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ABSTRACT 

In an increasingly volatile business environment, new product introduction is no 

longer a strategic option but a necessity for companies to sustain competitive 

advantage and for countries to achieve national economic prosperity. This is 

particularly true in such emerging economies as People’s Republic of China, where 

traditional manufacturing enterprises are striving to achieve the move from ‘Made in 

China’ to ‘Created in China’. Focusing on the issue of new product introduction by 

strategic alliances, I propose a theoretical model on the relationship between 

procedural justice, cross-functional integration and new product introduction. Albeit 

the notion that cross-functional integration can greatly facilitate the successful 

implementation of projects is widely acknowledged, contemporary research on cross-

functional integration and new product introduction has paid insufficient attention to 

the issue of procedural justice. Research on whether, how and when cross-functional 

integration and new product development could be facilitated or promoted from a 

justice perspective is still in its infancy.  

Based on the findings of my field study in 2015-2016, I consider it necessary to 

take into account the effect of procedural justice in current streams of research on 

cross-functional integration and new product introduction. I argue firms that establish 

strategic alliances should pay greater attention to the issue of procedural justice in 

new product introduction. Moreover, I posit that the relationship between procedural 

justice and new product introduction is mediated by cross-functional integration. 

Finally, to address the discrepancies in previous research regarding the relationship 

between cross-functional integration and new product development, I test the effect of 

an insufficiently tested moderator, i.e., actual new product introduction strategy, on 

that relationship. Analyzing data from multiple sources in China, I obtain evidence in 

support of these arguments, finding procedural justice to exert a positive effect on 

new product introduction, and cross-functional integration and new product 

introduction strategy to exert a partial mediating effect and moderating effect, 

respectively.  
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Chapter One 

Introduction 

This chapter aims at providing a comprehensive introduction of this thesis. This 

chapter is organized into five sections. The first section introduces the background of 

the research. The second section reports some interesting observations from my field 

study during 2015-2016 periods. The third section further presents the research 

objectives of this thesis, followed by the fourth section, in which the intended 

research contributions are explained. The fifth section introduces the organization of 

this thesis.   

 

1.1 Research Background  

Defined as “a process of interdepartmental interaction and collaboration in which 

multiple functions work together in a cooperative manner to arrive at mutually 

acceptable outcomes for their organization" (Pagell’s, 2004: 460; Song and Montoya-

Weiss, 2001: 65), cross-functional integration has been studied for decades (e.g., 

Bonnett, 1986; Brockhoff and Chakrabarti, 1988). Cross-functional integration has 

been shown to have a significantly positive effect on new product introduction (e.g., 
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Millman, 1982; Moenaert et al., 1994; Garrett, Buisson and Yap, 2006). New product 

introduction is defined as “a business process through which a new product is 

launched, debuted or published in the market for general users and or businesses” 

(Cooper and Kleinschmidt, 1986; Leonard-Barton, 1992). In a modern manufacturing 

industry such as car-making industry, cross-functional integration can be especially 

important for new products or new car models to be successfully introduced into a 

market with a high rivalry of competition. 

In spite of the research on cross-functional integration, it remains unclear how 

firms can achieve effective cross-functional integration (Leenders and Wierenga, 

2002), which in turn should affect firm performance in new product introduction. 

During my field study in China’s auto industry in the period 2015-2016, I observed 

interesting cases of cross-functional integration. While all major international auto 

MNEs are competing in this large market today, some MNEs were doing better in 

cross-functional integration, while others were less successful. For example, as I will 

discuss later in this thesis, the R & D department of a major European car maker 

developed a new model for developing countries. While this new model had been 

very successful in Brazil, it failed to impress the Chinese customers because it ignored 

the opinions of marketing department in China. On the contrary, a US car marker has 

been very successful in achieving R & D-marketing integration although it entered the 
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Chinese market much later than its Western counterparts (e.g., Muller, 2010). 

   It would be of interest to study why cross-functional integration can be 

effective in some MNEs, but less successful in others. Through my first-stage field 

study in which I mainly face-to-face interviewed with employees of the MNEs, I 

found that one important variable may help to explain the difference --- procedural 

justice. Justice, or fairness, is one of the most important foundations for all types of 

economic transactions, especially for multinational strategic alliances that face a 

variety of internal and external uncertainties. While the effect of this variable has been 

studied by many authors, insufficient research has been conducted on the effect of this 

variable on cross-functional integration and consequent marketing performance, such 

as the performance of new product introduction. The main issue that my thesis thus 

tries to address is about procedural justice in cross-functional integration and new 

product development by strategic alliances. To address these research gaps, I further 

conducted a second-stage field work testing the effect of procedural justice on cross-

functional integration and the success of new product introduction. Next I first report 

some major observations from my 2015-2016 field study. 

 

1.2 Major Observations from 2015-2016 Field Study  

What inspired my interest at first about the focal issue of my thesis is from the 
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field study in China’s automobile industry. In 2015-2016 periods, I conducted a field 

study in the Chinese automobile industry, which features numerous cross-national 

strategic alliances or joint ventures between a major foreign automobile producer and 

one or more Chinese partners. During my fieldwork, I observed that the partners in a 

cross-national strategic alliance are unequal in terms of their influence and power that 

they are able to exert in the participative decision-making process. Such inequality is 

true even in 50/50 joint ventures between overseas and local automakers. Consistent 

with the views of resource dependence theory (Pfeffer and Salancik, 1978), I found 

that the partner that controls the most critical resources enjoys the greatest power and 

influence on how new product introduction should be conducted. Specifically, with 

over 200 carmakers competing in the Chinese market today, advanced technology has 

become an important and even critical resource for gaining competitive advantage.  

As it is generally the overseas partner that possesses advanced technology and 

superior R&D capability, that partner is also usually the more powerful party, even 

when it holds only a 50% or less ownership stake. Because of their power and 

influence, foreign partners can decide how they involve their local Chinese partners in 

new product introduction process and whether the final results of the relevant 

decision-making should reflect the input of local employees. 

With regard to new product introduction, I made three interesting observations 
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during my field study.  First, new product introduction strategies differ, with three 

common ones in today’s Chinese auto industry being: 1) an import-oriented strategy, 

which can be defined as a new product introduction strategy of importing an existing 

model from overseas without significant adaption; 2) an adaptation-oriented strategy, 

which refers to a new product introduction strategy of importing an existing model 

from overseas and then making significant adaptations to it; and 3) a local-oriented 

strategy, which can be defined as a new product introduction strategy of developing a 

new model for the Chinese market locally or updating an existing Chinese model with 

Western technology and/or key components. These new product introduction 

strategies have different implications for the relationship between cross-functional 

integration and new product introduction, as discussed in the following chapters. 

Second, there seems to be a positive relationship between procedural justice and 

new product introduction success. During my visits to auto firms and interviews with 

their employees, I observed supporting evidence. For instance, I visited a Shanghai-

based Sino-German joint venture that introduced a car model from Brazil in 2003. 

When the company introduced this model, local managers and engineers in China 

participated only in decision-making concerning marketing, as well as part of 

manufacturing to a lesser extent. In other words, the Chinese departments had little 

input regarding such strategic issues as whether the model should be introduced in 
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China and, if so, how it should be adapted to meet the demands of the local market. 

As a result, although the model had been a bestseller in Brazil for many years, it failed 

to impress Chinese customers and was terminated soon after its introduction. As a 

local Chinese marketing manager who was involved in the failed project told me, “We 

actually could not influence any major decisions when this model was introduced into 

the Chinese market. . . . We knew that Chinese customers would not like the model 

because of its appearance and design, but nobody listened to us.” 

In this case, I observed a connection between procedural justice and cross-

functional integration. The local Chinese departments were unable to participate 

sufficiently in the most important decision-making, such as whether a given model 

should be introduced in China and, if so, how it should be adapted to meet the tastes 

of Chinese customers. Such low-level participation might lead to low-level cross-

functional integration. For instance, the supply and design departments operated for a 

given new product introduction project before they had sufficient information from 

the local marketing department. Also, in the process of introducing an existing Brazil 

model to the Chinese market, the overseas R&D department and other departments 

made a decision without sufficient discussion or exchange of information with local 

departments. The latter were able to participate only in marketing and manufacturing 

meetings about implementing a new product introduction decision that was made--- 
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cross-functional integration thus suffered. 

Third, efforts to improve cross-functional integration through creating greater 

procedural justice can lead to better performance in new product introduction. A good 

example is the successful introduction of an improved local product, the Wuling 

minivan, a winner produced by SGMW, an alliance between GM and two Chinese 

auto producers.  As Muller (2010) observed:  

 

“Away from China’s traditional wealth centers, in cities like Kunming and 

Zhengzhou and in vast rural areas, the roads are populated by entirely different 

vehicles: bicycles, scooters and Western knockoff cars bearing the badges of 

obscure Chinese brands. . . .  One vehicle is ubiquitous throughout the Chinese 

countryside: the Wuling Sunshine.  Reminiscent of a 1960s-era VW “hippie 

bus”—but half the size—the Sunshine is the vehicle of choice for China’s small 

business owners and farmers, who use it to haul everything from electronics to 

sugarcane. Priced as low as $4,500 (about 7% above its Chinese competition) and 

topping out around $9,000, the no-frills Sunshine is by far China’s bestselling 

vehicle. . . .  The lucky manufacturer of this bestselling vehicle in the world’s 

largest and fastest-growing market?  General Motors—the company that needed a 

government handout to survive in 2009”. (p. 23) 
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Owing to its success with the Wuling Sunshine and other models in China, GM 

has outperformed Volkswagen and maintained its position as the world’s largest auto- 

maker despite its financial difficulties in its home market, the United States.  In 2012, 

David Sedgwick, an editor of U.S. magazine Automotive News, attributed GM’s 

success in the global market to its success in China: 

 

“So which company is the world’s largest automaker—Volkswagen or General 

Motors?  A deceptively simple question. Last week, GM announced that it had 

sold 9.03 million vehicles in 2011, while Volkswagen reported that it sold 8.16 

million units. . . .  Some of GM’s rivals noted that the automaker’s global sales 

included 1.2 million vehicles produced by one of its Chinese joint ventures, SAIC-

GM-Wuling. . . .  General Motors brought in professional managers, and it built a 

new engine plant for its joint venture. But GM did not automate Wuling’s vehicle 

assembly line. That allowed the partnership to hold down production costs. As a 

result, the company’s microvans cost about as much as they did a decade ago”. (p. 

18)  

 

In my field research, I obtained consistent information from my interviews with 
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some of the managers and engineers at this joint venture. One of the former told me 

that,  

 

“after the establishment of this joint venture, GM sent in a team of managers and 

engineers, and they developed a new plan for the joint venture, which involved 

major changes in our product strategy. However, after discussing this plan with 

local managers and engineers who had over 10-year experience selling the Wuling 

model, the GM team decided to keep this product and introduce a new Wuling 

model. For introducing this new model, GM helped us to improve the 

management system and upgrade the model’s engine”.   

 

A marketing manager also pointed out, “GM originally had a plan to change our 

product according to that of GM-DAEWOO. We disagreed, and GM did not insist on 

the change. As a result, we introduced a new production based on our old Wuling 

model and maintained its low-cost advantage in China’s rural market.” 

 

The Wuling case suggests a positive relationship between both procedural justice 

and cross-functional integration and cross-functional integration and new product 

introduction. GM was willing to allow local employees in various departments to 
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voice their opinions, and adopted their correct suggestions, which were based on their 

long-time experiences manufacturing and selling to China’s rural market. As a result, 

the introduction of the new Wuling model had a high level of cross-functional 

integration, which resulted in success in introducing new Wuling model. Based on 

these observations, I review the literature and propose a model of new product 

introduction stressing cross-functional integration’s mediating effect on the 

relationship between procedural justice and new product introduction in the next two 

chapters.  

Back to the literature, indeed, it has been widely acknowledged that firms always 

face a variety of uncertainties, both internal and external ones, when they form 

strategic alliances. For instance, firms need to deal with internal uncertainties such as 

issues related to trust, commitment and cooperation; they also face external 

uncertainties such as regulation changes and crisis happened in the external 

environment. This is especially true when the strategic partners are from different 

countries with different cultural background. So these uncertainties raised an 

important question, that is, when the parties of strategic alliances have limited 

information with regard to other parties’ trustworthiness, and when they also do not 

have the assurance with regard to the final gains from which they share, what factors 

would be particularly instrumental and important in guiding each party’s behavior as 



 
 

11 
 

well as their contribution to interparty exchanges, and what factors could be used as 

the referent to determine partners’ commitment and trustworthiness. Procedural 

justice could be one of the most important factors.   

In a general setting, procedural justice refers to ‘individuals' perceptions about 

the fairness of formal procedures governing decisions’. The basic premise lies in fair 

treatment decides people’s reactions towards decisions (Lind and Tyler, 1988). 

Procedural justice focuses on some structural elements including voicing opportunity 

and process control (Greenberg, 1987). In the strategic alliances’ context, procedural 

justice is defined as “the extent to which an alliance's strategic decision making 

process and procedures are impartial and fair as perceived by this alliance's boundary 

spanners”, i.e. managers from both alliances’ parties (Luo, 2007).   

Existing research on organizational justice has extended from how justice affects 

some lower-order attitudes,  such as social identify, self-esteem and employees’ team 

spirit regarding a particular outcome of the decision, to how it influences some long-

term, higher-order attitudes (e.g., trust, commitment and harmony towards institutions, 

subunits, and groups) (Konovsky, 2000). However, few studies have focused on 

procedural justice in the alliances’ context, particularly with regard to its path in 

relation to the cooperation outcomes that are expected to be successfully realized.  

Even certain research has studied the financial performance implications of 
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procedural justice, few study has focused on the procedural justice’s effect on the 

actual new product introduction success. In addition, extant research on cross-

functional integration has also paid insufficient attention to the issue of procedural 

justice. Research on how and when cross-functional integration and new product 

development could be better facilitated from a justice perspective is still in its infancy.  

To partly fill this gap, this thesis explores the direct and indirect links between 

procedural justice and strategic alliance performances in terms of new product 

introduction. To this end, I propose that procedural justice has a direct-path effect on 

new product introduction. The relationship between procedural justice and new 

product introduction is mediated by cross-functional integration. Finally, their strategy 

for new product introduction moderates the relationship between cross-functional 

integration and new product introduction.   

 

1.3 Research Objectives 

The main issue examined in this thesis is the importance of procedural justice for 

strategic alliance in cross-functional integration and new product introduction. 

Another issue is the mediating effect of cross-functional integration on the 

relationship between procedural justice and new product introduction. Finally, to 

address the discrepancies in previous research regarding the relationship between 
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cross-functional integration and new product introduction, it is also tested the effect of 

an insufficiently tested moderator, i.e., actual new product introduction strategy, on 

that relationship. 

The objectives of this thesis are thus threefold: (1) to explore the main effect of 

procedural justice on the success in new product introduction; (2) to test the mediating 

effect of cross-functional integration on the relationship between procedural justice 

and the success in new product introduction; (3) to examine the moderating effect of 

new product development strategy on the relationship among procedural justice, 

cross-functional integration and success in new product introduction.  

 

1.4 Research Contributions 

   The study should make both theoretical and practical contributions. First, it 

should contribute to the literature of cross-functional integration. As an important 

contributor to firm performance, cross-functional integration should be studied further 

by combining the theories from other areas, such as that of organizational justice. As 

prior research has suggested, cross-functional integration can be complicated by the 

complex networks of knowledge and business environments within which the modern 

firm operates (e.g., Leenders & Wierenga, 2002; Van denBulte & Moenaert, 1998).  

To achieve effective cross-functional integration, it should be necessary to have full 
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participation of employees working in different functional areas including 

manufacturing, R&D and marketing functions. As procedural justice has been shown 

to be very critical for participative decision-making, especially the decision-making in 

international joint-ventures (Luo, 2007), I believe it very helpful to integrate the 

theory of organizational justice into the research of cross-functional integration. 

 Second, this thesis should contribute to the literature of new product introduction. 

As a significant variable explaining marketing performance, procedural justice is 

related to the concept of process control (or “voice”), which can be defined as the 

degree to which individuals perceive that they are able to take part in decision-making.  

The higher the level of process control, the greater the procedural justice that the 

individuals involved are likely to perceive (Leung and Li, 1990). Moreover, providing 

those individuals with a sincere and convincing justification for a given organizational 

decision is also likely to enhance their perception of procedural justice (e.g., Bies, 

1987; Gopinath and Becker, 2000). Although prior research has shown procedural 

justice to be an important predictor of performance in a given team/organization, 

including the performance of strategic alliances (e.g., Luo, 2007), its effect on new 

product introduction has not been sufficiently explored. For instance, it remains 

unclear whether procedural justice influences new product introduction success 

directly or indirectly, and how and when new product introduction could be promoted 
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from a justice perspective. Testing this influence, my current study should shed useful 

light on the relationship between procedural justice and new product introduction.  

 Third, several studies have suggested that cross-functional integration exerts a 

positive effect on new product introduction (e.g., Calantone et al., 2002; Singhal and 

Singhal, 2002; Saxena and Jaiswal, 2013; Vanpoucke et al., 2014). According to 

meta-analysis by Troy et al. (2008), for instance, nine major factors, such as the 

inclusion of research and marketing functions, have significant moderating effects on 

the relationship between cross-functional integration and performance (the 

integration-success link). Several other studies, in contrast, show that cross-functional 

integration is not needed at every new product introduction stage (e.g., Olson et al., 

2001). Also, cross-functional integration is not cost-free, and its costs may outweigh 

its benefits (see, e.g., O’Leary-Kelly and Flores, 2002). Based on my fieldwork, I 

predict that the relationship between cross-functional integration and new product 

introduction can be contingent upon such contextual factors as a firm’s new product 

introduction strategy. Testing the moderating effect of this strategy may further our 

understanding of the CFI-NPI relationship, thereby should also help to resolve the 

aforementioned discrepancy.  

In addition to the foregoing theoretical contributions, this paper is also of 

practical significance. For example, the knowledge gained from the findings reported 
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hereafter will help practitioners to better understand why procedural justice should be 

stressed in operations management and how it influences new product introduction.  

In addition, my research was conducted in a major emerging economy, i.e., Peoples’ 

Republic of China. Accordingly, its findings will also provide useful new insights for 

the managers of firms operating in emerging economies, which may be characterized 

by various institutional and/ or cultural differences.  

 

1.5 Organization of the Thesis  

This thesis consists of six chapters. The first chapter has introduced the research 

background, objectives and intended contributions of this thesis. Several major 

observations from my field study in 2015-2016 are also reported in this chapter. 

Chapter two reviews the extant literature on the key variables of this thesis including 

procedural justice, cross-functional integration, and new product introduction. 

Chapter three proposes the hypotheses and explains the theoretical model of this 

thesis, followed by the chapter 4, in which the methodology used in this research is 

described. In chapter 5, the research findings are presented and summarized. Chapter 

6 discusses the results, theoretical and practical implications, as well as the 

conclusions of this thesis. Meanwhile, the strengths and limitations of this thesis and 

the directions for future research are also discussed in Chapter 6.  
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Chapter Two 

Literature Review 

This chapter aims at critically reviewing the current literature in relation to the 

focal research questions of this thesis and identifying the research gaps in the extant 

literature. This chapter consists of four sections. The first section presents a review of 

existing literature on new product introduction, including its importance to the firm 

performance today as well as factors that may lead to the successes or failures in new 

product introduction. The second section reviews the empirical research findings 

concerning the relationship between cross-functional integration and new product 

development. The concept of cross-functional integration is also systematically 

reviewed in this section, with a particular focus on its benefits to organizations and to 

new product introduction in particular. The third section reviews prior literature in 

relation to organizational justice as a whole and procedural justice in particular. 

Justice theory will also be reviewed concretely in this section. The fourth section 

thereby identifies the research gaps in the literature and explains the theoretical 

framework of this thesis.  
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2.1 New Product Development  

2.1.1 The Importance of New Product Development Today  

Research on new product development has been prevailing over the past two 

decades. It has been widely acknowledged by many scholars that the continuous 

introduction of new products is a crucial determinant and dimension of sustained firm 

performance (Brockhoff, 1999; Chaney and Devinney, 1992; Capon et al., 1990; 

Urban and Hauser, 1993). New product development’s corporate importance has been 

studied by many scholars. For example, Katila and Ahuja (2002) comment that new 

products represent a firm's R&D activities’ potential commercial value, and most 

firms’ innovations would not contribute to the improvement in firm performance until 

they were successfully introduced into the market. For another instance, Booz, Allen 

and Hamilton (1990) argue that firms themselves view new product development as 

critical for the prosperity of the company. A worldwide study conducted by Cooper, 

Cooper, Edgett and Kleinschmidt (2001) has shown that the chief executives of the 

firm were reported to consider innovation as an increasingly important component for 

companies’ survival and development (87 % in Europe, 97 % in Japan and 92 % in 

the USA). Similarly, another UK study confirmed that up to 74 % of the firms 

regarded new product development as ‘very important’ and the rest 26 % consider it 
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‘quite important’.  

From a boarder perspective, new product development has also been regarded as 

an important activity for economic prosperity at the national level (Ward, McCreery, 

Ritzman and Sharma, 1998). Zirger and Maidique (1990) suggest that poor product 

development and poor designing are the two of the detrimental factors for the poor 

industrial development and performance in Britain. New product development makes 

indispensable contribution for the national economic health. This is especially the 

case in an emerging economy – People’s Republic of China, where the external 

business environment is increasingly volatile, featured by heightened domestic and 

aboard competition, shorter product life cycles, and fast technological development 

(Hart, 1993). Atuahene-Gima and Murray (2007) also recognize that new product 

development becomes a necessity, rather than a strategic option, for these Chinese 

firms to maintain sustainable competitive advantage and boost the Chinese economy. 

New product development also plays an important role in Chinese traditional 

manufacturing enterprises’ move from ‘Made in China’ to ‘Created in China’.  

 

2.1.2 Essential Elements for New Product Development Success  

In spite of new products’ contributions for opening and creating new market 

growth opportunities for the firm, the risks with development and introducing new 
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product has been serious and substantial. Therefore, it deserves more research 

attention in terms exploring factors which may increase the success rate of new 

products, thereby further enhancing the companies’ performance and competitive 

advantage over the long-run.  

From a wider perspective, Craig and Hart (1992) reviewed the ‘generalist’ 

literature on successful new product introduction and summarized six main key 

themes by conducting content analysis of the past literature. The first aspect is process, 

which includes the timing of introducing the new products and a series of activities 

such as the pre-development, development, marketing and launch activities. The 

second theme being identified is the characteristics of the company including the 

technological prowess and existing credibility. The third dimension is the strategy, 

which entails the orientation, objectives and the product characteristics. The fourth 

theme is on the information aspect, such as the general marketing and communication. 

The fifth dimension concerns the management of the companies, which involves 

authority, support and communication from the management. The sixth theme is on 

the people dimension, including multi-functional coordination and product champion 

communication. These themes were identified as key general aspects from the 

successful new product introduction literature.  

Furthermore, this section reviews the essential elements for new product 
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introduction success in some depth. First, an informal or formal new product process 

is the basis for new product project success. With the presence of such process, new 

product development is more likely to be successful because such process firstly 

ensures the planning quality at the early development stage, which is important and 

decisive. Such preparatory work is necessary and comprises in particular the initial 

evaluation of the project ideas, the following implementation of market-oriented 

feasibility and technical studies and finally a commercial evaluation stage of new 

product development project. Furthermore, within this process, the target market, the 

concept of project, and the relative increase in benefits in the new product for 

customers compared with the products of other competitors should be described 

clearly. In addition, it is also important to select the promising new product 

development stage before putting it into the actual development stage. Subsequently, 

new product development projects still need to be evaluated and projects that failed to 

achieve the previously setting goals would be terminated or gave up (Ernst, 2002). 

Another determining factor is market requirement and should be taken into 

consideration during the process control. Market requirement is changing and might 

lay out the foundation for deciding to terminate or continue the project. What’s more, 

there are also some evidence implying that integrating customer into the new product 

development stage has advantages when customers, such as those ‘lead users’, have a 
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strong economic attractiveness (Ragatz, Handfield and Scannell, 1997).  

From an individual perspective, there are some other five key elements for the 

success of new products identified by organizational scholars. In general, these factors 

are different from those identified by Cooper and Kleinschmidt (1995), emphasizing 

the project organizations’ strength and type in a firm for development of new products. 

Organizational requirement for new product introduction success is the formation of a 

committed and dedicated project team which should have certain characteristics. The 

first factor is a cross-functional project development team. There has been large body 

of research proving that an effective project team should have members from different 

areas with various expertise, thus all together to make joint contributions to the new 

product introduction (Griffin, 1997; Pinto and Pinto, 1990; Song and Parry, 1997). 

Such team should involve members from different departments including marketing 

department, R&D department and production development (Song et al., 1997). 

Brockhoff (1994) supported this argument by stating that a project team with a cross-

functional integration can be regarded as a very important tool for overcoming the 

organizational interfaces. These cross-functional teams will foster inter-functional 

cooperation and communication which will thereby facilitate success (Balbontin et al., 

1999; Yap and Souder, 1994). It can be therefore seen from above that cross-

functional teams exert both direct and indirect influence on new products success.  
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The second factor is a responsible team leader, who should have necessary 

qualification, sufficient authority, and be dedicated to the tasks or projects (Balbontin 

et al., 1999; Cooper and Kleinschmidt, 1995). Project leaders’ authority also reflects 

in that they are able to command and guide individuals from different departments 

with different expertise but, at the same time, delegate the decision-making 

responsibility to team level.   

The third component leading to the success of new products is that the new 

product development project team should have the autonomy to be responsible for the 

project as a whole (Cooper and Kleinschmidt, 1995). Previous research have 

demonstrated that the positive effect of autonomy in the new product development 

team on the project’s success and team performance (Thamhain, 1990; Gerwin and 

Moffat, 1997). 

The fourth factor is project leaders and team members’ commitment to the new 

product development project. Balachandra (1984) and Thamhain (1990) suggest this 

is essential and should not be seen as independently from the above-mentioned 

success factors. The fifth factor is team members’ communication and interaction 

throughout the new product development process.  For instance, team members 

should share information and knowledge and consistently hold project meetings 

(Balachandra et al., 1996; Thamhain, 1990; Souder and Chakrabarti, 1978).  
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So far, literature addressing the individual aspects of factors for successful new 

product development has been highlighted. The following section reviews factors 

contributing to the success of new product development team from some another 

perspectives. For instance, some research found that a particular systematic scheme 

for proposing new products should be in place and should be different from other 

company-based proposal schemes, and such unique suggestion scheme can have a 

positive effect on the new product development success (Cooper and Kleinschmidt, 

1995; Barczak, 1995). In addition, Voss (1985) found that an organizational climate 

for innovation and risk-taking may also be able to foster the success for new product 

development.   

Besides the cultural aspects, extant literature has investigated other drives for the 

success of new product development at the industry level, such as the competitive 

rivalry level and the turbulence of the external environment, and the product level, 

such as the quality, benefits and features of the products (Henard and Szymanski, 

2001; Montoya-Weiss and Calantone, 1994). Among all the possible drivers’ studies, 

one of the important organizational factors -- cross-functional integration, as will be 

reviewed in the next section of this literature review, has been identified as a key one 

for the success of new product development (e.g., Griffin and Hauser, 1992; Olson, 

Walker, and Ruekert, 1995). There has been general agreement in the literature with 
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regard to the strategic importance of cross-functional integration to the new product 

development success. As the survey conducted by Product Development and 

Management Association show, about 60% of US companies apply such cross-

functional integration to in the new product development process (Griffin, 1997). The 

next session reviews the research concerning cross-functional integration and its 

relationship with new product development.  

 

2.2 The Effect of Cross-functional Integration on New Product Development 

2.2.1 Cross-functional Integration  

Cross-functional integration has been investigated by many researchers to date. 

For instance, Kahn and Mentzer (1998) have focused on the context of marketing’s 

integration with other departments and view cross-functional integration as a function 

of interdepartmental interaction and collaboration. Ellinger et al. (2000) have focused 

more on the behavioral dimensions of cross-functional integration, suggesting that 

collaboration, consultation, and information exchange are the important components 

in the construct of cross-functional integration. Further, Mollenkopf et al. (2000) 

regard cross-functional integration as a function of information dissemination and 

coordination of activities. This is also the first research linking marketing/logistics 

integration to firm performance. While most existing research on cross-functional 
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integration emphasis on firm-wide integration, Oliva and Watson (2011) studied this 

issue in the context of sales and operations planning process. Cross-functional 

integration typically involves facilitating communication among different functions 

(Gatignon and Xuereb, 1997; Moenaert et al., 1994; Song, Montoya-Weiss and 

Schmidt, 1997). Song and Montoya-Weiss (2001: 65) describe cross-functional 

integration in the new product development context as “the magnitude of interaction 

and communication, the level of information sharing, the degree of coordination, and 

the extent of joint involvement across functions in specific new product development 

tasks.”   

Organizations nowadays are increasingly employing cross-functional teams in 

order to increase their competitiveness (Pinto, Pinto and Prescott, 1993). Wind (1981) 

suggests that many projects in organizations, especially those non-routine and 

complex projects, require the coordination and collaboration of employees from 

various functional areas. Meanwhile, it is also widely accepted that divergent 

perspectives and interests can be generated when people from various functional 

groups working together (Lawrence and Lorsch, 1967). The lack of cooperation might 

make reaching agreement and subsequent implementing of decisions difficult 

(McDonough, 2000). Therefore, many scholars have reached the consensus that to 

facilitate the successful implementation of the projects, it is necessary to foster a 
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cross-functional integration at first (Bonoma, 1985; Heany, 1989; Randel and Jaussi, 

2003). Given its importance to organizations, researchers extensively explored a range 

of factors that can either facilitate or inhibit cross-functional integration. For instance, 

a number of researches show that individual-level factors, including the interpersonal 

relations of the team members, personality of the group members as well as the 

training and the skills, can exert influence to the effective cross-functional integration 

(Pavett and Lau, 1983; Kelly and Stahelski, 1970; Schmidt and Tannenbaum, 1960; 

Lovelace, Shapiro and Weingart, 2001). A handful of studies also examined various 

organizational factors, including organizational structure, corporate strategy, cultural 

norms and reward systems, can have impacts on the effectiveness of cross-functional 

integration (Lawrence and Lorsch, 1967; Mintzberg, 1979; Shapiro, 1977). 

In product development cycle, cross-functional integration is more often in the 

form of the marketing department and R&D department integration (Brush et al., 

1999; Ferdows, 1997; Meijboom and Vos, 1997; Vereecke and Van Dierdonck, 2002). 

The research literature on cross-functional integration between R&D department and 

marketing department has demonstrated that adequate communication and 

cooperation between the two functions results higher project success rate (Adler, 1995; 

Nihtila, 1999; Calantone et al., 2002; Vandevelde and Van Dierdonck, 2003; Gimenez 

and Ventura, 2005; Swink et al., 2006). Such integration is important because 
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marketing department and R&D department share the same responsibilities for setting 

the goals of new product development, identify changes for improving the products, 

resolve the tradeoffs between the customer needs and engineering design, and 

understand the requirement of the customers (Pagell, 2004). Beside these tasks, there 

are other tasks that also require the responsibility taken by every single department or 

functional area as well as the joint contribution of these functions (Cigolini et al., 

2004; Frohlich and Westbrook, 2001; Cousins and Menguc, 2006; Narasimhan and 

Kim, 2002). 

  

 

2.2.2 The Relationship between Cross-functional Integration and New Product 

Development  

Due to the intense global competition, technological change, and the flexible 

producing process, the introduction of new products successfully becomes a multi-

disciplinary task that requires the close communication and cooperation from different 

functional groups, especially for introducing the timely and profitable new products. 

There have been many studies demonstrating the positive link between cross-

functional integration and the process of new product development in various cultural 

context (Li and Calantone, 1998; Souder, Sherman, and Davies-Cooper, 1998; 
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Sherman, Souder and Jenssen, 2000; Im and Workman, 2004; Sherman et al., 2005; 

Nakata, Im, Park and Ha, 2006; Kandemir, Calantone and Garcia, 2006). However, no 

one can surely reach such generalizable and board conclusion.  

Song (1997) et al. stated that cross-functional integration in the process of new 

product development typically should involve three functional groups including 

marketing, R&D and manufacturing. However, as the world is changing and is not 

stable, the business methods and operations need to change accordingly. Firms need 

to adapt the changes in both the dynamic internal and external environment in which 

they operate. As a response, therefore, management processes should evolve over 

time in order to keep profitable and effective in the changing environment. Over the 

past several years, there are some major changes which can have an impact on the 

ways by which new product development is managed and practiced, including 

increasingly intense competition, rapid changes in the market environment, shorter 

product life cycles as well as higher technical obsolescence rates. Such changes drive 

companies to adapt and implement the changes accordingly, which thereby help to 

improve the efficiency of the process and the effectiveness of new product 

development.  

During the past decades, various new product techniques, process and tools are 

explored and developed by academics and practitioners to enhance new product 
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development practices. New product development face the challenging of being better, 

faster and cheaper, which implies that new product development teams should explore 

ways for improving the quality, reducing the cost while speeding up the producing 

process.  

Cross-functional teams have been proved effective for meeting these challenges. 

The positive relationship between cross-functional integration and new product 

performance has been well established by both theoretical and empirical research 

(Calantone and Di Benedetto, 1990; Olson, Walker and Ruekert, 1995; Song, Xie and 

Dyer, 2000; Griffin and Hauser, 1992). Market orientation studies have demonstrated 

also the positive link between firm performance and effective cross-functional in 

terms of competitive and market information creation and dissemination (Jaworski 

and Kohli, 1993). Cross-functional research, as mentioned previously, has indicated 

that successful new product development requires only the integration between R&D 

and marketing department (Griffin and Hauser, 1996). However, as manufacturing is 

also an indispensable function in the process of the new product development, cross-

functional integration in new product development in general requires good interface 

and coordination among R&D, marketing and manufacturing departments. Cross-

functional integration promotes interaction, communications, coordination, 

information sharing, and collaboration among different functions in development of 



 
 

31 
 

new products (Song and Montoya-Weiss, 2001). Such organic structure offers an 

interactive and collaborative environment for different functions within a firm (Kahn, 

1996). Cooper et al. (2001)’s literature review also found the successful task 

completion of development new products replies on the interaction and collaboration 

of different functional expertise of a firm. Review of the literature shows that the 

success of many new product development tasks depends upon the interaction among 

a firm's different functional areas (Cooper et al., 2001). Table 1 summarized the key 

literature on the link between cross-functional integration and new product 

development.  
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Table 1. Empirical Findings of CFI-NPI Relationship 

Authors Findings Industry Country 

Li and Calantone (1998) Integration between R&D and Marketing has a significant effect on NPI  Software US 

Souder, Sherman, and Davies-

Cooper (1998) 

Integration between R&D and Marketing has a significant effect on NPI  Pharmaceutical na 

Sherman, Souder and Jenssen 

(2000) 

R&D and Marketing integration led to the reduced NPI time cycle  High tech US 

Parthasarthy and Hammond 

(2002) 

Spending in R&D does not lead to the increased number of new product 

introduced. CFI moderates such relationship.  

Medical na 

Im and Workman (2004) CFI improves new products and the marketing activities’ meaningfulness  High tech US 

Sherman et al (2005) Integration between R&D and Marketing coupled with efficient recording 

and information retrieval from previous projects improve NPI significantly  

High tech na 

Nakata, Im, Park, and Ha (2006) CFI is an antecedence to NPI Manufacturing Korea 

Kandemir, Calantone, and Garcia 

(2006) 

CFI team impacts NPI success significantly Biochemistry Canada, UK, 

US, Germany 
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The reason why cross-functional integration can bring critical advantages to the 

new product development is that cross-functional integration increases the 

information amount flow and disseminated in the firm (Randolph and Posner, 1992). 

Such integration of information will help employees have a common understanding of 

the product and promotes consistency of the decision-making during the process of 

new product development, which is considered as quite critical for the success of new 

products (Sethi, 2000). Another major reason is that cross-functional integration 

facilitates the concentration of skills, expertise, and resources from different 

functional areas, thus improving workforce and capital resources’ flexibility and 

making full use of organizational resources at large (e.g., Ford and Randolph, 1992). 

Although there have been large body of research demonstrating cross-functional 

integration’s advantages, some other research also has found the disadvantages of this 

organic structure. For instance, Sethi (2000) found that even cross-functional 

integration promotes effective communication, the diversity among different 

functional groups may also increase the confusion and complexity of decision-making. 

Because the communication pattern is not formal, the decision-making process is 

participative, and the resolution of conflict is consensual, cross-functional integration 

may become a more time-consuming structure in comparison with a more 

bureaucratic and centralized processes (Olson, Walker and Ruekert, 1995). 
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In addition, cross-functional integration may negatively affect employee 

satisfaction, which in turn hinders new product success because employees’ workload 

may increase when performing multi-functional tasks compared with only performing 

a single duty in their home functions (e.g., Karlsson and Å hlström, 1996). This is 

because employees from different functional areas have diverse perspectives, goals 

and background, which is likely to produce conflicts with regard to remuneration, 

personnel assignments, technical issues, and resources, etc. (e.g., Olson, Walker and 

Ruekert, 1995). All of these factors combined are very likely to result in problems 

such as delayed decision, staff, overhead, which lead to the increased organizational 

cost, thereby reducing the success rate of new product introduction projects. 

In despite of the likely drawbacks, Troy, Hirunyawipad and Paswan (2008)’s 

quantitative review on literature in relation to the relationship between cross-

functional integration and the success of new products found that the benefits of 

cross-functional integration outweigh its costs. Indeed, those companies which are 

seen as acting on best practices in the development of new product employ more 

extensively on cross-functional integration than those do not employ (Griffin, 1997). 

Therefore, from this perspective, cross-functional integration can still be considered 

as having very positive effect on the development of new product.  
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2.3 The Effect of Procedural Justice on Cross-functional Integration and New 

Product Development  

 

2.3.1 Why justice matters individuals? 

The construct of justice or fairness has received increasing research attention in 

management and behavior research because of its significant organizational and 

personal consequences. The notion justice means “fairness” or “righteousness” of a 

behavior or action (Colquitt, et al., 2001). There is almost no doubt that justice is 

important and matters individuals (Cropanzano et. al., 1998), even little children 

somehow understand something about justice by saying ‘That is not fair!’. Justice 

always touches some important yet fundamental issues of human beings (Folger, 

1998). People always care about fairness or justice because it has a quite basic respect 

for human worth and dignity (Folger, 1998), which can be regarded as a fundamental 

yet crucial feature to human’s life (Van den Bos & Spruijt, 2002). Therefore, the 

notion of justice has aroused considerable research interests from economists, 

sociologists, philosophers, political scientists, and psychologists (Byrne and 

Cropanzano, 2001). As it was nicely put by the philosopher Rawls (1971), justice is 

"the first virtue of social institutions" (Rawls, 1971, cited by Ambrose, 2002: 3).  
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Extant literature indicates that justice is important to individuals for two main 

reasons. First, justice is valued by individuals because it allows people ultimately to 

maximize their personal gain. As a result, people bypass short-run gain to maximize 

their long-term gain. This perspective is also known as “instrumental model” or “self-

interest model” as justice is viewed as an useful instrument which guarantee 

individuals will maximize their personal gain and self-interests over time. In other 

words, individuals can receive a fair share of their expecting outcomes (Thibaut and 

Walker, 1975). The second reason why justice is important to individuals is it conveys 

a symbolic value, carries respect for human dignity and worth, and confirms 

individuals’ status within the group, thus contributing to a strong feeling of self-worth 

and dignity. This view provides an explanation from a more psychological perspective, 

which is also known as “relational model” or “group value model” (Tyler and Lind, 

1992; Lind and Tyler, 1988). After clarifying why justice is important to individuals, 

this review will proceed to the next section to explore why justice plays an important 

role in organizations.  

 

2.3.2 Why justice matters organizations? 

Greenberg (1987a) firstly coined the term “organizational justice” in 

organizational settings. According to Greenberg (1990b), organizational justice refers 
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to ‘employees’ perceptions of fairness of organizational practices and decisions and to 

the impact of these perceptions on employees’ behaviors’. A basic assumption driving 

justice research in organizational settings is that employees’ perceptions of fairness 

help favorably dispose them towards the organizations. A series of empirical research 

has also offered support towards this notion. For instance, Thibaut and Walker (1975) 

and Colquitt et al., (2001) found that fair treatment can have positive effects on 

employees attitudes including commitment and satisfaction. Likewise, Cohen-

Caharash and Spector (2001) investigated that fairness perception also exerts 

important influence on individual behaviors, such as job performance, organizational 

citizenship behavior and absenteeism. Therefore, it is apparent that justice can be 

regarded as a fundamental requirement for organizations’ effective functioning 

(Greenberg, 2000; Colquitt, et. al., 2001).  

Research since 1960s has suggest justice in social and organizational settings can 

be classified into three phenomenon or dimensions, i.e. distributive justice, which 

refers to the fairness of resource allocations or outcomes; procedural justice, which 

refers to the fair processes in distributing the resources or outcomes; and interactional 

justice, which refers to the fair treatment that employees get from the decision makers 

in organizations. In 1960s, organizational justice research emerged but focused mainly 

on distributive justice. In mid 1970s, research on organizational justice has broadened 
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and focused more on procedural justice. Until mid-1980s, studies on organizational 

justice expanded again with a shifted focus on interactional justice. To date, 

organizational justice is a well-studied and accepted theory, which is widely applied to 

different organizational settings including layoffs (Brockner, et al., 1986),  job 

security (Oldham, et al., 1986), trust in the supervisor (Masterson et al., 2000) and 

trust in the top management teams (Korsgaard et. al., 1995). More recently, justice 

theory has been further used in different international organizational settings, such as 

in examining the implementation and formulation and of corporate level strategies in 

multinational corporate subsidiaries (Kim and Mauborgne, 1993), and in studying 

commitment and decision control in different types of international joint ventures 

(Johnson et. al., 2002). Having reviewed the importance of justice to organizations, 

this thesis will proceed to the next section to explore in depth the three dimensions or 

forms of justice in organizations, i.e. distributive justice, procedural justice, and 

interactional justice, as mentioned above. The following section reviews three 

dimensions and pointed out some important issues related to these dimensions. 
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2.3.3 Dimensions of Organizational Justice 

2.3.3.1 Distributive justice 

Distributive justice dimension draws on equity theory of Adams (1965). Equity 

theory proposes that an individual’s reward received, such as extrinsic rewards (pay), 

intrinsic rewards (recognition and promotion) and benefits, should be positively 

proportional to his or her input (e.g., efforts, qualifications, education, working). To 

put it differently, this ratio should be based on individuals’ perceptions of what they 

are receiving and giving versus this ratio of what others that are relevant to them such 

as their co-workers are receiving and giving. In other words, equity occurs if the two 

ratios of above-mentioned are equal, and one therefore will feel happy and satisfied 

(Greenberg, 1987). On the contrary, if these ratios are unequal, which means that one 

does not receive the rewards that he or she predicts compared with others’ rewards 

received, in such situation, distributive inequity or injustice occurs. And in such case, 

people with higher ratio will be overpaid inequitably and somehow feel guilty 

whereas those persons with lower rations will be underpaid inequitably and somehow 

feel unhappy even angry (Greenberg, 1987). Equity theory argues that these inequities 

are very likely to motivate people to restore equity by engaging in some behavioral 

reactions such as altering their job performance or to arouse some psychological 
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reactions such as changing the perceptions of some kinds of work outcomes (Walster 

et al., 1978).  

Adams (1965) also argues that it is important to apply the ‘equity’ rule for 

allocating the outcomes in order to achieve distributive justice. This equality rule 

means people are supposed to obtain same amount of outcomes no matter how much 

input they have. This rule implies that members in a relation share equal value. As 

such, equality rule emphasizes social cohesiveness and solidarity (Mannix et al., 

1995). Leventhal (1976) further extended Adams’ equality rule and identified the 

“needs rule” as an additional allocation rule which help to increase individuals’ 

perception of fairness towards the outcomes. Needs rule means that rewards are 

supposed to be allocated based on individuals’ needs regardless of their inputs. 

Despite these differences, allocation rules all aims at achieving the fair allocation of 

outcomes. Eventually, the goal of the allocator or the decision-maker is to decide 

which type of rule should be applied in order to ensure the fair allocation (Deutsch, 

1985). If the primary goal is productivity, allocators should mainly determine based 

on the equity rule. Likewise, if maintaining or fostering a pleasant social relation is 

the ultimate goal, equality rule should dominate the allocation decisions. However, if 

nurturing personal welfare and development is the primary objective, needs rule 

should be applied as the dominant principle when allocating outcomes (Deutsch, 
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1985).  

Distributive justice has been applied in a variety of organizational settings. 

Oldham et al. (1986) applied it in the organizational practice of job challenge, job 

insecurity and supervision. Mowday (1983) applied it into the practice of pay. 

Additionally, Greenberg (1988) applied the notion of distributive justice in the 

organizational setting of office space. Brockner et al. (1986) applies it in the situation 

of employee layoffs (Brockner et al., 1986). From these studies on distributive justice, 

one can see that distributive justice can led to some consequences at the individual 

level and therefore should be able to predict the reactions of employees to certain 

organizational outcomes such as pay satisfaction, job satisfaction and intention to 

leave or remain in the organization (Konovsky, et. al., 1987; Folger and Konovsky, 

1989; Sweeney and McFarlin, 1993). However, it was not until early 1980s, scholars 

recognized that such outcome-oriented approach only may not be able to explain 

everything. Specifically, Greenberg (1990a) noted that distributive justice seems to 

ignore the means or procedures through which outcomes are established, and 

distributive justice cannot fully address some process-oriented issue. For instance, 

distributive justice failed to respond to questions like what kinds of organizational 

practices should be followed when conducting performance appraisal or how should 

develop compensation systems (Heneman, 1985; Mahoney, 1983). These questions 
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ignited concerns towards justice that might be more process-oriented and promoted 

interests in research on procedural justice (Greenberg, 1990b). 

 

2.3.3.2 Procedural Justice 

Procedural justice is defined as ‘the extent to which decision-making procedures 

are judged to be fair by those who are subjected to them’ (Tyler and Lind, 1992). 

McFarlin and Sweeney (1992) suggest that individuals are not only affected by the 

justice of the outcomes of decision-making but also influenced by the fairness in the 

processes of decision-making. Research on procedural justice firstly arises from the 

Thibaut and Walker (1975)’s work. Thibaut and Walker (1975) explore procedural 

fairness by which several legal disputes were settled into two legal systems. One legal 

system was called adversary procedure system, which is mainly used by English-

speaking countries. This system allows parties in legal disputes to participate in the 

presentation and development of arguments and to assume such responsibility at the 

trial. The other system was called inquisitorial procedure system, which is mainly 

used by European countries, in which the judges (or decision-maker) and their agents 

assume the responsibility for the presentation and development of arguments (Lind 

and Tyler, 1988). The finding is that the adversary procedure, which can be viewed as 

participative model, is more preferred by the majority of legal disputants. Legal 
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disputants regard it as being fairer than the inquisitorial procedure where there is no 

participation (Thibaut and Walker, 1975). Their reasoning for this finding is as 

follows. First, both adversary system and inquisitorial system have process and 

decision stage. The amount of influence that disputants are able to exert in each stage 

is referred as process control and decision control, respectively. Although disputants 

prefer the full control over the final decision that was made by the judges (i.e. the 

decision control), due to the fact that it was unrealistic for them to exert full control 

towards the final decision, they most of time would gave up such full decision control 

and even accepted unfavorable outcomes if they have process control over the 

decision. For instance, disputants would accept some unsatisfied results when the 

procedure used allows them to present and develop their arguments.  

In organizational settings, process control is usually referred as ‘voice’, 

‘procedural justice’ (Lind and Tyler, 1988; Folger, 1977; Greenberg and Folger, 1983). 

In the procedural justice literature, it is always replicated (Colquitt, et al., 2001). For 

instance, Folger (1977) defined ‘voice’ as allowing relevant individuals that are 

affected by decisions to express information that is related to it. Folger also found that 

people who can voice tend to view the system as fairer thus develop more 

commitment towards this system. Voice is suggested as one of the most effective 

means for maximizing perceptions of fairness. Likewise, Gilliland (1993) also pointed 
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out its important role in promoting fairness perceptions because individual gave voice 

would have enough opportunity to showcase their skills, knowledge and abilities. 

However, in a research conducted by Korsgaard and co-authors (1995), voice was 

found to have no assurance for the perception of fair procedural unless decision-

makers shows and recognizes the consideration of relevant others’ input. Similarly, 

Folger and Cropanzano (1998) regard voice or process control as an important 

instrument ensuring procedural justice and indicated that individuals value the control 

over process, which ultimately equip them with an indirect influence over the final 

decision made, thus reassuring individuals about the possible fairness of outcomes in 

the long run (Thibaut and Walker, 1975). As what was mentioned above, this can also 

be referred as self-interest model or instrumental model of procedural justice. 

Responding to this instrumental model, Lind and Tyler (1988: 93) proposed group 

value model or relational model, arguing “at least some of the effects of voice on 

procedural justice are attributable to non-instrumental features of voice”. They also 

suggest that people value voice not only because voice is likely to influence the actual 

decision, but because its value expressiveness function, which represents respect for 

individual dignity. As a result, such feeling of dignity and being respect during the 

voice process would give individuals adequate feedback and information about their 

status and perceived values within groups, thus providing them with a sense of self-
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worth. Leventhal and his colleagues (1980) extended Thibaut and Walker’s (1975) 

and Folger’s (1977) research on voice procedural justice, arguing voice is not the 

single way to increase the fair perceptions of a process. According to Leventhal 

(1980), for the allocation process to be perceived as fair, six rules should be met. The 

first is consistency rule, which implies that procedures are consistent across time and 

persons. The second rule is bias suppression rule, which means procedures should 

keep impartial and neutral. The third is called accuracy rule, meaning decisions and 

procedures are supposed to involve accurate information. The fourth is correctability 

rule, suggesting that the procedures should contain certain mechanisms to correct poor 

decisions. The fifth rule is representativeness rule, which means the opinions and 

views of all relevant parties should be included in the procedures. At last, the sixth 

rule is ethicality rule, implying that procedures should consider the prevailing ethical 

standards. Lind and Tyler (1988) found that the essence of representation rule is 

similar to the notion of process control. These rules are found to be valid in general 

and when these criteria are applied to make the allocation decisions, people are more 

likely to accept these allocations (Cropanzano and Greenberg, 1997). Besides these 

six commonly accept rules, there are still other rules which are also found to have an 

effect on increasing individuals’ perception of procedural justice. A notable literature 

is the three criteria proposed by Tyler (1989). These rules are neutrality, trust and 



 
 

46 
 

status recognition. The central significance of these criteria is that people are more 

likely to feel or report being fairly treated when they experienced a trustworthy, 

neutral and respectful treatment. Neutrality is referred as the extent to which an 

authority party or decision makers create certain level of freedom by showcasing 

evenhanded honesty, treatment and a lack of bias (Tyler, 1994). On the other hand, 

trust refers to the evaluation towards the benevolence or the good intention of 

decision makers (Tyler, 1994). At last, status recognition or standing means a person's 

appraisal of the degree to which a third party or group authority treat them as a valued 

group member with respect and dignity (Tyler and Bies, 1990). As it can be seen, 

these three criteria are aligned with the relational model or group-value that 

previously mentioned (Tyler and Lind, 1992; Lind and Tyler, 1988).  

The application of procedural justice started to be investigated in the 

organizational settings following the Thibaut and Walker (1975)’ pioneering work. 

The first research establishing the significant role of procedural justice in 

organizations is conducted by Greenberg and Folger (1983), followed by a 

proliferated research on procedural justice in organizational setting since then. 

Currently, there is adequate number of studies on procedural justice in organizational 

justice literature. Actually, procedural justice is the most studied dimension among all 

three organizational justice dimensions. Research have found the significance of 
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procedural fairness in different human resource management settings, which include 

performance appraisals (Greenberg, 1986), selection testing (Gilliland, 1994), 

compensation plans (Miceli et al., 1991), decisions on pay raise and budget (Bies and 

Shapiro, 1988; Folger and Konovsky, 1989), and layoffs (Brockner et al., 1992). The 

importance of procedural justice is also found in organizational behavior field, 

including job performance, satisfaction, organizational citizenship behavior (Folger 

and Cropanzano, 1998; Greenberg, 1990a, 1993a; Alexander and Ruderman, 1987; 

Moorman et al., 1991). Procedural justice is also found to enhance employee 

commitment (Martin and Bennett, 1996), intentions to leave or remain in the 

organization (Olson-Buchanan, 1996), or the actual turnover (Folger and Cropanzano, 

1998). The importance of procedural justice is also widely researched in some 

negative scenarios or organizational behaviors including aggression (Greenberg and 

Alge, 1998), theft (Greenberg, 1990a, 2002), revenge (Bies and Tripp, 1996), 

deviance (Skarlicki and Folger, 1997), retaliation and sabotage (Ambrose et al., 2002). 

Finally, in the research setting of top management teams, procedural justice is also 

found to influence the attachment, commitment and trust of top management team 

members (Korsgaard et al., 1995). It can be seen from the previous review that 

procedural justice usually has more organizational-level consequences in comparison 

with distributive justice and can better predict upper management’s reactions and the 
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organization’s trust and commitment as a whole (Folger and Konovsky, 1989; 

Sweeney and McFarlin, 1993; McFarlin and Sweeney, 1992; Cropanzo et al., 2002; 

Konovsky, et al., 1987).  It was not until 1980s that some scholars has argued that 

though individuals care about the justice of the formal procedures and the fairness of 

the final outcome, they also care about whether they are fairly treated during the 

implementation of the procedures (Bies and Moag, 1986; Bies, 1987), which laid out 

foundation for another dimension of organizational justice, i.e. interactional justice.  

 

2.3.3.3 Interactional Justice  

Interactional justice refers to “the qualities of interpersonal treatment people 

receive during the enactment of organizational procedures” (Bies and Moag, 1986: 

44). Interactional justice is a relatively new construct and there is still some 

disagreement among scholars about whether it should be regarded as a component of 

procedural justice or a separate concept. Bies and Moag (1986) argue that 

interactional justice should be treated as a separate dimension of organizational justice 

and propose that compared with distributive and procedural justice, interactional 

justice focuses more on the justice or fairness of the interpersonal communication 

aspect of treatment throughout the resource allocation process. Four criteria were 

identified by Bies and Moag (1986). The first is respect, which means not being rude 
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but being polit. The second criterion is propriety, which represents avoiding making 

prejudicial comments or asking improper questions. The third is truthfulness, which 

implies not being deceptive in communications but being honest. The fourth is 

justification, which means adequate and clear explanations about the decision should 

be provided. Greenberg (1990a, 1993b) further divided the four criteria into 

interpersonal justice and informational justice. That is, he viewed propriety and 

respect criteria as interpersonal justice. This category represents the extent to which 

authority parties treat individuals politely and provide them with a sense of respect 

and dignity. Justification and truthfulness were referred as informational justice, 

which reflects the extent to which authority parties or decision makers well explain 

why the procedures were applied in certain manners and why the outcome was 

distributed in certain ways.  

Until recently, Bies (2001) subsequently identified some factors indicating the 

interactional justice is absent. The first factor is insulting judgments, which means 

using pejorative labels or wrongful accusations. The second is deception, which 

means breaking the promises or telling lies. The third is invasioning privacy, 

including the asking of impropriate questions or disclosing confidential information. 

The fourth is abusive actions or words, such as being rude, insulting and criticizing in 

public. Same as the previously mentioned two dimensions, there are also a number of 
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research indicating the importance of the interpersonal aspect of treatment on people’s 

behavior and attitudes (Daly and Geyer, 1994; Brockner and Greenberg, 1990). 

Overall, it was found that, in comparison with distributive justice and procedural 

justice, interactional justice is more likely to have consequences at the supervisor-

level and can better predict some reactions towards the supervisors including 

subordinates’ commitment, trust and evaluation towards their supervisors (Cropanzo 

et al., 2002; Masterson et al., 2000). Compared with distributive justice and 

procedural justice, interactional justice emphasized justice’s social aspect and 

addressed the quality of interpersonal treatment that individual receive when 

procedures are implemented, meaning the process of implementing procedures should 

contain respect and justifications. 

 

2.3.4 Major Problems in OJ Literature 

2.3.4.1 Dimensionality of DJ and PJ  

There are two different views regarding the dimensionality issue of distributive 

justice and procedural justice. The first view suggests that the construct of distributive 

justice and procedural justice are very similar so there is no point to differentiate them. 

For instance, it is argued that procedural justice and distributive justice are quite 
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similar because certain thing can be seen as an outcome in one context but seen as a 

process in another context. It is also believed by some researchers that the evaluation 

of procedures are largely based on the outcome attained (Cropanzano and Ambrose, 

2001). Some previous research have also supported this view and revealed that there 

is a high correlation between procedural justice and distributive justice, implying 

people may not necessarily perceived the distinction between these two justice 

dimensions (Folger, 1987; Welbourne, 1998; Sweeney and McFarlin, 1997). 

On the other hand, some researchers (e.g. Croponzano et al., 2002) believe that 

distributive justice should be an independent concept which should distinct from 

procedural justice because they believe early research has found out the different 

types of outcomes that are predicted by distributive justice and procedural justice. For 

example, distributive justice are more frequently found to predict some individual 

level or individually driven outcomes such as intention to leave, job satisfaction and 

pay satisfaction (Alexander and Ruderman, 1987; Sweeney and McFarlin, 1993; 

Konovsky, et al., 1987; McFarlin and Sweeney, 1992; Folger and Konovsky, 1989; 

Miceli et al., 1991) whereas procedural justice are more important in understanding 

some reactions towards group-based or organizational systems such as organizational 

commitment (Sweeney and McFarlin, 1993) and harmony -conflict within working 

groups (Alexander and Ruderman, 1987). In addition, there are also some researchers 
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believing distributive justice and procedural justice should be referred as different 

construct because they predict or are based on some different criteria, even they are 

correlated empirically (Croponzano et al., 2002). 

 

2.3.4.2 Dimensionality of PJ and IJ  

Similarly, there are also competing views towards whether there are distinctions 

between procedural justice and interactional justice. On the one hand, as mentioned in 

my previous review, interactional justice is regarded as one dimension of justice, 

which is independent from distributive justice and procedural justice. Researchers 

supporting this argument propose that such differentiation will further enhance our 

understanding towards the notion of organizational justice (Bies and Shapiro, 1988; 

Bies and Moag, 1986; Barling and Phillips, 1993; Masterson et al., 2000; Skarlicki 

and Folger, 1997). For instance, Bies and Moag (1986) argues the reason in separating 

these interactional justice from procedural justice is that procedural justice only 

represents the procedures’ enactment but not the procedures’ development. That is to 

say, procedural justice refers to the extent to which certain formal fair procedure is 

present and applied in organizations, but interactional justice means the implementing 

or carrying out such procedures in a fair manner. Moorman (1991) distinct the 

construct of procedural justice and distributive justice by suggesting that procedural 
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justice is more able to measure the organization’s fairness whereas interactional 

justice might be more often measuring the fairness from supervisors. Similarly, 

Masterson et al. (2000) support this view by arguing that the sources of these two 

justice perceptions are different, i.e. supervisor is often the source of interactional 

justice whereas organization is usually associated with procedural justice. 

     On the other hand, another perspective regards interactional justice as a part of 

procedural justice and suggests there is no value to separate interactional justice from 

procedural justice (e.g., Tyler and Bies, 1990; Brockner et al., 1997; Mansour-Cole 

and Scott, 1998; Tyler and Blader, 2000). According to this view, procedural justice 

and interactional justice represent the formal and social aspect of the allocation 

process respectively, thus it is argued that interactional justice should be a sub-group 

of procedural justice as these two constructs can be seen simply as the two different 

aspects of one construct (Tyler and Bies, 1990; Folger and Bies, 1989).  

Until recently, research on organizational justice has begun to clarify the 

confusions regarding the issues of these dimensionalities. For instance, Bies (2001) 

support strongly that procedural justice and interactional justice should be separated 

and tried to prove his argument by demonstrating more previous research on this 

dimensionality issue. For instance, in a research conducted by Bies and Tripp (1996), 

MBA students were used as sample to explore what events might arouse people’s 
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revenge thought. A major result of this research was that the events reported were 

obviously procedural, distributive and interactional in nature. This implies that 

individuals are able to distinguish the justice of interactions from the justice of formal 

procedures, i.e., people distinguish the fairness of formal procedures from the fairness 

of interactions. Another research by Barling and Phillips (1993) found out procedural 

justice and interactional justice influence different outcomes. For instance, 

interactional justice was found to influence all outcomes examined including trust, 

turnover and commitment, while distributive justice and procedural justice only had 

impact on certain outcomes to some varying extent. Based on these similar research 

evidence, an increasing number of research and meta-analysis emerged, theoretically 

and empirically investigating the differences among these constructs and 

demonstrating the usefulness and value in clear separation of these constructs (Bies, 

2001; CohenCharash and Spector, 2001; Colquitt, 2001). Colquitt (2001) further 

developed the measures of distributive justice, procedural justice and interactional 

justice respectively and validated these measurements.  

 

2.3.5 Decision-making and procedural justice 

        Among the three types of justice, i.e., distributive justice, procedural justice and 

interactional justice, procedural justice has been shown to be the most relevant to 
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decision-making, including decision-making in new product introduction. 

Accordingly, in the rest of this paper, I focus on the effect of procedural justice in 

decision-making.  

Deutsch (1975: 139) suggest that unfair decision-making procedures can cause 

dissatisfaction among employees. He further argues that individuals are more likely to 

accept the decision as well as the consequence of it if they have participated in the 

decision-making process. Another way of stating this idea is that if the process is 

perceived as being fair (e.g., because it allows for participation), then there is a greater 

likelihood that the outcomes resulted from that process will be considered fair. In 

organizational settings, organizations are highly influenced by the series of strategic 

decisions that managers or decision-makers make on a daily basis and shaped by how 

these decisions are made (Eisenhardt, 1989; Bourgeois, 1984; Mintzberg and Waters, 

1985). Due to the ambiguity and complexity of the issues that they must deal with, 

managers usually form teams to make important decisions over the complex issues 

rather than decision on things individually (Hambrick and Mason, 1984; Child, 1972; 

Mason and Mitroff, 1981). To make the decision-making effective, members of the 

decision-making teams should be highly cooperative in terms of settling down 

differences and providing adequate assumption, information and interpretations 

(Schweiger, Sandberg and Rechner, 1989). Porter (1980) and Hitt and Tyler (1991)’s 
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normative rational model in terms of strategic decision-making has regarded 

producing high-quality decision as a manner of improving organizational performance. 

Consistently, a series of research has proved that managers’ willingness to cooperate 

in making and implementing decisions is very important in order to make high-quality 

decision generate its value (e.g. Woolridge & Floyd, 1990; Maier, 1970). Furthermore, 

Amason (1993) noted that there is only limited number of evidence suggesting 

processes, which is widely deemed to result in high-quality decision may negatively 

impact the affective reactions of decision team members towards the processes. It is 

shown that even team members fully expressed their opinions in reaching the final 

decision, they are also likely to be uncommitted towards decisions made, thereby 

reluctant to cooperate in the future (Schweiger, Sandberg and Ragan, 1986). Therefore, 

a more holistic view of an effective decision-making processes should not only 

consider the decision quality but the impact of process on the organizational outcomes.  

Furthermore, building on procedural justice theory, Kim and Mauborgne (1993) 

found the associations between manager’s perceptions of procedural justice, the 

affective reactions to the process of the decision, and their level of cooperativeness in 

implementing these decisions. This work is impressive and important because it 

shows the usefulness of applying justice theory in understating the processes of 

strategic decision-making.   
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2.3.6 Decision-making in Strategic Alliances 

Strategic alliances can be defined as ongoing cooperative relationships and 

represent an important organizational form for governing business transactions (e.g., 

Lioukas, Reuer and Zollo, 2016; Gulati, Wohlgezogen and Zhelyazkov, 2012; Arikan 

and Shenkar, 2013; Reuer, Zollo and Singh, 2002). Extensive research has indicated 

strategic alliances’ potential in creating economic value (Haeussler, Patzelt and Zahra, 

2012; Zaheer and Bell, 2005; Ozmel, Reuer and Gulati, 2013). However, decision 

makers in strategic alliances must deal with substantial uncertainty, coordination 

failures and tensions between cooperation and competition, which can lead to 

opportunism and low performance (Bertrand and Lumineau, 2015; Holloway and 

Parmigiani, 2014; Dyer and Hatch, 2006). Therefore, effective decision making turns 

out to be an essential element for organizational success in strategic alliances.  

Pervasive developments and changes in modern organizations and their salient 

environments have created sets of conditions for which the concept of inter-

organizational decision making becomes critical. This is manifested in the fact that 

organizations continue to push out their boundaries and domains in terms of sources, 

markets, technologies, and geography such as the growing multinational 

conglomerates (Das and Teng, 2001). This creates the potential for cooperation among 

different parties. In essence this represents a shift in system focus from single 
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organizations (acting as unified systems and operating in diffused environments) to 

large complex systems of organizations, each attempting to operate on the larger 

system to which it belongs, as one of several cooperating subsystems (Nutt and 

Wilson, 2010). A decision to act cooperatively is not, however, sufficient to achieve 

the benefits of joint decision optimality. The interacting systems are not single 

decision makers but are themselves each complex system (Eisenhardt and Bourgeois, 

1988). Previous scholars including Kim and Mauborgne (1998), Saxton (1997) and 

Parkhe (1991) suggest that to succeed in their joint endeavors it is necessary for them 

to find means to coordinate their planning, information, and decision making systems, 

through multi-decision maker models, and so arrange the payoff structure such that 

each party can justify the joint goals on independent criteria. 

This is the essence of the field of inter-organizational decision making which has 

attracted wide attention. The position can be taken that this awakened interest is not 

merely the product of a growing theoretical enlightenment, but more basically it is a 

reflection of the changing character of organizational decision making processes 

(Hillman and Hitt, 1999).  

Joint decision making models must account for the conditions under which 

potential participants in an inter-organizational decision system will perceive it 

desirable to enter into and stay within the system, as full participants (John, Parnell 
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and Crandall, 2001). Implicit in this statement are the issues of time dependence and 

levels of participation. Ideally, dynamic models are required which will reflect both 

dependencies on environments which change over time and the possibility of 

adaptations within the system that will improve the reseeds derived from the 

cooperative relationship (Pablo, 1994). These come from actual changes in process 

and structure, and also through perceptual changes in which norms and values of 

cooperation are internalized. As Sagie and Aycan (2003) indicate, since values system 

and goals change over time, decision making models should, ideally, include the 

possibilities of monitoring such changes with appropriate adaptive responses. Further, 

the models should recognize that participation can vary on a continuum from zero 

through partial to complete. In many instances minimal levels of participation may be 

enforced by high authorities—for example, the government- but the essence of the 

problem to be modeled likes in the requirements for achieving a high-order 

participation (Ritchie and Miles, 1970).  

A real and effective decision-making may also demand that partners in a strategic 

alliance feel they are treated fairly in the whole decision-making process. This 

perceived fairness and the commitment of the alliance partners to this decision-

making can be low, and the effectiveness of the decision-making should be affected 

(Ahearne, Lam and Kraus, 2014; Alutto and Belasco, 1972; Child, 1972; Hillman and 
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Hitt, 1999; Medcof, 2001; Walsh and Milner, 2002; Nishii, 2013). 

 

 

2.4 Research Gaps 

In spite of the research, it remains unclear whether procedural justice should 

affect cross-functional integration and new product introduction. This issue is of 

significance theoretically and practically. Theoretically, the models considering cross-

functional integration and new product introduction often ignore the importance of 

procedural justice. It would be helpful to develop a new theoretical model explaining 

whether, how and when successes in new product development could be achieved 

from an organizational justice perspective. In other words, although organizational 

justice and procedural justice have been studied extensively in organizational 

behavior area, they have not been considered and tested sufficiently in the field of 

cross-functional integration and new product introduction, which are the main issues 

in areas of strategic management, operation research and marketing research. This is 

particularly true in the theories of international/cross-cultural operation management 

and international marketing. Although the construct of procedural justice has been 

extensively explored in organizational settings for a few decades, it has not yet been 

applied sufficiently in research of business strategy. Even extant research mainly 

focuses more on the individual-level outcomes, insufficient studies have been 
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conducted investigating the effect of procedural justice on higher levels of outcomes 

in international strategic alliances, such as its performance implications in operation 

management and international marketing. Accordingly, studying the effect of 

procedural justice should help enrich the theories in cross-functional integration and 

new product introduction. 

Practically, it remains unclear whether procedural justice can really improve firm 

performance in terms of cross-functional integration and new product introduction. 

Studying this issue should help firm managers to do a good job in operation 

management and international market management. Today a large number of multi-

national enterprises (MMEs) are operating in China. Studying the issue of procedural 

justice can provide useful knowledge for management of these MNEs.   

In addition, albeit some of the previous research found out the conflicting results 

with regard to the relationship between cross-functional integration and new product 

introduction success, insufficient research have been conducted on contingent factors 

that may influence the relationship. And this is especially true in international 

business and strategic alliances settings.  In this thesis, I deal with these research gaps, 

which will be reported in the following chapters.   
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Chapter Three 

Theoretical Model and Hypotheses 

This chapter presents the theoretical framework and hypotheses of the thesis. 

First, this chapter introduces the theoretical framework; several hypotheses are 

discussed with regard to (a) the effect of procedural justice on cross-functional 

integration, (b) the effect of procedural justice on new product introduction, (c) the 

mediating effect of cross-functional integration of the relationship between procedural 

justice and new product development, (d) the moderating effect of new product 

introduction strategy on the relationship between cross-functional integration and new 

product development.  

 

3.1 Procedural Justice and Cross-functional Integration  

In recent years, organizational justice research has emerged as an attempt to 

describe the role of fairness and related justice. Studying organizational justice as a 

set of important performance predictors, researchers have examined such justice 

primarily along two dimensions: distributive justice and procedural justice. 

Distributive justice is defined as the perceived fairness of the manner in which 
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benefits are distributed among strategic partners or employees, whereas procedural 

justice is defined as the perceived equity of the procedures adopted in such processes 

as communication and decision-making (Luo, 2007).  

Early research in the organizational justice arena focused primarily on 

distributive justice (e.g., Gilliland, 1993), but more recently there has been a shift 

toward procedural justice (e.g., Poppo and Zhou, 2013), which was first proposed and 

investigated by Thibaut and Walker in the early 1970s in the context of reactions to 

dispute-resolution cases. Numerous studies of procedural justice have been conducted 

since.  

In brief, procedural justice encourages the development of fair, clear, and 

consistent decision-making procedures and the granting of a voice to the individuals 

who are subject to those procedures (Folger, 1977). Such procedures are argued to 

improve decision-makers’ relational quality and the performance of their 

team/organization (Arino and Ring, 2010). In addition, procedural justice can also 

help to foster trust, which in turn improves organizational coordination and 

cooperation (Luo, 2008). Finally, procedural justice should help deep dialogue, which 

can also improve cross-functional integration, which in turn may have a positive 

effect on new product introduction. Accordingly, I propose, 
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Hypothesis 1a (H1a) 

There is a positive relationship between procedural justice and cross-functional 

integration. 

 

Hypothesis 1b (H1b) 

There is a positive relationship between procedural justice and the success of 

new product introduction. 

 

3.2 CFI and Firm Performance in New Product Introduction 

The issues surrounding new product introduction have been explored by 

numerous authors (e.g., Yan and Dooley, 2013), with many focusing on the 

relationship between cross-functional integration and firm performance, such as new 

product introduction performance. Several studies have suggested or demonstrated 

that cross-functional integration is a key driver of successful firm performance. Cross-

functional integration promotes interaction, communications, coordination, 

information sharing, and collaboration among different functions in introduction and 

development of new products (Song and Montoya-Weiss, 2001). Such organic 

structure offers an interactive and collaborative platform for different functions within 

a firm to better cooperate and coordinate (Kahn, 1996). Cooper (2001)’s literature 
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review also suggests that successful new product introduction replies on effective 

interaction and collaboration of different functional departments of a firm. According 

to research that shows a positive CFI-NPI relationship (e.g., Cooper, 2001), I propose, 

 

Hypothesis 2 (H2) 

There is a positive relationship between cross-functional integration and success in 

new product introduction.  

 

3.3 How Firm Strategy may Moderate the CFI-NPI Relationship  

In addition, several prior studies have suggested that CFI-NPI relationship can be 

better understood by taking into account some contextual factors, such as a firm’s 

strategy adopted for new product introduction. In other words, a positive CFI-NPI 

relationship is more likely to be observed given some contextual factors. Just as 

Swink (1999) suggest, a more contingency-oriented research should be useful to 

explore the benefits and limitations of development in team integration processes.  

Indeed, several authors have consistent findings or opinions. For instance, as Sethi 

(2000) has suggested, some firm strategies may increase the confusion and 

complexity in the processes of cross-functional integration. Also, some other firm 

strategies can make cross-functional integration more time-consuming (Olson, Walker 
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and Ruekert 1995). Finally, some firm strategies may lead to an increase of 

organizational costs (e.g., Karlsson and Å hlström, 1996). All these can have negative 

effects on CFI-NPI relationship. 

 My field studies also have consistent findings. Specifically, through my field 

studies, I have identified an insufficiently-tested variable, i.e., a firm’s new product 

introduction strategy, which may moderate the relationship between cross-functional 

integration and success in new product introduction. Here firms may adopt one of 

three strategies for new product introduction. First, they can adopt an import-oriented 

strategy, with which a firm introduces its new products into Chinese market mainly by 

importing, with little adaptation, products that have already been sold in overseas 

markets. Second, they can adopt a major-adaptation strategy, with which a firm 

introduces its new products into Chinese market by conducting major adaptations for 

their products that have already been sold in overseas markets. Third, they can adopt a 

local-oriented strategy, with which a firm introduces its new products into Chinese 

market by developing its products locally in China.    

These three different strategies may influence CFI-NPI relationship differently. 

First, the positive effect of cross-functional integration on new product introduction 

can be more salient in certain context compared with those of in others. For instance, 

if a firm adopts a local-oriented strategy, that is to develop a car model locally. Such 
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strategy provides a context that requires different parties and functional areas to offer 

diverse ideas, information and expertise. It also requires other intangible resources, 

especially those from local markets, to achieve new product introduction success. To 

better obtain and utilize those resources, it is thus very critical for the firms to have a 

well-developed cross-functional integration. Only based on a high-quality cross-

functional integration with local departments will the firm be able to achieve new 

product introduction success when it adopts a local-oriented strategy. Therefore, I 

predict that there will be a stronger relationship between cross-functional integration 

and new product introduction success when the firm adopts a local-oriented strategy. 

Consistently, if a firm adopts an import-oriented new product introduction 

strategy, it is likely to pay less attention to the opinions of local departments. In this 

case, because all of the major resources involved are imported and major decisions 

have already been made before the import, cross-functional integration may become 

relatively less important or necessary.  In the presence of such a strategy, cross-

functional integration may become relatively less important. There may therefore be 

a weaker relationship between cross-functional integration and new product 

introduction success.   

        Accordingly, I predict, 
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Hypothesis 3 (H3) 

A firm’s NPI strategy moderates the relationship between CFI and NPI 

performance such that an import-oriented strategy is more likely than a local-

oriented strategy to weaken that relationship. 

 

Finally, prior research often assumes that procedural justice exerts a direct effect 

on firm performance (e.g., Husted and Folger, 2004). More recent studies, however, 

suggest that it may also have an indirect effect. For instance, procedural justice may 

also improve cross-functional integration. The reason is that procedural justice 

encourages participative decision-making, which in turn improves communication 

within the given team/organization. That improved communication leads to effective 

collaboration (e.g., Almahamid and Hourani, 2015). The better communication 

resulting from procedural justice may also help to reduce errors and increase customer 

satisfaction (Gardner et al., 2015). Moreover, procedural justice promotes the level of 

information sharing, coordination, and the joint participation and involvement across 

different functions. All these may lead to better firm performance in terms of cross-

functional integration. In addition, procedural justice can also increase the level of 

trust within a team/organization (Luo, 2008), which in turn may also help improve 

cross-functional integration. Finally, procedural justice is conducive to satisfactory 
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dispute resolution because it renders operating processes less arbitrary and unilateral 

(Luo, 2007), which may also have a positive effect on CFI.     

The results of my field study are consistent with the findings above, which 

suggest that cross-functional integration may also have such a mediating effect on the 

relationship between procedural justice and new product introduction. In other words, 

according to my discussion above, procedural justice has a positive relationship with 

cross-functional integration, and cross-functional integration has a positive 

relationship with new product introduction success. Therefore, cross-functional 

integration may mediate the relationship between procedural justice and new product 

introduction. 

  

Hypothesis 4 (H4)  

Cross-functional integration mediates the relationship between procedural justice 

and new product introduction success. 

 

Moreover, consistent with H3, I also predict that a firm’s new product 

introduction strategy moderates the overall mediation model.  Specifically, I predict,  

 

Hypothesis 5 (H5) 
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A firm’s NPI strategy moderates the indirect relationship between PJ and NPI 

success through cross-functional integration such that an import-oriented 

strategy is more likely than a local-oriented strategy to weaken that relationship. 

 

Figure 1 presents a conceptual model summarizing the hypothesized 

relationships among procedural justice, cross-functional integration, and new product 

introduction strategy and success. It can be seen from the figure that I consider cross-

functional integration to be an important mediator between procedural justice and new 

product introduction success. In addition, I also predict that a positive relationship 

between cross-functional integration and new product introduction success is likelier 

in the presence of a local-oriented strategy that requires greater integration among 

local departments.
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Figure 1. A Conceptual Model  
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Chapter Four 

Methodology 

This chapter presents the research method adopted in this thesis. First, it provides 

detailed information about the research setting, sample and data collection procedures. 

The data was collect in a time-lagged period from multiple sources in China. Second, 

this chapter discusses the measurement of each variable including the independent 

variable, dependent variable, mediator, moderator and control variables. Finally, the 

data analytical strategy is described afterwards.  

 

4.1 Sample and Data Collection 

My empirical setting was China’ auto industry, which consists of over 200 car 

makers today. To select my sample, I first performed Internet-based data coding in 

2015. Specifically, from four of the most popular websites
1
, I obtained detailed 

information the automobile models introduced in China in the 2011-2015 period.   

According to their new product introduction strategy, which I discussed above, I 

randomly selected 50 models in each of the three categories. Category 1 consisted of 

                                                      
1
 I coded data from four Chinese commercial websites, i.e., Baidu, Sohu, Fenghuang, Tengxun 



 
 

73 
 

models that were sold in overseas markets before being introduced to the Chinese 

market with limited adaptations, Category 2 of models with overseas brand names, 

but major adaptations for the Chinese market, and Category 3 of models that were 

jointly developed by joint-venture firms for the Chinese market or models that carried 

Chinese brand names already sold in the Chinese market and had been altered or 

upgraded by the joint-venture firms. In other words, these three categories matched 

the three new product introduction strategies discussed above, as a given car model 

could be introduced to China via an import-, adaption-, or local-oriented strategy. 

With regard to the timing of the various models’ introduction, I restricted the recall 

time frame to four years or less to minimize the problems associated with 

retrospective data collection.   

To collect information on the related new product introduction projects, I 

contacted the management of each auto firm involved to solicit their participation in 

the study. I then visited those that agreed to participate and allowed me to talk to 

informants with experience working on the projects. I successfully identified 

informants involved in 97 NPI projects implemented in six Sino-overseas joint 

ventures, involving some of the 150 car models selected from the websites. In other 

words, although I had information on 150 models, I was able to collect questionnaire 

data on only 97. Of these 97 models, 30 had been sold in overseas markets before 
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being introduced to the Chinese market with little adaptation, 42 had been sold 

overseas before being introduced in China with major adaptations, and 25 were 

developed specifically for the Chinese market or were Chinese models that had been 

upgraded and introduced as a new model by joint-venture firms. In other words, each 

car model is a team, which involves a number of managers and team members from 

both Chinese and foreign sides.  

       I collected the data in three time periods. In the first period (i.e. in the year of 

2015), I conducted face-to-face interviews in the auto firms and collected data from 

the new product introduction teams about their perceived procedural justice, 

technological uncertainty, and market uncertainty. In the second period (February, 

2016), I visited these teams again and sent questionnaire to them to measure cross-

functional integration in these teams (see detailed discussion later). Finally, in June, 

2016, I coded data from websites to measure the success of new product introduction, 

which were used as the dependent variable in this study.    

My sample comprises 97 new product introduction project teams, each of which 

involved a team of local Chinese managers and engineers from various local 

departments. Their degrees of participation in relevant decision-making differed, 

which may have resulted in difference levels of perceived procedural justice. In 

addition, because of the differences in participation, some of the local managers and 
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engineers were involved in the process of real and effective cross-functional 

integration, whereas others were not.  

For each of the 97 projects, I found three to five informants for interviews and 

the questionnaire survey, both of which were administered onsite. For each interview, 

I firstly scheduled appointments, then presented key informants with the questionnaire 

and asked them to complete it for on-the-spot collection, and engaged them in an 

interview lasting one hour on average.    

For each new product introduction project, I paid great attention to how the 

informants responded to the questionnaire items or answered questions regarding the 

product models in question. In the case of considerable between-informant 

discrepancies in ratings or scores, I talked to the informants in question and asked 

them to reconsider their ratings. As a result, the degree of inter-rater reliability was 

generally high in the ratings for each of the scales, with values ranging from .72 to .91.  

In developing my measurement instruments, I followed the double-translation 

method, in which the instruments were first prepared in English, then translated into 

Chinese, and subsequently translated back into English to evaluate translation 

accuracy. I pre-tested the instruments on 26 part-time MBA students with at least 

three years of business experience in China’s manufacturing sector to examine their 

understanding of the survey items and to evaluate the face validity of the constructs. 
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Of the informants involved in the 97 new product introduction projects, 50.97% 

were managers and engineers from marketing departments, and 49.03% were 

managers and engineers from manufacturing or maintenance departments. As a whole, 

the informants had mean industry experience of 7.12 years. Later data analyses failed 

to identify any significant differences in the ratings given by informants from the 

different functional areas. 

In accordance with prior research (e.g. Podsakoff et al., 2003), I promised the 

informants anonymity and confidentiality to reduce the likelihood of socially 

desirable responses. I also assured them that there were no correct or incorrect 

answers in an effort to reduce informant apprehension.  

As a result of all of these efforts, I collected 97 sets of usable data for matching 

with the data coded from the websites. The resulting dataset was used to test the 

theoretical model presented in Figure 1. 

 

4.2 Measurement 

With a multi-phase and multi-source data collection approach, as mentioned 

above, I measured the variables with different instruments. On the one hand, because 

archival sources of performance data at the new product level were unavailable, I 

relied on the key informants to provide information on the major variables. This 
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approach was also adopted by prior studies on similar issues (Atuahene-Gima and Li, 

2004). For the questionnaire items, I adopted measures from previous studies. Table 2 

presents information of my multi-item measures (on five-point Likert scales), in 

addition to their reliability and other indexes.  
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Table 2. CFA results 

Items  SDL p-value 

Procedural Justice (α=.862; CR=0.853; Joreskog rho=0.853; AVE=0.592; HSV=0.476)   

1. “The procedures used by two parties in planning, organizing, and managing alliance activities (i.e., strategic 

planning, autonomy allocation and routine management) are fair.” 

0.770 0.000 

2. “The procedures used to govern knowledge or resources sharing between two parties (i.e., knowledge transfer, 

innovation development, and resource contribution) are fair.” 

0.796 0.000 

3. “The procedures used by two parties in formulating and structuring the alliance are fair.” 0.708 0.000 

4. “The procedures used by two parties in negotiating, stipulating, and codifying the alliance contract are fair.” 0.800 0.000 

   

Cross-functional Integration (α=.891; CR=0.893; Joreskog rho=0.893; AVE=0.736; HSV=0.71)   

1. “Functions such as R&D, marketing, and manufacturing are tightly integrated in cross-functional teams in the 

product development processes.” 

0.799 0.000 

2. “R&D and marketing and other functions regularly share market information about customers, technologies, and 

competitors.” 

0.882 0.000 

3. “There is a high level of cooperation and coordination among functional units in setting the goals and priorities 

for the organization to ensure effective response to market conditions.” 

0.890 0.000 

   

Success in New Product Introduction (α=.859;  CR=0.868; Joreskog rho=0.868; AVE=0.626; HSV=0.71)   

1. “Quality of product compared well with other products offered by competitors.” 0.654 0.000 

2. “The product was of higher quality than competing products.” 0.706 0.000 

3. “The product provided better benefits than other products offered by the firm.” 0.850 0.000 

4. “Customers perceived the product as better than competitors’ products.” 0.924 0.000 

   

 Note: SDL= standard factor loading; Overall fit index: Chi-square=760.857(p-Value=0.000), RMSEA=0.081, CFI=0.964, TLI=0.952, and 

SRMR=0.0 
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On the other hand, the information reflecting the success of NPI was coded from 

websites in China.   Specifically, I coded the third-party data from the four websites, 

as mentioned above. For instance, from the website of Sohu, there is a special theme 

forum for auto models, (see http://db.auto.sohu.com/home/), in which there is search 

engine which can be used for searching all the related information about almost all the 

car models in market. Among these information, I used or coded information such as 

‘customer rating’, ‘customer review’, and ‘buyer praise or negative comment’ as 

objective indicators for the success in new product introduction from the customers’ 

perspective. The inter-rater reliability for data from the four website ranged 

between .92-.96, and the reliability of NPI scale was .72. As the score on customer 

rating on the four websites are not consistent, I standardized these four scores for 

consistency. 

         In the rest of this section, I report how I measured other variables in this study 

(cf., Table 2).  First, cross-functional integration was measured by three items from 

Atuahene-Gima (2005).  Sample items include “Functions such as R&D, marketing, 

and manufacturing are tightly integrated in cross-functional teams in product 

development processes” and “There is a high level of cooperation and coordination 

among functional units in setting organizational goals and priorities to ensure 

effective response to market conditions.”  The reliability alpha of this scale in my 
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study was .836. 

Firm new product introduction strategy was coded directly from the 

publically available auto model information on the four Chinese websites, which, as 

noted above, provide information on all auto models marketed in China. The 

information includes where and how a given model was originally produced. Based 

on the information, I coded models originally marketed overseas and then sold into 

China with little adaptation as 3, those marketed overseas and then sold into China 

with major adaptations as 2, and those developed locally for the Chinese market as 1. 

       Procedural Justice was measured by focusing on the new product introduction 

initiation stage. Prior research suggests that compared with the implementation stage 

of a new product introduction process, its initiation stage (i.e., the stage of idea 

generation and screening and concept design and testing) is of greater importance to 

new product success (Cooper, 1988). For this reason, and to reduce respondent burden, 

I asked the informants in Group 1 to consider the initiation stage alone when 

responding to the items concerning procedural justice because Group 1 adopts the 

local-oriented strategy and only this group has an initial stage as they need to develop 

a new car model locally. As I observed no variance among foreign managers’ 

perceived procedural justice during my interview and all foreign managers perceived 

they are respected and their opinions matters in the decision-making process, this 
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construct is therefore rated by the Chinese managers only.  

I measured perceived procedural justice using four items adapted from Luo 

(2008), which were suitable for my purposes because the original scale was developed 

to investigate procedural justice in Sino-overseas joint ventures. Sample items include 

“The procedures used by parties in planning, organizing, and managing alliance 

activities (i.e. strategic planning, autonomy allocation and routine management) are 

fair” and “The procedures used to govern knowledge and other resource-sharing 

among the parties (i.e., knowledge transfer, innovation development, and resource 

contribution) are fair”. The reliability alpha of this instrument in the current study 

was .819. 

Control variables.  When testing the hypotheses, I controlled for the effects of 

several variables. For example, I controlled for the effect of joint-venture size. As 

noted above, the 97 NPI projects considered were implemented in six Sino-overseas 

joint ventures. In controlling for the effects of firm-level fixed effects, I also 

controlled for joint-venture size, measured as the logarithm of the total number of 

employees. I also controlled for the effects of project location, with those in eastern 

coastal areas assigned a value of 1, and those in inland provinces a value of 0. In 

addition, I controlled for the number of joint-venture partners in each NPI project, 

which ranged from two to three. Moreover, I controlled for the effects of cultural 
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similarity between the overseas and local partners, with overseas partners from East 

Asia assigned a value of 1, and those from Western countries assigned a value of 0. 

Finally, for the questionnaire data based on the responses of managers and engineers 

from the marketing department, I computed two variables to control for the effects of 

uncertainties in the external environment in which a given project was conducted 

because prior research suggested that environmental uncertainty may affect the 

relationship between CFI and NPI (e.g., Yan and Dooley, 2013). To address this 

uncertainty, I included one control variable, which was measured by four items from 

Atuahene-Gima (2005), such as “The technology in our industry is changing quite 

rapidly” and “Technological changes provide big opportunities in our industry.”  This 

variable had a reliability alpha of .763. At the team level, I also controlled for the 

team size, team age and gender.  

 

4.3 Data Analysis Strategy  

To test my hypotheses, I adopted an approach consistent with past research (e.g. 

Ambro et al., 2013). Prior to the creation of interaction terms, both the independent 

and moderator variables were mean-centered to reduce the potential for 

multicollinearity (Aiken et al., 1991). Examination of the variance inflation factors 

associated with each regression coefficient showed a range from 1.31 to 2.07, 
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suggesting no serious problems with multicollinearity.  

Subsequently, I first examined a simple mediation model, followed by a step to 

integrate the proposed moderator variable into that model. After that, I tested the 

overall moderated mediation hypothesis by adopting the latest SPSS Process macro 

designed by Hayes (2013). This approach is more effective than earlier approaches 

because it facilitates the comprehensive estimation of indirect effects, combining the 

normal theory approach, i.e., the Sobel test (Sobel, 1982), with the bootstrap approach 

to obtain confidence intervals (MacKinnon et al., 2004). In addition, it also 

incorporates the stepwise procedure (Baron and Kenny, 1986). Therefore, I considered 

it appropriate for testing my hypotheses. 

  In assessing the significance of conditional indirect effects, I adopted the approach 

suggested by Preacher et al. (2007) and Hayes (2013). Compared with other statistical 

software, Proceess Macro by Preacher and Hayes (2013) is able to capture all the 

variance and covariance in my proposed theoretical model. Moreover, this approach is 

more suitable for the small sample size as the results are based on thousands of times 

bootstrapped samples thereby increases the accuracy of the results. As my sample size 

is relatively small, Process Macro would be the most appropriate approach to test my 

theoretical model. To test the magnitude of the independent variable’s indirect effect 

on the dependent variable at a range of moderator values, i.e., at the mean and one 
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standard deviation above and below the mean, I applied normal theory tests. Finally, I 

used the bootstrap method to generate confidence intervals for the magnitude of the 

indirect effects and to evaluate significance through those intervals. All of these 

approaches together allowed me to test the moderated mediation model shown in 

Figure 1. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
 

85 
 

Chapter Five 

Results 

This chapter presents the results of the data analyses. It firstly presents the 

descriptive statistics and correlation of the data. Then it shows the regression results 

about the testing of the hypothesis.  

 

5.1 Descriptive Statistics and Correlations 

Table 3 presents the descriptive statistics of my data. Several interesting 

correlations can be observed among the variables. For instance, technology change or 

uncertainty has a negative relationship with the firm performance. On the other hand, 

there is a negative relationship between cultural similarity and the firm performance. 

In other words, the models produced by the car makers from East Asia received lower 

rating than did their counterparts from the West. I studied this result and found 

something interesting --- it is the models by Japanese car makers that often receive 

very low scores in ratings from the websites. This may be attributed to the political 

conflicts between China and Japan over a number of issues, which makes the Chinese 

customers give low scores to the Japanese cars. Regardless of the political conflicts, I 
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am still using the ratings in my data analysis to test my hypotheses. The reason is that, 

if the political conflicts should affect the rating of a given Japanese model, it should 

also lead to a lower score of cross-functional integration for this model. In other 

words, the cross-functional integration in a given project may also be affected by the 

conflicts between the Chinese employees and their Japanese counterparts. As a result, 

the political conflicts should not have a significant effect on the relationship between 

cross-functional integration and new product introduction. 
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Table 3. Descriptive Statistics and Correlations 

Variables Mean S.D. PJ 
Success 

in NPI 
CFI Strategy Location 

Firm 

size 

# of 

partner 

Cultural 

similar 

Tech. 

change 

Taste  

change 

T-  

Size 

T- 

age 

 T- 

gender 

Procedural 

Justice (PJ) 
3.38 0.78 1          

    

Success in 

NPI 
3.71 0.85 0.292** 1         

    

CFI 3.39 0.92 0.231** 0.387** 1            

Strategy in 

NPI 
2.14 0.66 0.282** 0.248** 0.271** 1       

    

Location 0.52 0.50 0.07 -0.035 -0.021 0.007 1          

Firm size
a
 4.37 0.74 0.13 0.058 0.051 0.211* 0.044 1         

# of partner 2.33 0.47 0.096 0.048 0.072 -0.112 0.059 
-

0.035 
1    

    

Culturally 

similar 
0.57 0.50 0.037 -0.011 -0.035 0.018 0.48 0.156 0.075 1   

    

Tech. 

change 
4.01 0.51 -0.063 -0.084 0.003 -0.244 0.071 0.036 0.025 -0.126 1  

    

Taste 

change 
3.65 0.90 -0.039 0.003 0.059 -0.122 0.017 0.012 0.243* 0.023 0.327** 1 

    

Team Size 4.21 2.23 0.031 0.068 0.076 -0.121 0.021 0.037 0.026 -0.178 0.431 0.093 1    

Team Age 35.38 10.21 0.067 0.093 0.084 0.164 0.047 0.046 0.089 -0.137 0.125 0.151 0.287 1   

TeamGender 0.62 0.50 0.026 0.073 0.045 -0.026 0.053 0.062 0.089 0.183 0.294 0.187 0.192 0.176  1 

Note: 
+
 p < 0.1, 

*
 p < 0.05, 

**
 p < 0.01.   N=97;   

a
 logarithm
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5.2 Tests of Hypotheses  

To test my hypotheses, I adopted an approach consistent with past research (e.g., 

Ambro et al., 2013). Prior to the creation of interaction terms, both the independent 

and moderator variables were mean-centered to reduce the potential for 

multicollinearity (Aiken et al., 1991). Examination of the variance inflation factors 

associated with each regression coefficient showed a range from 1.31 to 2.07, 

suggesting no serious problems with multicollinearity. 

Subsequently, I first examined a simple mediation model, followed by a step to 

integrate the proposed moderator variable into that model. After that, I tested the 

overall moderated mediation hypothesis.  

Consistent with Cole et al. (2008), I tested Hypothesis 3 by checking the 

significance of the interaction effect of CFI and firm NPI strategy on the dependent 

variable. 

To test Hypothesis 4, which posits that CFI mediates the relationship between PJ 

and NPI success, I adopted the latest SPSS Process macro designed by Hayes (2013).  

This approach is more effective than earlier approaches because it facilitates the 

comprehensive estimation of indirect effects, combining the normal theory approach, 

i.e., the Sobel test (Sobel, 1982), with the bootstrap approach to obtain confidence 

intervals (MacKinnon et al., 2004).  In addition, it also incorporates the stepwise 
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procedure (Baron and Kenny, 1986).  Therefore, I considered it appropriate for testing 

my hypotheses. 

  I tested Hypothesis 5, which predicts a conditional indirect effect for PJ, using 

the aforementioned SPSS Process macro also. In assessing the significance of 

conditional indirect effects, I adopted the approach suggested by Preacher et al. (2007) 

and Hayes (2013). To test the magnitude of the independent variable’s indirect effect 

on the dependent variable at a range of moderator values, i.e., at the mean and one 

standard deviation above and below the mean, I applied normal theory tests. Finally, I 

used the bootstrap method to generate confidence intervals for the magnitude of the 

indirect effects and to evaluate significance through those intervals. All of these 

approaches together allowed me to test the moderated mediation model shown in 

Figure 1. 

Table 4 presents the results of testing the simple-mediation model. The data 

therein support H1a by showing a positive relationship between PJ and CFI (B = 

0.072, t = 5.068, p < 0.001) and H1b by showing a positive relationship between PJ 

and NPI success (B = 0.046, t = 4.800, p < 0.001). In addition, the results also 

provide evidence in support of H2 (B = 0.040, t = 5.620, p < 0.001), which predicts a 

positive relationship between CFI and NPI success, and H4 (B = 0.025, t = 2.355, p < 

0.050), which posits that PJ exerts a positive indirect effect on the NPI success 
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through CFI.  The Sobel test results demonstrate that this indirect effect is significant 

(z = 2.835, p < 0 .010).  Moreover, the bootstrap results are also consistent with those 

of the Sobel test (see Table 4), with bootstrapped 95% confidence intervals around the 

indirect effect not containing 0 [0.046, 0.011].  Thus, H4 is also supported. 
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Table 4. Regression Results for Simple Mediation 

 

Variable B SE t p 

 Direct and total effects 

Success in NPI regressed on 

procedural justice 
0.752 0.086 8.727 0.001 

CFI regressed on procedural justice 0.820 0.093 8.802 0.001 

Success in NPI regressed on CFI 0.764 0.056 13.751 0.001 

Success in NPI regressed on 

procedural justice, controlling for 

CFI 

0.238 0.088 2.702 0.008 

 Value SE z p 

 
Indirect effect and significance using normal 

distribution 

Sobel 
0.514 0.108 6.072 0.001 

 M SE 
LL 95% 

CI 

UL 95% 

CI 

 Bootstrap results for indirect effect 

Effect 
0.514 108 0.324 0.739 

 

Note: N=97. 
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Tables 5 and 6 present the results of testing the moderated-mediation model 

predicted by my hypotheses.  The data in Table 5 show a significant interactive effect 

between CFI and NPI strategy (B = -0.033, p < 0.001), which supports H3’s 

prediction of a moderating effect of the firm strategy on the relationship between CFI 

and NPI (see figure 2). Table 5 also presents evidence supporting the existence of a 

mediating effect of CFI on the relationship between PJ and NPI success.  
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Figure 2. The moderating effect of NPI strategy on the relationship between 

cross-functional integration and new product introduction 
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Table 5. Regression Results for Estimated Coefficients of the Moderated Mediation 

Model 

 

Predictor B SE t p 

 Mediator variable model: CFI 

Constant 0.992 0.842 1.177 0.242 

Procedural Justice 0.828 0.094 8.842 0.000 

Firm dummies Yes Yes Yes Yes 

location -0.087 0.166 -0.523 0.603 

Firm size
a
 -0.074 0.101 -0.735 0.465 

Number of partner -0.053 0.164 -0.324 0.747 

Cultural similar -0.122 0.177 -0.690 0.492 

Technology change -0.010 0.158 -0.060 0.952 

Taste change 0.114 0.092 1.242 0.218 

Team Size -0.062 0.131 -0.639 0.313 

Team Age -0.937 0.157 -0.874 0.583 

Team Gender -0.077 0.129 -0.742 0.397 

R
2
 0.529 

 Dependent variable model: Performance 

Constant -0.783 0.776 -1.009 0.316 

CFI 1.196 0.180 6.632 0.000 

Procedural Justice 0.194 0.083 2.334 0.022 

Type 1.124 0.274 4.215 0.0001 

Type*CFI -0.298 0.080 -3.745 0.0003 

Firm dummies Yes Yes Yes Yes 

location -0.016 0.104 -0.158 0.875 

Firm size
a
 -0.042 0.065 -0.636 0.527 

Number of partner 0.001 0.105 0.010 0.992 

Cultural similar 0.027 0.112 0.243 0.809 

Technology change -0.115 0.103 -1.115 0.268 

Taste change 0.071 0.061 1.172 0.245 

Team Size  0.098 0.147 1.952 0.378 

Team Age 0.045 0.156 0.943 0.276 

Team Gender  -0.127 0.083 0.323 0.742 

R
2
 0.794 

Note: N=97 
a
 logarithm 
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Table 6 shows that the indirect effect becomes stronger when the moderator (firm 

strategy) moves from the low to high level. In addition, the index of moderated 

mediation is negative and significant (B = -0.024, p < 0.05), which supports 

Hypothesis 5. In other words, the indirect effect of PJ on NPI success is greatly 

weaker when firms adopt an import-oriented NPI strategy.  

However, one may argue that procedural may also moderate the relationship 

between cross-functional integration and new product introduction such that strong 

procedural justice strengthens this relationship whereas weak procedural justice 

attenuates it. I tested this alterative model but failed to detect the significance from it. 

I consider there might be two possible reasons for such insignificant relationship as it 

is shown in my data analysis. First, as my sample size is relatively small (N=97), 

which makes detecting the moderating effect difficult. Second, the independent 

variable, procedural justice, in my original conceptual model mainly deals with how 

Chinese managers perceived the fairness in the decision-making process. This 

procedural justice, therefore, is about the perceived justice at the initial stages of the 

decision-making and cooperation between joint venture firms. And this variable is 

rated my Chinese side only. However, when such procedural justice as measured in 

my thesis becomes the moderator for the relationship between cross-functional 

integration and new product development, it failed to capture the perceived procedural 
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fairness as shared by cross-functional teams, which are composed of managers from 

both Chinese side and foreign side. In other words, cross-functional integration is 

rated by both foreign and Chinese managers and it is intended to reflect the degree of 

integration among different functional areas of both Chinese and foreign sides. 

Therefore, it is likely that the only perceived procedural justice by one side may not 

post a significant effect on relationship between cross-functional integration and new 

product introduction success.  
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Table 6. Bootstrapping Results for Test of Conditional Indirect Effects at Specific 

Values of the Moderator (strategy of NPI) 

 

   95% CI 

NPI strategy Boot indirect effect  Boot SE Lower Upper 

-1 SD (1.477) 0.626*** 0.107 0.444 0.869 

M (2.135) 0.464*** 0.097 0.298 0.684 

+1 SD (2.784) 0.301** 0.106 0.119 0.541 

M 

 

Index 

-0.247*** 

 

0.068 

 

-0.382 

 

-0.119 

Note: Results are based on 5,000 bootstrap samples. CI= confidence interval 

 

Note: + p < 0.1, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01.   N=97 
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Table 7.  Summary of the findings   

Hypotheses Results 

Hypothesis 1a   There is a positive relationship between PJ and 

CFI. 

Supported 

Hypothesis 1b   There is a positive relationship between PJ and 

the success of NPI. 

Supported 

Hypothesis 2   There is a positive relationship between CFI and 

NPI performance.  

Supported 

Hypothesis 3   A firm’s NPI strategy moderates the relationship 

between CFI and NPI performance such that an import-oriented 

strategy is more likely than a local-oriented strategy to weaken 

that relationship. 

Supported 

Hypothesis 4   CFI mediates the relationship between PJ and 

NPI success. 

Supported 

Hypothesis 5   A firm’s NPI strategy moderates the indirect 

relationship between PJ and NPI success through inter-

organizational coordination such that an import-oriented strategy 

is more likely than a local-oriented strategy to weaken that 

relationship 

Supported 
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Chapter Six 

Discussion and Conclusion 

This chapter is organized into six sections. This first section reviews the research 

findings of this thesis. The second section is a discussion of the theoretical 

implications. The third section is a discussion of the practical implications. The fourth 

section summaries the strength of the research, followed by the fifth section, in which 

the limitations and directions for future research will be highlighted. The sixth section 

is the conclusion of the research.  

 

6.1 Review of the Research Findings 

My thesis tries to address the issues of procedural justice or fairness in new 

product introduction by strategic alliances. First of all, from the field study in China’s 

automobile industry, which has many cross-national strategic alliances or joint 

ventures between a major foreign automobile producer and one or more Chinese 

partners, I found that partners in a cross-national strategic alliance are unequal in 

terms of their influence and power in participative decision-making. Such inequality 

was true even in 50/50 joint ventures between overseas and local automakers. In 

addition, there was a lack of procedural justice among the strategic alliance especially 
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in the decision-making process, the introduction of new products is less likely to be 

successful.  

My survey study shows further supporting evidence. Specifically, I found 

procedural justice is positively related to new product introduction. In particular, the 

positive relationship between procedural justice and cross-functional integration was 

found as well. This helps enrich the literature suggesting the importance of procedural 

justice in leading other positive outcomes to the organizational performance, 

including both some low-level outcome, such coordination and cooperation, and some 

high-level outcome such as operational and marketing performance (Gopinath and 

Becker, 2000; Lind and Tyler, 1998; Luo, 2008). 

Secondly, I also found the mediating role of cross-functional integration on the 

relationship between procedural justice and new product introduction. Because of the 

setting of this study, this finding further developed the research addressing the 

importance of cross-functional integration in the new project teams (Frankel and 

Mollenkopf, 2015; Tsai and Hsu, 2014; Bardhan and Pattnaik, 2017; Oliva and 

Watson, 2011). At least in those large and complex new product introduction projects 

such as those in auto industry, this finding is very relevant. The reason is that these 

projects require more input and efforts from different expertise to jointly contribute to 

the success of the projects.  
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Furthermore, I found the moderating role of new product introduction strategy on 

the relationship between cross-functional integration and new product introduction. 

That is, how the new product is introduced influences the relationship between cross-

functional integration and new product introduction. As previously mentioned, an 

import-oriented strategy is more likely to weaken the relationship between cross-

functional integration and new product introduction than a local-oriented strategy. In 

addition, I found the indirect effect of procedural justice on new product introduction 

success is greatly weaker when firms adopt an import-oriented new product 

introduction strategy. This research finding develops the literature by showing new 

evidence of the important role of strategy, or the contingent factors in influencing the 

focal relationships of this research.  

In summary, the results of this study show that procedural justice has a direct-

path effect on new product introduction, the relationship between procedural justice 

and new product introduction is mediated by cross-functional integration. Finally, 

their strategy for new product introduction moderates the relationship between cross-

functional integration and new product introduction.   

 

6.2 Theoretical Implications 

First of all, one of the most important theoretical contributions of this thesis is it 
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highlights the importance of procedural justice in improving strategic alliances’ 

performance in terms of new product introduction. When companies form strategic 

alliances, they will always face a variety of uncertainties, both from internal and 

external. For instance, they face internal uncertainties such as trust, commitment, 

cooperation issues; they also face external uncertainties such as regulation changes 

and crisis happened in the external environment. This is especially true when the 

strategic partners are from different countries with different cultural background. So 

these uncertainties raised an important question, that is, when alliance parties usually 

do not have adequate information regarding the trustworthiness of other parties, and 

when they also do not have the assurance regarding the final gains from which they 

share, what factors would be particularly instrumental in guiding alliance partners’ 

behavior and contribution to interparty exchanges and what factors could be used as 

the referent to determine each party’s trustworthiness and commitment in an uncertain 

environment. Procedural justice could be one of the most important factors. In other 

words, strategic alliance need procedural justice, however, procedural justice has 

rarely been studied to explain the performance of interfirm cooperation.   

Therefore, a fundamental theoretical issue raised by my research is whether 

existing models of cross-functional integration and new product introduction should 

take procedural justice into account to more accurately explain the real-world 
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processes of new product introduction, particularly in emerging economies. Based on 

the results of my 2015-2016 fieldwork as well as the existing theoretical gaps in 

extant literature, I argue here that those models should indeed pay greater attention to 

the effects of procedural justice. I also test procedural justice’s potential effects using 

empirical data from multiple sources. This paper thus helps to address the 

insufficiencies of current research by applying justice theory, explaining how 

procedural justice influence firm performance or the cooperation outcomes.  

Second, as prior justice research mainly focused on at the individual level, this 

thesis extends justice research from the individual level to the interfirm level in the 

international business setting. Indeed, extant justice has extended from how justice 

influences some lower-order attitudes towards a specific decision outcome such as 

social identity, self-esteem and team spirits, concerning, to how justice affects some 

higher-order, long-term attitudes such as trust, commitment, and social harmony 

toward groups or organizations (Konovsky, 2000). Few studies, however, have 

addressed procedural justice in the context of strategic alliances, this thesis thus 

further builds on the justice research by exploring the path of procedural justice in 

relation to some cooperation outcomes including new product introduction in a cross-

cultural strategic alliance setting. Such operational dimension performance of 

procedural justice in strategic alliances thus also belongs to the higher-order group 
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and even beyond that level. To partly fill this gap, this thesis explores the direct link 

between procedural justice and alliance performances in terms of new product 

introduction.  

Third, although prior research suggests the moderating effect of cross-functional 

integration (e.g., Williams et al., 2013), its mediating role has not been sufficiently 

examined. By testing and confirming the mediating effect of cross-functional 

integration on the relationship between procedural justice and new product 

introduction, my work helps to enrich the cross-functional integration literature 

theoretically. More specifically, it helps to expand our understanding of the effects of 

two important variables, i.e. procedural and cross-functional integration, on the 

success of a given new product introduction project, particularly that in an emerging 

economy. Although procedural justice can influence a firm’s new product introduction 

performance directly, I show that it can also influence it indirectly through cross-

functional integration. The indirect link between procedural justice and new product 

development shows that procedural justice can stimulates cross-functional integration, 

which in turn contributes to new product development.  

Fourth, while cross-functional integration mediates the relationship between 

procedural justice and new product development, new product introduction strategy 

moderates the direct link between cross-functional integration and new product 
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introduction. This helps to explain the discrepancy in prior research concerning the 

relationship between cross-functional integration and new product introduction. In 

other words, the importance of cross-functional integration can be contingent on the 

strategy adopted to introduce a new product.  When firms adopt an import-oriented 

new product introduction strategy, for example, cross-functional integration is less 

likely to influence new product introduction success than in the case of a local-

oriented new product introduction strategy. When firms adopt the latter strategy, they 

should have more local experience, expertise, and other intangible resources to 

achieve new product introduction success, especially those with local markets. On the 

other hand, to obtain and utilize those resources, it is important for the firms to have 

well-developed cross-functional integration, such as that between manufacturing, 

R&D, operations and marketing departments. When firms adopt an import-oriented 

new product introduction strategy, in contrast, these local intangible resources can be 

less influential or less relevant so that the relationship between cross-functional 

integration and new product introduction can be weaker.  

Furthermore, new product introduction strategy is also found to moderate the 

indirect link between procedural justice and new product introduction. Procedural 

justice contributes more to the success of new product development when the firm 

adopts a more local-oriented new product introduction strategy. Compared with a 
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rather simple import-oriented strategy, applying local-oriented new product 

introduction strategy requires much more adaptations, more creative goals need to be 

achieve and more efforts should be put forth in order to ensure the satisfactory 

cooperation outcome. Procedural justice adds more value to such resource sharing 

between parties thus is more important when a more local-oriented new product 

introduction strategy is adopted. In other words, new product introduction strategy 

reinforces the link between procedural justice and new product development.  

 

6.3 Practical Implications  

This thesis offers several practical implications to the management and the 

practitioners. First of all, my findings also have important implications for 

practitioners, helping them to recognize the importance of procedural justice to new 

product introduction. When performing the other tasks of operations management, 

managers would be well advised to also consider procedural justice and PJ-related 

issues. Without the full participation of the members of a given team/organization, it 

will be difficult for firm managers to perform well many tasks of operations 

management. On the other hand, by paying greater attention to the issue of procedural 

justice, management will achieve better performance in new product introduction as 

well as in other tasks of operations management. This can be especially true for 
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international firms competing in global markets.  

Second, management is also advised to pay more attention to the importance of 

cross-functional integration. The benefits of cross-functional integration has been 

demonstrated, so it is essential for managers to understand the important role of cross-

functional integration and try to adopt it in the organizations especially when 

performing complex tasks.  

Third, management should consider more carefully to the strategy they apply 

when introducing the new product. Different introduction strategy has its advantages 

and disadvantages, for instance, while an import-oriented strategy may be more 

convenient and easy to adopt, it is also more likely to weaken the positive link 

between procedural justice and success of new product introduction. Therefore, 

managers should be more cautious when deciding on which type of strategy to use 

introduce the new products.  

 

6.4 Strengths of the Research 

This research has several strengths. First, this study is theory driven. The 

application of justice theory not only extends justice theory further at the interfirm 

level in the context of strategic alliance, but also responds to the calls of some 

previous researchers about exploring the mechanism and the boundary conditions 
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about how justice influence firm performance in terms of new product introduction at 

the firm level.   

Second, I collected the data in three waves. I collected survey data on the 

independent variable at time 1, collected the survey data on the mediator at time 2 

with a month’ interval and then collected/coded the data on the dependent variable 

after a few more months. Such data collection method helps reduce the issues of 

common method bias (Podsakoff et al., 2003), and support the causal nature of the 

model (Cook & Campbell, 1979; Holland, 1986). 

Third, I collected the data from multiple sources. I obtained and coded the data 

on dependent variable from the internet. The usage of objective information further 

minimizes the possibility of common method bias (Podsakoff et al., 2003). 

Fourth, prior to collecting the survey data, I also did some field studies in 

China’s auto industry. Interviewing with managers and relevant observations on site 

not only inspires my research ideas and interest but also at some time confirms and 

clarifies the findings from the following survey data.  

Fifth, I tested the overall moderated mediation hypothesis by adopting the latest 

SPSS Process macro designed by Hayes (2013). This approach is more effective than 

earlier approaches because it facilitates the comprehensive estimation of indirect 

effects, combining the normal theory approach, i.e., the Sobel test (Sobel, 1982), with 
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the bootstrap approach to obtain confidence intervals (MacKinnon et al., 2004). In 

addition, it also incorporates the stepwise procedure (Baron and Kenny, 1986).   

 

6.5 Limitations and Directions for Future research   

This research is not immune of limitations. First, due to the difficulties in 

accessing the management of various firms, the sample size in this research is 

relatively small (N=97), which may decrease the statistical power for detecting the 

significant relationship. This is especially important when testing the interaction 

effects which are usually difficult to detect (Champoux and Peters, 1987; McClelland 

and Judd, 1993). In addition, the generalizability of the findings of this study is also 

subject to this relatively small sample size to some extent (Cohen et al., 2003).  

Second, customers’ rating on the internet may not be the only measurement of 

success in new product introduction.  In fact, previous studies on new product 

introduction did not reach consensus about which success dimensions to measure and 

how to measure them. Prior new product introduction studies often use financial 

indicators such as profits, sales, assets, capital and equity to measure success in new 

product introduction and development (Walsh et al. 1988; Rothwell et al. 1974; 

Cooper and Kleinschmidt 1987a, 1987b). However, such approach has been subject to 

the criticism that it ignores other factors that may contribute to the good performance 
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and these financial indicators are also very likely to be influenced by any other factors 

such as the purchase of land or building, merger and acquisitions, etc. For example, 

measures such as sales growth can be influenced by heavy price cutting or promotion, 

which may not necessarily indicate the actual profits. Even profits can be deceased by 

investment in R &D or innovation. Therefore, it would be questionable to use such 

financial measurements as evidence to suggest success in new product development 

(Hart, 1993).  

Research on new product introduction has called for incorporating non-financial 

measurements in the assessment techniques. As Maidique and Zirger (1985) indicate 

that “success is defined as the achievement of something desired, planned or 

attempted”, suggesting the need for considering other ‘softer’ measurements for 

success in new product development. Responding to the calls, this thesis uses 

customer rating as a more objective and comprehensive evidence for reflecting 

success in new product development. However, that rate is not always accurate and 

objective and is often subject to the influence of customers’ emotions, tastes and bias’ 

influence. Therefore, it can be seen that success in new product introduction is multi-

dimensional in nature, which makes the accurate measurement of new product 

introduction success remain one of the limitations in this thesis.  

There are several research areas for future research. First, as mentioned 
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previously, future study should figure out more accurate and comprehensive 

measurements for the success in new product development. In addition, exploring 

some other possible moderators will help establish the possible boundary or 

exacerbating conditions for the effect of procedural justice, thus further our 

understanding towards the construct. For instance, it is also suggested future research 

takes culture into consideration when exploring the issue of procedural justice in the 

context of cross-cultural strategic alliances. Management literature has demonstrated 

that almost 70 % research paper published consider cultural values or national culture 

as an important concept and key element for influencing both individual and firm 

performance and behavior (Elbanna, Thanos and Papadakis, 2014; Husted and Allen, 

2008).  

Besides, future research may also consider investigating the moderating effect of 

context on procedural justice. The research setting of this thesis is in emerging market 

– China. However, how such emerging market’s environmental condition and market 

dynamics influence the role played by procedural justice in cross-cultural strategic 

alliances is unknown. Procedural justice might be more imperative under the greater 

market uncertainty, but may also be more difficult to develop due to some tradition 

such as relying more on Guanxi to get things done rather than relying on the justice 

procedures or systems. Future research therefore should explore more the degree to 
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which such emerging markets’ traditional heritages or environmental conditions 

influence the effect of procedural justice on the positive cooperative outcomes in 

strategic alliance. The answer to this question lies in the field of alliance, justice, and 

market. As the sample of this thesis is not ready to shed lights on such issues, future 

research is suggested to achieve so.  

Finally, as the role of procedural justice in introducing new product successfully 

can be influenced by home countries’ intent and policy, future research should pay 

more attention to the role of parent firms and investigate how parent firms of MNEs 

play their parts in establishing and functioning procedural justice in foreign strategic 

alliances.  

 

6.6 Conclusion 

Researchers and managers dealing with new product introduction and NPI-

related issues need to pay greater attention to the importance of procedural justice. 

They also need to be aware of the mediating effect of cross-functional integration on 

the PJ-NPI relationship. Finally, when investigating cross-functional integration and 

its consequences for new product introduction, it is necessary to consider the 

moderating effect of the firm’s new product introduction strategy. Only through 

comprehensive understanding of the effects of all of these variables can we improve 
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firm performance in the new product introduction arena as well as in other tasks of 

operations management, and this should be especially true for international firms 

competing in global markets.  
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