under way about its usefulness
between TCE and SCM scholars (e.g., Williamson, 2008; Zipkin, 2012). Many phenomena in SCM
research can be formulated as contracting problems (Cachon, 2003) and in this context TCE’s
ability to explain behaviors with a high degree of abstraction is a powerful and useful theoretical
foundation upon which to build empirical models. Yet TCE fails to explain SCM phenomena that
are unrelated to the specific class of problems spanning supply chain relationships. SCM research
poses that we should explore the notion that clusters of related transactions can be organized as
supply chains to satisfy a demand; this may cause a shift within the TCE literature “from a focus
on bilateral transactions, to examining transactions within a supply chain context” (Wever et al.,
2012). Research on global sourcing may also benefit from the ongoing debate that introduced three
distinct network forms of governance lying between the extreme end points of Williamson’s

characterization of markets versus hierarchies, which can be conceived as three types of supply
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chain (Gereffi et al., 2005). This particularly addresses the governance dimension of global
sourcing, providing a more sophisticated way of describing intermediate forms of ownership. The
IB literature could benefit from such extensions of TCE, as they better reflect the empirical reality

of longer-term global relationships.

3.3 Contingency Theory

The term “contingency theory” has been used as an umbrella term for the alignment of culture,
people, strategy, structure, and technology that results in ubiquitous performance improvement
(Galbraith, 1977; Lawrence and Lorsch, 1967). This body of theory has been criticized for
methodological and theoretical reasons (Tosi and Slocum, 1984). In particular, contingency theory
critics claim it is not a real “theory” (Schoonhoven, 1981), and that researchers have used
contingency approaches to explain all types of phenomena that identify a “fit” between two
arbitrary variables. Despite these claims, a great number of studies have adopted contingency
approaches to explain relationships between ecosystem and organizational variables in SCM
strategy. For instance, Fawcett et al. (2008) argue that the actions of strategic supply chains must
align with the external environment to succeed in creating value. Fisher (1997) proposed that a
match between product characteristics and supply chain strategies is needed to succeed in creating
customer value; Wagner et al. (2012) provide empirical support for this model. Lee’s (2002) and
Gligor’s (2017) extensions of Fisher’s model can be interpreted as a derivation of contingency
theory. In a broad sense, global sourcing is affected by a wide variety of contingencies. More
narrowly, there are emerging studies of how contingency theory may be applied to global sourcing
decisions. A recent study by Bals et al. (2018) highlights the importance of taking a contingency
perspective for understanding purchasing organizations and combining a detailed view of macro-
level structural dimensions with micro-level characteristics. As such a contingency approach is

potentially helpful to address the integration and coordination dimension of global sourcing. Yet,
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as noted above, it is a little unclear to what extent contingency in these studies is a theory rather

than a means to bring in a variety of contextual factors.

3.4 Systems Theory

Systems theory has been used to view supply chains as holistic in nature, i.e., a supply chain
operates as a linked system, rather than as independent and disjointed nodes (i.e., individual
businesses) (cf. Ackoff, 1971; von Bertalanffy, 1968). SCM in this context is characterized from
“a total systems perspective across multiple functions and multiple tiers of suppliers” (Monczka et
al., 1998, p. 78). Adopting this perspective has been helpful in explaining previously unexplained
phenomena, including the bullwhip effect (Lee et al., 1997; see above), the portfolio effect (Zinn
et al., 1989), and ripple effects related to resilience and sustainability (e.g. Koh et al., 2012; Qi et
al., 2004). It also paved the way for division of labor between supply chain members, e.g., via
postponement strategies (Swaminathan and Lee, 2003). Again, the supply chain is a the de-facto
firm in such research, emphasizing the integrated nature of the supply chain system. However, due
to the often poorly-defined boundaries that exist between a supply chain and its environment,
Ackoff’s (1971) characteristics of the “organization” system do not necessarily apply in the case
of the “supply chain” system. To cope with the challenges associated with these boundary
conditions, a number of researchers have made promising attempts to re-conceptualize supply
chains as complex adaptive systems (e.g., Choi et al., 2001; Surana et al., 2005). Carter et al. (2015)
have presented a useful theory of the supply chain that builds on this view. This approach still
remains open to further exploration and study and it might be worthwhile to interpret the supply
chain as a social-ecological system (cf. Fischer et al., 2015). We are not aware of previous
applications of such perspectives to global sourcing. In principle, given its flexible traits, a systems

approach (Gammelgaard, 2004) could be applied to any of the three dimensions of global sourcing.
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The systemic character of a supply chain (see Carter et al., 2015) is a useful observation for IB

research.

3.5 Resource-based View

The resource-based view (RBV) is useful in explaining the link between resources and sustained
competitive advantage for a firm (Barney, 1991). IB scholars have often applied this view but might
benefit from a slightly different interpretation in SCM. Critics have advanced various arguments
regarding the applicability of the RBV in disciplines like operations management (Bromiley and
Rau, 2016) and whether the RBV genuinely suggests that SCM can be a source of competitive
advantage. Still others, such as Barney (2012), argue that the RBV suggests that SCM can, “at least
in some settings”, be a source of sustained competitive advantage. As phenomena connected to
interorganizational relationships play a key role in SCM, in order to explain superior performance,
other scholars have forwarded the relational view to consider dyads or networks of firms (Dyer and
Singh, 1998; Lavie, 2006) or even explicitly the supply chain (Carter et al., 2017) as the unit of
analysis. This theory has repeatedly been used as a foundation for building empirical models in
SCM-related research (e.g., Mesquita et al., 2008; Wieland and Wallenburg, 2013). It is particularly
this latter interpretation of the RBV that is almost absent in IB. By adopting it, IB scholars could

shift the unit of analysis from the de-jure firm towards the de-facto firm.

3.6 Resource Dependence Theory

Resource dependence theory (RDT) argues “that organizations are constrained and affected by
their environments and that they act to attempt to manage resource dependencies” (Pfeffer and
Salancik, 2003, p. xxiii). Researchers have used this theory to explain the formation of different
types of interorganizational arrangements, such as vertical integration and joint ventures (Pfeffer
and Salancik, 2003). Moreover, RDT predicts that the formation of interorganizational
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arrangements is positively associated with organizational autonomy and legitimacy (Drees and
Heugens, 2013). Handfield (1993) used RDT to explain buyer—seller relationships in the context
of bilateral dependence, leading to performance advantages. Given RDT’s “current status as a
premier perspective for understanding organizational-environmental relations” (Drees and
Heugens, 2013, p. 1688) and due to the fact that SCM’s implicit notion of the supply chain as the
de-facto firm bridges between an organization and its environment, RDT continues to be very
useful as a basis for ongoing SCM research. The notion of interdependence between buyers and
sellers seeking to create mutually-derived value is an important component of the de-facto firm
concept (Handfield, 1993). A limitation is that while RDT can be used to understand the role of
power in supply chain relationships, it fails to explain the role of other types of supply chain
mechanisms, for example, trust (Ireland and Webb, 2007). Importantly though, Borgatti and Li
(2009) have noted that “SCM has not been just dyadic, as, say, most of resource dependency has
been, but has — through the notion of chains — implicitly considered paths through a network of
firms”. IB scholars might benefit from these advancements in SCM by exploring the role of power

in light of both internal and external coordination.

3.7 Organizational Learning

Levitt and March (1988) observed that behavior in an organization is based on organizational
routines and that organizational actions are history-dependent and target-oriented. This perspective
characterizes organizational learning “as learning by encoding inferences from history into routines
that guide behavior” (p. 320). Argyris and Schon (1978) distinguish between different types of
learning, such as double-loop learning that relies on detection and correction of error, “in ways that
involve the modification of an organization’s underlying norms, policies and objectives” (p. 3).
The IB literature has extensively used the learning lens. However, one could argue that it falls

behind the SCM literature when it comes to studying interorganizational learning. A good deal of
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global sourcing research employs the organizational learning lens, particularly in understanding
how organizations self-organize and learn to improve global sourcing capabilities (Maskell et al.,
2007). Several studies have used organizational learning theory to justify empirical models in
SCM. In particular, it has been extended beyond a single organization model into an
interorganizational learning context between supply chain actors (e.g., Azadegan et al., 2008).
Learning has also been applied to explain phenomena related to the bullwhip effect (e.g., Wu and
Katok, 2006). Organizational learning often creates tensions between “exploration” and
“exploitation” (Dodgson, 1993). In an SCM context, Sanders (2008) used learning as the basis for
evaluating how different patterns of IT use by suppliers relate to coordination activities with
buyers. Again, it might be beneficial for the IB literature to leave the firm as the unit of analysis

behind and follow the path of SCM scholars by exploring interorganizational learning situations.
3.8 Agency Theory

Agency theory is concerned with the relationship between two parties, a principal who delegates
work and an agent who performs that work. The theory implicitly assumes that divergent agency
objectives render it difficult to verify what the other party is doing (Eisenhardt, 1989; Jensen and
Meckling, 1976), thus particularly looking into coordination issues. Given that SCM is generally
concerned with the alignment of commercial contractual relationships between industrial parties,
it comes as no surprise that agency theory has emerged as a popular theoretical foundation. In SCM,
agency theory has been used to explore patterns of behavior involving quality management (Zu
and Kaynak, 2012), risk management (Zsidisin and Ellram, 2003), disintermediation of actors in
the aerospace industry (Rossetti and Choi, 2008) and vendor-managed inventory (Rungtusanatham
et al., 2007) in supply chains. The SCM literature has historically emphasized the importance of

relationships as a means for connecting parties in a de-facto manner, particularly in the industrial
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marketing context (Ellram and Murfield, 2019). However, agency theory remains controversial
(Eisenhardt, 1989), as it relies on assumptions characterized as unrealistic (Perrow, 1986). A
singular question that arises is whether a theory originally developed to describe relationships
between individuals can, in fact, be applied to interorganizational relationships in industrial or
service-based supply chains. Because agency theory models individual behavior, it is not always
straightforward to transpose this to two or more organizations, though more recently studies have
been transferring this to the buyer—supplier dyad (e.g. Prosman et al., 2016). Although agency
theory is far from novel in IB, researchers might benefit from incorporating this particular

extension.

4. Moving Global Sourcing Research Forward
Organizational research in global sourcing can greatly benefit from the integration of views that
span the SCM and the IB research, and we encourage the cross-pollination of disciplines to create
new ways of exploring research within this phenomenon. In considering different views, it is also
useful to consider the different levels of analysis that may provide context for the research. In
Figure 5, we develop an overview of the different unit and level of analysis contexts for SCM and

IB research that are also reflected in the previously discussed theories.

Currently, much research is focused on dyads at the inter-organizational level. This approach, while
useful, fails to capture many of the more specific interactions that occur at the inter-functional
level, specifically between buyers and internal stakeholders of the firm, and the bridging of these
relationships with external suppliers (Cousins et al., 2011). These cross-functional dialogues are

important in capturing the diverse business requirements for modern supply chains that span
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technical and relational attributes. Finally, the interpersonal relationships that exist between parties
in different global supply chain entities can provide an important set of future directions for IB and

SCM research and paves the way for behavioral research (Schorsch et al., 2017).

The previously defined theories may be useful in considering activities within the furthest-most
quadrant in Figure 4, wherein organizations are moving towards higher levels of integration and
coordination, which is highlighted as interfirm orchestration. Some of the more relevant theories
that address these issues include bullwhip theory, contingency theory, and the others shown in
Table 2. We have no doubt that these theories can prove to be useful, but may need to be extended

or interpreted differently in this furthermost quadrant of our framework.

To this end, we developed a matrix in Table 2 that builds on a foundation of the current literature,
and introduces novel directions for global sourcing research. In the first column, we reiterate the
five main research questions posed earlier. The second column contains some more specific
questions. And the third column contains novel perspectives that have not yet been extensively
integrated into existing theory. These suggestions are intended to generate interesting theoretical
statements that may be used as the basis for building hypotheses and propositions for empirical

testing and exploration in both SCM and IB research.

The third column of Table 2 presents a specific set of possible projects we consider to be
particularly interesting and exciting. This is presented in lieu of an exhaustive list of theoretical
implications. This list is intended as a catalyst for future discussion and debate by scholars to begin
to undertake more systematic studies of global sourcing in the 1B domain. Some of these project

examples include the following.

23



Systemic perspective of an entire supply chain. This approach would involve comparing
geographical dispersion among different supply chains, to determine performance
differentials. What necessitates such dispersion (drivers) and how does it affect
performance? For example in the automotive industry, prior studies have found that
localization of suppliers is a key requirement, while electronics contract manufacturing has
no such constraints. A possible predictive factor could be that the complexity of the product
or knowledge intensity drives dispersion of the supply chain (Gray et al., 2013; Choi et al.,
2001). But then this may also imply that supply chains within industries differ in their
dispersion. It is important to note that it is not a bird’s-eye interpretation of the supply chain
as a network any longer, but the interpretation of the supply chain as a complex adaptive
system that has evolved in the literature as the so far best explanation of the behavior of
this system (Carter et al., 2015).

Resource dependence perspective on performance of global supply chains. A prediction
here is that in cases where there is strong, unilateral dependence in supply chains in a
common cultural setting (e.g. the Japanese keiretsu), this may in the short term lead to
higher performance for the more powerful player(s), but in the longer term will undermine
supply chain performance due to unwillingness and inability of suppliers to develop, and
unwillingness of buyers to switch to possibly more competitive suppliers. There is some
prior research on keiretsu that would be useful to think about. For instance, supplier
development strongly impacts performance outcomes and by definition requires smaller
supply bases, and closer relationships (Handfield, 1993; Terpind et al., 2008). This
increased level of dependence may also drive increased investment in visibility systems

across entities in the same supply chain (Handfield and Linton, 2017).
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Bullwhip effect in global supply chains. Existing bullwhip studies typically exclude the
existence of country borders from their analyses. But across borders the lack of
communication that characterizes the bullwhip effect may be more likely to occur (see also
Levy, 1995), due to many forms of distance. Geographic distance of course induces
logistical uncertainties, but other forms of distance including culture and time zone
differences also play a role. Distances also lower social interaction, another element seen
as key to improving supply chain performance (Cousins et al., 2009). A prediction would
thus be that the more dispersed and diverse a supply chain is, the stronger will be the
bullwhip effect. On the other hand, as organizations integrate their systems to develop real-
time shared data in the supply chain, lack of information visibility becomes less of a
problem, and all parties in the chain can work to replace inventory with information
(Handfield and Linton, 2017).

Distance effects in global value creation networks. Another possible research study would
posit that Asian and Western informal institutional differences, especially culture, may have
an explanatory effect on the impact of supply chain disruption. The difference in how Asian
and Western managers view the nature of uncertainty results in fundamental gaps in how
they view disruption in the context of contracts and transaction costs (Nisbett, 2004). Asian
managers tend to be very comfortable working in relationships that have fewer contractual
obligations, while Western managers feel decidedly less so (Nisbett, 2004; Choi et al.,
2001). This level of analysis would provide a valuable addition in the ‘interpersonal’
dimension of research shown in Figure 5. This is an area where IB research can augment
existing theories in SCM, as the cultural components of buyer—seller relationships is not

well understood in SCM research. In doing so, IB researchers might propose that instead
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of, or in addition to, informal institutional differences there are formal institutional
differences, arising for instance from regulation, that could explain behavioral differences.
* Managing distance. Related to our fourth research question on implementation and
execution, recent work has discussed capabilities for managing distance in a purchasing
department (Lorentz et al., 2018). To further study the capabilities needed in the other
functions involved in global sourcing and bridge this research to studies on knowledge
seeking in IB research would help to generate insights on how managers improve the skills

required for the integration and coordination dimension.

5. Conclusions
In this article we have 1) taken stock of existing work on global sourcing, providing a common
taxonomy, 2) argued for more cross-fertilization between the IB and SCM traditions in global
sourcing, and 3) attempted to provide a number of specific new research ideas. We conclude that
the 1B and SCM traditions in work on global sourcing can learn from each other; while in IB
research there is opportunity to study how coordination and integration takes place across functions
and borders of firms, SCM research would benefit from studying many of the international issues
explored in 1B work (particularly as related to informal and formal institutions). SCM has moved
beyond an internally-focused or dyadic buyer—supplier view a while ago, also beyond a bird’s-eye
view on a static network, now increasingly redefining the supply chain as a complex adaptive
system (Carter et al., 2015). So both disciplines can explicitly build their future research on the
understanding that global sourcing not only covers the make/hybrid/buy governance options and
nearshore and offshore location options, but in addition deliberately takes into account that there
is both an internal coordination and an external “orchestration” component (Figure 4). By adding

the integration and coordination dimension as a third dimension to the taxonomy, this paper
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explicitly fosters a reconciliation between research streams on offshoring/reshoring,
outsourcing/insourcing and global sourcing, seeking to actively bridge between the two domains.
Using the SCM approach, with its strength in attempting to consider the entire supply chain rather
than the perspective of any individual firm, and IB’s coverage of international aspects (such as
institutional context), we were able to suggest a number of interesting new directions for global

sourcing research.

27



References
Ackoff, R.L., 1971. Towards a system of systems concept. Management Science 17 (11), 661-671.
Antras, P., Helpman, E., 2004. Global sourcing. Journal of Political Economy 112 (3), 552-580.
Antras, P., Rossi-Hansberg, E., 2009. Organizations and trade. Annual Reviews of Economics 1, 43-64.
Argyris, C., Schon, D., 1978. Organizational learning. London, UK: Addison-Wesley.

Arnold, U., 1989. Global sourcing: an indispensable element in worldwide competition. Management
International Review 29 (4), 14-28.

Azadegan, A., Dooley, K.J., Carter, P.L., Carter, J.R., 2008. Supplier innovativeness and the role of
interorganizational learning in enhancing manufacturer capabilities. Journal of Supply Chain
Management 44 (4), 14-35.

Bals, L., Laine, J., Mugurusi, G., 2018. Evolving Procurement Organizations: External and Internal fit
Considerations, Journal of Purchasing & Supply Management, 24 (1), 41-58.

Barney, J.B., 1991. Firm resources and sustained competitive advantage. Journal of Management 17 (1),
99-120.

Barney, J.B., 2012. Purchasing, supply chain management and sustained competitive advantage: The
relevance of resource-based theory. Journal of Supply Chain Management 48 (2), 3-6.

Bartlett, C.A., Ghoshal, S., 1989. Managing across Borders: The Transnational Corporation. Boston,
MA: Harvard Business Press.

Bensaou, B.M. & Venkatraman, V.N., 1995. Configurations of interorganizational relationships: A
comparison between US and Japanese automakers. Management Science, 41 (9), 1471-1492.

Berry, H., Kaul, A., 2015. Global Sourcing and Foreign Knowledge Seeking. Management Science 61
(5), 1052-1071.

Borgatti, S.P., Li, X., (2009). On social network analysis in a supply chain context. Journal of Supply
Chain Management 45 (2).

Bozarth, C., Handfield, R., and Das, A., 1998. Stages of Global Sourcing Strategy Evolution: An
Exploratory Study, Special Issue on Global Manufacturing. Journal of Operations Management,
16 (2-3), 241-256.

Bromiley, P., Rau, D., 2016. Operations management and the resource based view: Another view. Journal
of Operations Management 41, 95-106.

Buckley, P. J., & Casson, M. C., 1976. The future of the multinational enterprise. London: Holmes &
Meier.

Buckley, P.J., Hashai, N., 2004. A global system view of firm boundaries. Journal of International
Business Studies 35 (1), 33-45.

Buckley, P.J., Hashai, N., 2005. Firm configuration and internationalisation: a model. International
Business Review 14 (6), 655-675.

28



Cachon, G.P., 2003. Supply chain coordination with contracts. Handbooks in operations research and
management science 11, 227-339.

Carter, C.R., Kosmol, T., Kaufmann, L., 2017. Toward a supply chain practice view. Journal of Supply
Chain Management 53 (1), 114-122.

Carter, C.R., Rogers, D.S., Choi, T.Y., 2015. Toward the Theory of the Supply Chain. Journal of Supply
Chain Management, 51 (2), 89-97.

Casson, M., 2013. Economic analysis of international supply chains: an internalization perspective.
Journal of Supply Chain Management, 49(2), 8-13.

Choi, T.Y., Dooley, K.J., Rungtusanatham, M., 2001. Supply networks and complex adaptive systems:
Control versus emergence. Journal of Operations Management 19 (3), 351-366.

Contractor, F.J., Kumar, V., Kundu, S.K., Pedersen, T., 2010. Reconceptualizing the firm in a world of
outsourcing and offshoring: the organizational and geographical relocation of high-value company
functions. Journal of Management Studies 47 (8), 1417-1433.

Croson, R., Donohue, K., Katok, E., Sterman, J., 2014. Order stability in supply chains: Coordination
risk and the role of coordination stock. Production and Operations Management 23 (2), 176-196.

Cousins, P., Lawson, B., Handfield, R., and Peterson, K. 2009. Knowledge Sharing in Collaborative
Product Development: The Impact of Formal and Informal Socialization Processes, Journal of
Product Innovation Management 26, 156-172.

Cousins, P., Lawson, B., Handfield, R., and Peterson, K, 2011. Breakthrough Scanning, Supplier
Knowledge Exchange and New Product Development Performance, Journal of Product Innovation
Management 28(6), November 2011, 930-942.

Das, A., Handfield, R.B., 1997. Just-in-time and logistics in global sourcing: an empirical study.
International Journal of Physical Distribution & Logistics Management 27 (3/4), 244-259.

Davidson, W. H., 1982. Global Strategic Management. New York: Ronald Press.

Defee, C.C., Williams, B., Randall, W.S., Thomas, R., 2010. An inventory of theory in logistics and
SCM research. The International Journal of Logistics Management 21 (3), 404-4809.

Dicken, P., 2007. Global Shift: Mapping the Changing Contours of the World Economy (5th ed.),
London: Sage Publications.

Dodgson, M., 1993. Organizational learning: A review of some literatures. Organization Studies 14 (3),
375-394.

Doh, J. P. 2005. Offshore outsourcing: Implications for international business and strategic management
theory and practice. Journal of Management Studies, 42: 695—705.

Drees, J.M., Heugens, P.P.M.A.R., 2013. Synthesizing and Extending Resource Dependence Theory: A
Meta-Analysis. Journal of Management 39 (6), 1666-1698.

Dunning, J.H., 1993. Multinational Enterprises and the Global Economy. Reading, MA: Addison
Wesley.

Dunning, J.H., 1998. Location and the multinational enterprise: a neglected factor? Journal of
International Business Studies 29 (1), 45-66.
29



Dunning, J. H. 1977. Trade, location of economic activity and the multinational enterprise: A search for
an eclectic approach. In B. Ohlin, P. Hesselborn, & P. Magnus (Eds.), The international allocation
of economic activity (pp. 395-418). NY: Holmes & Meier.

Dunning, J. H. (1988). Explaining international production. London and Boston: Unwin Hyman.

Dyer, J.H., Singh, H.,1998. The relational view: Cooperative strategies and sources of interorganizational
competitive advantage. Academy of Management Review 23 (4), 660-679.

Eisenhardt, K.M., 1989. Agency theory: An assessment and review. Academy of Management Review
14 (1), 57-74.

Ellram, L. M., Tate, W. L., & Petersen, K. J. (2013). Offshoring and reshoring: an update on the
manufacturing location decision. Journal of Supply Chain Management, 49(2), 14-22.

Ellram, L., Murfield, M. 2019. Supply chain management in industrial marketing — Relationships matter.
Industrial Marketing Management, 79, 36-45.

Fawcett, S.E., Magnan, G.M., McCarter, M.W., 2008. Benefits, barriers, and bridges to effective supply
chain management. Supply Chain Management: An International Journal 13 (1), 35-48.

Fischer, J., Gardner, T.A., Bennett, E.M., Balvanera, P., Biggs, R., Carpenter, S. et al. (2015). Advancing
sustainability through mainstreaming a social-ecological systems perspective. Current Opinion in
Environmental Sustainability 14, 144-149.

Fisher, M.L., 1997. What is the right supply chain for your product? Harvard Business Review 75 (2),
105-116.

Foerstl, K., Kirchoff, J., Bals, L., 2016. Reshoring and Insourcing: Drivers and Future Research
Directions. International Journal of Physical Distribution and Logistics Management 46 (5), 492-
515. Nominated for AOM Carolyn Dexter (Best International Paper) award 2015.

Forrester, J.W., 1961. Industrial dynamics. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Froud, J., Johal, S., Leaver, A., William, K., (2014). Financialization across the Pacific: Manufacturing
Cost Ratios, Supply Chains and Power. International Journal of Physical Distribution & Logistics
Management, 25 (1), 46-57.

Galbraith, J.R., 1977. Organizational design. Reading, MA: Addison-Wesley.

Gammelgaard, B., 2004. Schools in logistics research? A methodological framework for analysis of the
discipline. International Journal of Physical Distribution & Logistics Management 34 (6), 479-491.

Gereffi, G., Humphrey, J., Sturgeon, T., 2005. The governance of global value chains. Review of
International Political Economy 12 (1), 78-104.

Gereffi, G., Korzeniewicz, M., (Eds.). 1994. Commodity Chains and Global Capitalism. Westport, CT:
Krueger.

Gibson, C. B., & Gibbs, J. L. 2006. Unpacking the concept of virtuality: The effects of geo-graphic
dispersion, electronic dependence, dynamic structure, and national diversity on team innovation.
Administrative Science Quarterly, 51(3), 451-495.

Gligor, D., 2017. Re-Examining Supply Chain Fit: An Assessment of Moderating Factors. Journal of
Business Logistics, 38 (4), 253-265.
30



Graf, M., & Mudambi, S. M. 2005. The outsourcing of IT-enabled business processes: A conceptual
model of the location decision. Journal of International management, 11(2), 253-268.

Gray, J.V., Skowronski, K., Esenduran, G., Rungtusanatham, M.J., 2013. The reshoring phenomenon:
what supply chain academics ought to know and should do. Journal of Supply Chain Management
49 (2), 27-33.

Handfield, R.B., Cousins, P., Lawson, B., and Petersen, K., 2015. How Can Supply Management Really
Improve Performance? A Knowledge-Based Model of Alignment Capabilities. Journal of Supply
Chain Management, 51(3), 3-17.

Handfield, R.B. and Linton, T., 2017. The Living Supply Chain: The Evolving Imperative of Operating
in Real Time. Hoboken, NJ: Wiley.

Handfield, R.B., 1993. A resource dependence perspective of just-in-time purchasing, Journal of
Operations Management 11 (3), 289-311.

Hult, G.T., 2011. Toward a theory of the boundary-spanning marketing organization and insights from
31 organization theories, Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 39 (4), 509-536.

Ireland, R.D., Webb, J.W., 2007. A multi-theoretic perspective on trust and power in strategic supply
chains. Journal of Operations Management 25 (2), 482-497.

Jahns, C., Hartmann, E. Bals, L.,2006. Offshoring: Dimensions and diffusion of a new business concept.
Journal of Purchasing and Supply Management 12 (4), 218-231.

Jensen, M., Meckling, W., 1976. Theory of the firm: Managerial behavior, agency costs, and ownership
structure. Journal of Financial Economics 3 (4), 305-360.

Jensen, P.D.@., Larsen, M.M. Pedersen, T., 2013. The organizational design of offshoring: Taking stock
and moving forward. Journal of International Management 19, 315-323.

Jia, F., Lamming, R., Sartor, M., Orzes, G., & Nassimbeni, G. 2014. Global purchasing strategy and
International Purchasing Offices: Evidence from case studies. International Journal of Production
Economics, 154, 284-298.

Jia, F., Orzes, G., Sartor, M., Nassimbeni, G., 2017. Global sourcing strategy and structure: towards a
conceptual framework. International Journal of Operations & Production Management 37 (7), 840-
864.

Kano, L., 2018. Global value chain governance: A relational perspective. Journal of International
Business Studies 49, 684-705.

Kedia, B.L., Mukherjee, D., 2009. Understanding offshoring: a research framework based on
disintegration, location and externalization advantages. Journal of World Business 44 (3), 250-261.

Ketokivi, M., Turkulainen, V., Seppéld, T., Rouvinen, P., & Ali-Yrkko, J. 2017. Why locate
manufacturing in a high-cost country? A case study of 35 production location decisions. Journal of
Operations Management, 49, 20-30.

Koh, S.C.L., Gunasekaran, A., Tseng, C.S., 2012. Cross-tier ripple and indirect effects of directives
WEEE and RoHS on greening a supply chain. International Journal of Production Economics, 140
(1), 305-317.

31



Kotabe, M., 1992. Global Sourcing Strategy: R&D, Manufacturing, and Marketing Interfaces. New
York: Quorum Books.

Kotabe, M., Mol, M.J. (eds.) 2006. Global Supply Chain Management. Globalization of the World
Economy Series (series ed. M. Casson). Cheltenham: Edward Elgar.

Kotabe, M., Mol, M.J., Murray, J.Y., 2008. Outsourcing, performance, and the role of e-commerce: A
dynamic perspective. Industrial Marketing Management, 37 (1), 37-45.

Kotabe, M., Murray, J.Y., 2004. Global sourcing strategy and sustainable competitive advantage.
Industrial Marketing Management 33 (1), 7-14.

Kotabe, M., Omura, G.S., 1989. Sourcing strategies of European and Japanese multinationals: a
comparison. Journal of International Business Studies 20 (1), 113-130.

Kotabe, M., Swan, K.S., 1994. Offshore sourcing: reaction, maturation, and consolidation of US
multinationals. Journal of International Business Studies 25 (1), 115-140.

Kukharskyy, B., 2016. Relational contracts and global sourcing. Journal of International Economics, 101,
123-147.

Lahiri, S., 2015. Does outsourcing really improve firm performance? Empirical evidence and research
agends. International Journal of Management Reviews 00, 1-35.

Lahiri, S., Kedia, B., 2009. The effects of internal resources and partnership quality on firm performance:
An examination of Indian BPO providers. Journal of International Management 15, 209-224.

Lambert, D.M., Cooper, M.C., (2000). Issues in supply chain management. Industrial Marketing
Management 29 (1)., https://doi.org/10.1016/S0019-8501(99)00113-3

Larsen, M.M., 2016. Failing to estimate the costs of offshoring: A study on process performance.
International Business Review 25, 307-318.

Lavie, D., 2006. The competitive advantage of interconnected firms: an extension of the resource-based
view. Academy of Management Review 31 (3), 638-658.

Larsen, M.M., 2016. Failing to estimate the costs of offshoring: A study on process performance.
International Business Review 25, 307-318.

Lawrence, P.R., Lorsch, J.W., 1967. Organization and Environment. Boston, MA: Harvard Press.

Lee, H.L., 2002. Aligning supply chain strategies with product uncertainties. California Management
Review 44 (3), 105-119.

Lee, H.L., 2010. Taming the bullwhip. Journal of Supply Chain Management 46 (1), 7.

Lee, H.L., Padmanabhan, V., Whang, S., 1997. Information distortion in a supply chain: The bullwhip
effect. Management Science 43 (4), 546-558.

Leff, N.H., 1974. International sourcing strategy. Columbia Journal of World Business 9 (3), 71-79.

Levy, D.L. 1995. International sourcing and supply chain stability. Journal of International Business
Studies, 26(2), 343-360.

Levitt, B., March, J.G., 1988. Organizational learning. Annual Review of Sociology 14, 319-340.

32



Lewin, A.Y., Massini, S., Peeters, C., 2009. Why are companies offshoring innovation? The emerging
global race for talent. Journal of International Business Studies 40 (6), 901-925.

Lorentz, H., Kumar, M., & Srai, J. S. 2018. Managing distance in international purchasing and supply: a
systematic review of literature from the resource-based view perspective. International Business
Review, 27(2), 339-354.

Maskell, P., Pedersen, T., Petersen, B., Dick-Nielsen, J., 2007. Learning paths to offshore outsourcing:
from cost reduction to knowledge seeking. Industry and Innovation 14 (3), 239-257.

Mclvor, R. 2013. Understanding the manufacturing location decision: the case for the transaction cost
and capability perspectives. Journal of Supply Chain Management, 49(2), 23-26.

Mentzer, J.T., DeWitt, W., Keebler, J.S., Min, S., Nix, N.W., Smith, C.D., Zacharia, Z.G., 2001. Defining
supply chain management. Journal of Business Logistics 22 (2), 1-25.

Mesquita, L.F., Anand, J., Brush, T.H., 2008. Comparing the resource-based and relational views:
Knowledge transfer and spillover in vertical alliances. Strategic Management Journal 29 (9), 913-
941.

Mol, M.J., Brewster, C., 2014. The outsourcing strategy of local and multinational firms: A supply base
perspective. Global Strategy Journal 4, 20-34.

Monczka, R. M., Trent, R. J., Handfield, R. B. 1998. Purchasing and Supply Chain Management.
Cincinnati, OH: International Thomson Publishing.

Monczka, R.M., Trent, R.J., 1991. Global sourcing: a development approach. Journal of Supply Chain
Management 27 (2), 2-8.

Mudambi, R., 2008. Location, control and innovation in knowledge-intensive industries. Journal of
Economic Geography 8 (5), 699-725.

Murray, J.Y., Kotabe, M., Wildt, A.R., 1995. Strategic and financial performance implications of global
sourcing strategy: A contingency analysis. Journal of International Business Studies, 181-202.

Nisbett, R. 2004. The Geography of Thought: How Asians and Westerners Think Differently and Why.
New York: Free Press.

Perrow, C., 1986. Economic theories of organization. Theory and Society 15 (1/2), 11-45.

Pfeffer, J., Salancik, G.R., 2003. The external control of organizations: A resource dependence
perspective. Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press.

Prosman, E.J., Scholten, K. and Power, D., 2016. Dealing with defaulting suppliers using behavioral
based governance methods: an agency theory perspective. Supply Chain Management: An
International Journal, 21 (4), 499-511.

Qi, X,, Bard, J.F., Yu, G., 2004. Supply chain coordination with demand disruptions. Omega 32 (4), 301-
312.

Quintens, L., Pauwels, P., Matthyssens, P., 2006. Global purchasing strategy: conceptualization and
measurement. Industrial Marketing Management 35 (7), 881-891.

33



Rossetti, C.L., Choi, T.Y., 2008. Supply Management under high goal incongruence: An empirical
examination of disintermediation in the aerospace supply chain. Decision Sciences 93 (3), 507-
540.

Roza, M., Van den Bosch, F.A.J., Volberda, H.W., 2011. Offshoring strategy: Motives, functions,
locations, and governance modes of small, medium-sized and large firms. International Business
Review 20, 314-323.

Rozemeijer, F. A., Van Weele, A., & Weggeman, M. 2003. Creating corporate advantage through
purchasing: toward a contingency model. Journal of Supply Chain Management, 39(4), 4-13.

Rugman, A. M. (1981). Inside the multinationals: The economics of internal markets. New York:
Columbia University Press.

Rungtusanatham, M., Rabinovich, E., Ashenbaum, B., Wallin, C., 2007. Vendor-owned inventory
management arrangements in retail: An agency theory perspective. Journal of Business Logistics
28 (1), 111-135.

Sanders, N.R., 2008. Pattern of information technology use: The impact on buyer—suppler coordination
and performance. Journal of Operations Management 26 (3), 349-367.

Schmeisser, B., 2013. A Systematic Review of Literature on Offshoring of Value Chain Activities.
Journal of International Management 19, 390-406.

Schoonhoven, C.B., 1981. Problems with contingency theory: Testing assumptions hidden within the
language of contingency “theory”. Administrative Science Quarterly 26 (3), 349-377.

Schorsch, T., Wallenburg, C.M., Wieland, A. (2017). The human factor in SCM: introducing a meta-
theory of behavioral supply chain management. International Journal of Physical Distribution &
Logistics Management 47 (4), 238-262.

Shan, J,, Yang, S., Yang, S., Zhang, J., 2014. An empirical study of the bullwhip effect in China.
Production and Operations Management 23 (4), 537-551.

Stanczyk, A., Foerstl, K., Busse, C., & Blome, C. 2015. Global sourcing decision-making processes:
politics, intuition, and procedural rationality. Journal of Business Logistics, 36(2), 160-181.

Stock, G. N., Greis, N. P., & Kasarda, J. D. (2000). Enterprise logistics and supply chain structure: The
role of fit. Journal of Operations Management, 18(5), 531-547.

Surana, A., Kumara, S., Greaves, M., Raghavan, U.N., 2005. Supply-chain networks: A complex
adaptive systems perspective. International Journal of Production Research 43, 4235-4265.

Swaminathan, J.M., Lee, H.L., (2003.). Design for Postponement. Handbooks in Operations Research
and Management Science, 11 (Supply Chain Management: Design, Coordination and Operation),
199-226.

Tate, W., Bals, L., 2017. Outsourcing/Offshoring Insights: Going Beyond Reshoring to Rightshoring,
International Journal of Physical Distribution & Logistics Management 47 (2/3), 106-113.

Tate, W. L., Ellram, L. M., Schoenherr, T., & Petersen, K. J. (2014). Global competitive conditions
driving the manufacturing location decision. Business Horizons, 57(3), 381-390.

34



Tate, W.L., Fawcett, S., Schoenherr, T., Ashenbaum, B., Carter, C., Bals, L., 2016. Purchasing & Supply
Management: Enhancing Competitiveness and Customer Value, My Educator, LLC, Orem, UT.

Terpind, R., Krause, D., Handfield, R., Tyler, B., 2008. Buyer-Supplier Relationships: Derived Value Over Two
Decades, Journal of Supply Chain Management, 44(2), 22-55.

Tosi, H.L., Slocum, J.W., 1984. Contingency theory: Some suggested directions. Journal of Management
10 (1), 926.

Trautmann, G., Bals, L., Hartmann, E., 2009a. Global sourcing in integrated network structures: The case
of hybrid purchasing organizations. Journal of International Management, 15 (2), 194-208.

Trautmann, G., Turkulainen, V., Hartmann, E., Bals, L. 2009b. Integration in the global sourcing
organization-An information processing perspective. Journal of Supply Chain Management, 45 (2),
57-74.

Trent, R.J., 2004. The use of organizational design features in purchasing and supply management.
Journal of Supply Chain Management 40 (2), 4-18.

Trent, R.J., Monczka, R.M., 2003. International Purchasing and Global Sourcing-What are the
Differences? Journal of Supply Chain Management 39 (3), 26-36.

Trent, R.J., Monczka, R.M., 2005. Achieving excellence in global sourcing. MIT Sloan Management
Review 47 (1), 24.

Vaiseethwaran, Vijay, 2019. “Supply Chains Are Undergoing a Dramatic Transformation”, The
Economist, July 11, 2019, https://www.economist.com/special-report/2019/07/11/supply-chains-
are-undergoing-a-dramatic-transformation

von Bertalanffy, L., 1968. General system theory: Foundations, development, applications. New York,
NY: George Braziller.

Wagner, S.M., Grosse-Ruyken, P.T., Erhun, F., 2012. The link between supply chain fit and financial
performance of the form. Journal of Operations Management 30 (4), 340-353.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jom.2012.01.001

Wan, X., Evers, P.T., 2011. Supply chain networks with multiple retailers: A test of the emerging theory
on inventories, stockouts, and bullwhips. Journal of Business Logistics 32 (1), 27-39.

Wever, M., Wognum, P.M., Trienekens, J.H., Omta, S.W.F., 2012. Supply chain-wide consequences of
transaction risks and their contractual solutions: towards an extended transaction cost economics
framework. Journal of Supply Chain Management 48 (1), 73-91.

Wieland, A., Wallenburg, C.M., 2013. The influence of relational competencies on supply chain
resilience: A relational view. International Journal of Physical Distribution & Logistics
Management 43 (4), 300-320.

Williamson, O.E., 2008. Outsourcing: transaction cost economics and supply chain management. Journal
of Supply Chain Management 44 (2), 5-16.

Wu, D.Y., Katok, E., 2006. Learning, communication, and the bullwhip effect. Journal of Operations
Management 24 (6), 839-850.

35



Zinn, W., Levy, M. Bowersox, D.J., 1989. Measuring the effect of inventory
centralization/decentralization on aggregate safety stock: The “square root law” revisited. Journal
of Business Logistics 10 (1), 14.

Zipkin, P., 2012. A reply to Williamson’s “Outsourcing ...”. Production and Operations Management 21
(3), 465-469.

Zsidisin, G.A., Ellram, L.M., 2003. An agency theory investigation of supply risk management. Journal
of Supply Chain Management 39 (3), 15-27.

Zu, X., Kaynak, H., 2012. An agency theory perspective on supply chain quality management.
International Journal of Operations & Production Management 32 (4), 423-446.

36



Table 1: The Integration and Coordination Levels (adapted from: Trent and Monczka,

2003)
Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 Level 4 Level 5
Engage in | Engage in | International Integration and Coordination | Integration and Coordination of
Domestic International Purchasing as | of Global Sourcing Strategies | Global Sourcing Strategies with
Purchasing | Purchasing Part of | Across Worldwide Locations | Other Functional Groups
only As-Needed Sourcing
Strategy

“requires worldwide
information systems,
personnel  with  advanced
knowledge and skills,

extensive coordination and
communication mechanisms,
an organizational structure
that can centrally coordinate
global activities and executive
leadership that endorses a
global approach to sourcing”
(Trent and Monczka, 2003, p.
614)

“participants proactively
integrate and coordinate
common  items,  processes,
designs,  technologies  and
suppliers  across  worldwide

purchasing centers and with
other functional groups. This
integration occurs during new
product development as well as
during the sourcing of items or
services to fulfill production
requirements. Level V global
sourcing strategy links
horizontally with other
functional groups, particularly
engineering, operations, and,
increasingly, marketing.
Furthermore, design, build, and
sourcing responsibilities are
often assigned to the most
capable units around the world.”
(Trent and Monczka, 2003, p.
614).

International Purchasing

Global Sourcing
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Table 2: Research Questions for Future Exploration

Research Questions

Sample Research Questions

Sample Existing
Theoretical
Perspectives

Novel Theoretical
Perspectives

RQ1: What are the
drivers or
antecedents of global
sourcing?

Is global sourcing a function of
seeking lower costs, market
penetration, or pursuit of emerging
technological differentiation?
Which drivers lead to the necessity of
organizing buy/hybrid/make global
sourcing with a high degree of
integration and coordination versus the
other options highlighted in Figure 2
(e.g. international purchasing)?
What else can be learned from the
sequential notion that the “buy” variant
of global sourcing can be a result of
offshore outsourcing or captive
offshoring, or other such decisions?
What are synergies that companies can
aim for with buy/hybrid/make global
sourcing and how can firms assess such
synergies?

Transaction costs;
asset specificity
and uncertainty
determine choice
of governance
mode
Resource-based
view; internal
resource strength
relative to outside
suppliers
determines choice
of governance
mode

Institutional
theory; offshoring
is a consequence
of host
institutional setup
and home-host
differences

Systems theory;
global supply chains
should not be
interpreted from a
bird’s-eye view on
static networks but
as complex adaptive
or social-ecological
systems
Organizational
learning; shared
systems for
knowledge transfer
can create new
technological
advantages through
learning capabilities

RQ2: How does
global sourcing
strategy come about?

Through what steps do firms move
from being truly domestic to truly
global in their sourcing strategies? To
what extent is this a reversible process?
How do firms scope the internal
integration and coordination needs to
engage in buy/hybrid/make global
sourcing?

How can internal integration and
coordination be operationalized (e.g.
integration and coordination
mechanisms versus organizational
structures)?

Resource-based
view; tangibility
of resources and
viewing suppliers
as an extension of
these resources
supports idea of
supply chain
integration

Resource
dependence theory;
integration and
coordination is
negotiated between
partners

RQ3: What are the
(performance)
consequences of
global sourcing?

Which effects do buy/hybrid/make
global sourcing strategies have on
performance metrics such as cost, time,
quality, sustainability and innovation?
What factors make global sourcing
strategy more or less successful?

Do performance effects of
buy/hybrid/make global sourcing fade
over time (e.g. performance peak right
after implementation, then fading); are
there other temporary effects (e.g. after
contracts expire, when contracts are
renegotiated)?

0

Transaction costs
and agency;
alignment
between
transaction
characteristics
and governance
choices / principal
and agent should
prevent an effect
on performance
Bullwhip effect;
inventory is a

Systems theory;
performance should
be assessed and
compared for entire
supply chains
Social exchange
theory; social
interactions can
facilitate
innovation, and
should be assessed
and measured
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How are incentives of cross-functional
teams and globally dispersed parts of
buy/hybrid/make global sourcing
organizations aligned and how are they
linked to performance?

function of
behavior, and
global visibility
tracking
inventory levels
across
organizations can
reduce anticipated
inventory levels

RQ4: How to
implement/manage
global sourcing to
achieve the desired

Which organizational models in
purchasing and supply management
facilitate or hinder buy/hybrid/make
global sourcing?

Who conducts buy/hybrid/make global

Organizational |
learning; over
time firms
become more
proficient in

Agency theory; co-
located actors
acting as agents can
promote local
knowledge transfer

outcome? sourcing implementation projects and global sourcing to close gaps that
what are critical success factors in such might exist
projects? culturally between
» How do firms retain knowledge about organizations in
buy/hybrid/make global sourcing different
implementations (to enable geographies
organizational learning)? * Dynamic
capabilities:
distance
management
capabilities
influence whether
the desired
outcomes can be
achieved
RQ5: What * How are the drivers, implementation, |* Transaction costs;|* Bullwhip effect;

contextual variables
influence global
sourcing choices,
implementation
processes, and
(performance)
consequences?

and performance of buy/hybrid/make
global sourcing influenced by:
» National institutional
factors
* Industry specific factors
*  Firm level factors
«  Activity level factors

higher transaction
costs lead firms to
shy away from
global sourcing
Contingency y
theory; global
sourcing varies
depending on
national
institutions
Systems theory;
systems of
organizational
flows may vary |
based on firm
characteristics

cross-national
differences
exacerbate demand
unpredictability
Resource
dependence theory;
prior experience
with certain
governance/location
modes influences
coordination and
integration
approach
Organizational
learning; influence
of prior experience
on decision making
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Figure 1: Terminological overview: Offshoring/Reshoring versus Outsourcing/Insourcing;
adapted from Tate and Bals, 2017; Foerstl et al. (2016); Tate et al. (2016); Jahns et al., 2006.
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Figure 2: Terminological clarification SCM versus IB perspectives on Global Sourcing
(highlighted in blue and grey)
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Figure 3: Conceptual Model Showing Global Sourcing Research Areas
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Figure 4: Concluding framework and global sourcing taxonomy
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Figure 5: Levels of Analysis for SCM/IB Research
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