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Abstract:

Purpose: The present paper aims to analyze the Operations Management (OM) research between 2014
and 2018 that has made use of  Partial Least Squares (PLS) to determine whether the trends shown in
previous literature reviews focused on this topic are maintained and whether the analyzed papers comply
with the recommendations for reporting.

Design/methodology/approach: A systematic literature review has been carried out of  OM articles
that use PLS as an analysis tool. A total of  102 references from 45 journals from 2014 to 2018, published
in WOS and Scopus, has been analyzed. Bibliometric analysis and a review of  the PLS reporting standards
applied in the context of  OM have been developed.

Findings: PLS is gaining importance and is widely adopted in OM as a statistical analysis method of
choice. In general, certain aspects of  PLS are correctly applied and adequately reported in the publications.
However, some shortcomings continue to be observed in terms of  their application and the reporting of
results. A detailed comparison has been developed between the current research and previous OM research
(as well as previous research on other disciplines) on this topic. 

Research  limitations/implications: OM  researchers  making  use  of  PLS  should  be  aware  of  the
importance of  correctly reasoning and justifying their choice and fully reporting the main parameters in order
to provide other researchers with useful information and enable them to reproduce the performed analysis.

Originality/value: This article builds a study with results based on a greater number of  articles and
journals than the two previous literature reviews focused on this topic. Therefore, it provides a richer and
more up-to-date evaluation of  trends in the use and reporting of  PLS. Additionally, the present paper
assesses  whether  the  studies  follow the  indications  suggested  in  recent  years  triggered by  significant
changes in the standards of  reporting results obtained through the use of  PLS.
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1. Introduction

Partial Least Squares (PLS) is a statistical regression method, first introduced and developed by the Swedish statistician,
Wold, for econometrics in the late 60s (1966), extended by Lohmöller in the late 80s (1989) and introduced into
business research by Chin (1998) in the late 90s, that has become increasingly popular in the last decade. 

It is one of  the methods of  the family of  variance-based structural equations modelling (SEM) developed in several
stages. In the first stage, the Latent Variable Scores (LVS) are estimated iteratively; in the second, the measurement
model is resolved, estimating the outer weights and loadings (based on the LVS estimated in the first stage); and, in
the third, the parameters of  the structural model are estimated (Marin-Garcia & Alfalla-Luque, 2019a; Ringle,
Wende & Becker, 2015; Sarstedt, Ringle & Hair 2017)

There are many reasons for PLS’ popularity. The method allows researchers to deal with more complex models
with a large number of  constructs and indicator variables (Ringle,  Sarstedt,  Mitchell  & Gudergan,  2018); the
mathematical and statistical procedures are rigorous and robust (Wold, 1980); the mathematical model is flexible
(Falk & Miller, 1992); PLS is robust even with extremely non-normal data (Cassel, Hackl & Westlund, 1999; Hair,
Hult, Ringle, Sarstedt & Thiele, 2017); it does not establish strict premises in data distribution or the measurement
scale (Peng & Lai, 2012) and it provides a high level of  statistical power for relatively small sample sizes (Mitchell &
Nault, 2007; Reinartz, Haenlein & Henseler, 2009; Wold, Martens & Wold, 1983).

In fact, Partial Least Squares Structural Equation Modeling (PLS-SEM) has quickly spread to research in multiple
disciplines such as accounting, human resources management, international business research, information systems,
strategic  management,  marketing  management,  hospitality  management,  tourism,  supply  chain  management,
consumer behavior, healthcare, knowledge management, and Operations Management (OM), as indicated by Usakli
and Kucukergin (2018). Undoubtedly, the availability of  software applications has been a determinant factor in the
popularity of  PLS-SEM.

A detailed explanation of  the different aspects of  the PLS method can be found in current publications (Hair, Hult,
Ringle & Sarstedt, 2014; Hair, Sarstedt, Ringle & Gudergan, 2017; Hair, Risher, Sarstedt & Ringle, 2019; Kaufmann
& Gaeckler, 2015;  Marin-Garcia & Alfalla-Luque, 2019a; Nitzl, 2018; Ringle et al., 2018; Usakli  & Kucukergin,
2018). Therefore, the purpose of  the present paper is not to focus on these aspects. Given the importance that the
use of  PLS is gaining in research, the objective of  this paper is to analyze its use in research in OM from 2014 to
2018  to  update  and  enhance  previous  research  studies  based  on  a  smaller  number  of  journals  and  articles
(Kaufmann & Gaeckler, 2015; Peng & Lai, 2012). Peng and Lai (2012) researched 42 articles in OM in general from
8 journals spanning from 2000 to 2011. Kaufmann and Gaeckler (2015) focused on 75 articles in Supply Chain
Management from 10 journals spanning from 2002 to 2013. 

In contrast, the present article reviews 102 papers on OM taken from 45 journals and spanning from 2014 to 2018.
This article builds a study with results based on more articles and journals than any previous research and therefore
provides a richer and more up-to-date evaluation of  the trends in the use and reporting of  PLS. Additionally, this
article  assesses  whether  the  studies  follow indications  given  after  the  introduction in  the  said  period,  of  the
significant change in the reporting standards for results obtained through the use of  PLS.

Therefore, the objective of  this study is to fill the gap in recent OM PLS reviews by providing a comprehensive,
detailed, and systematic review of  the deployment and reporting of  the PLS-SEM method in the area and to
determine whether the tendencies shown in previous papers are maintained and the obtained results are adequately
reported. For this, a systematic literature review has been carried out to select OM articles that use PLS as an
analysis tool. An investigation will be carried out of  these articles with a bibliometric analysis and a review of  the
PLS reporting standards applied to the context of  OM.

To be more precise, we intend to answer the following research questions using a specific protocol (Marin-Garcia &
Alfalla-Luque, 2019b): 

• What characterizes OM publications between 2014 and 2018 that have used PLS?
• Do recently published articles comply with reporting recommendations? 
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• Are the results of  previous reviews on the subject based on a very limited set of  journals and conducted
before substantial modifications to the PLS-based study reporting methods, still valid?

For this, we follow the methodology detailed in section 3. Then, the main results are set out in section 4 and the
main conclusions are explained in section 5.

2. Previous Research

It is important to note that many disciplines have regularly reviewed the PLS method, used to ensure rigorous
research and publication practices. This method has gained importance, particularly in the wake of  the intense
academic debate and controversy surrounding PLS that has taken place in recent years that led to the drafting of
guidelines and recommendations for its use and reporting standards for articles that use PLS-SEM as an analytical
tool (Hair et al., 2019). Despite the controversy and debate surrounding PLS, interest in PLS has been growing
among OM researchers.

Some authors have reviewed and summarized the method’s application in systematic literature reviews in diverse social
science disciplines such as accounting (Lee, Petter, Fayard & Robinson, 2011; Nitzl, 2016), information systems (Hair,
Hult,  Ringle,  Sarstedt  et  al.,  2017),  strategic  management  (Hair,  Sarstedt,  Pieper  &  Ringle,  2012),  marketing
management (Hair, Sarstedt, Ringle & Mena, 2012), hospitality management (Ali, Rasoolimanesh, Sarstedt, Ringle &
Ryu, 2018),  tourism (do Valle & Assaker, 2016) and healthcare (Avkiran, 2018), among others. Some of  these reviews
have also presented guidelines for evaluating and using PLS-SEM tailored to their specific fields.

Regarding the discipline of  OM, the most recent article (Peng and Lai, 2012) reviews papers published up to 2011.
There is also a publication on Supply Chain Management (SCM) which revises publications up to 2013 (Kaufmann
& Gaeckler, 2015). Therefore, an updated assessment of  PLS-SEM use and reporting in OM seems timely and
necessary  to  evaluate  compliance  with  the  recommendations by  comparing  and contrasting what  is  currently
reported  in  OM literature  with  the  suggested  reporting  protocols  and  guidelines.  This  review is  particularly
important given the intense academic debate and controversy surrounding PLS of  recent years, which resulted in
new guidelines and recommendations for its use and the reporting standards of  articles that use PLS-SEM as an
analytical tool (Cepeda-Carrion, Cegarra & Cillo, 2018; Hair et al., 2019; Marin-Garcia & Alfalla-Luque, 2019a;
Sharma, Sarstedt, Shmueli, Kim & Thiele, 2019). The present article is especially focused on evaluating whether the
procedures for using and reporting PLS follow the current recommendations and an exhaustive comparison has
been made with two more recent review articles related to OM (Kaufmann & Gaeckler, 2015; Peng & Lai, 2012).
There is also a third review article in the field of  OM by Shah and Goldstein (2006). This article has not been
analyzed and compared to the other two since it is older and predates the significant changes in PLS reporting
whose implementation in articles we intend to analyze.

Peng and Lai (2012) select OM journals recognized as having published relevant and rigorous empirical research and
review articles from 2000 to 2011. After narrowing the OM journals down to 10, they perform a keyword search using
the following keywords:  “partial-least-squares”,  “partial  least  squares”,  “PLS”,  “formative”,  “PLS Graph” “PLS-
Graph”, and “SmartPLS”, resulting in the selection of  42 articles. They then conduct a review of  the way that
researchers have used PLS in these articles with the analysis of  20 specific aspects grouped into 6 categories (Table 1). 

Items Description

(1) Rationale for using PLS

(2) to (6) Sample size

(7) to (13) Formative constructs

(14) Bootstrapping

(15) PLS software used

(16) to (21) Reported results

Table 1. Number of  items reviewed (Peng & Lai, 2012) 
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These authors conclude that some studies exhibit deficiencies or a lack of  familiarity with certain aspects of  PLS
while others demonstrate a reasonably good understanding of  the PLS method. However, overall, many of  the
reviewed articles do not adequately assess the properties of  the formative constructs. Despite the importance of
using the right criteria to evaluate formative constructs, 16% of  the articles that use the latter do not perform any
analysis of  their measurement properties, 26% use techniques for evaluating reflective constructs, 37% examine
formative construct item weights, 21% evaluate the multicollinearity of  the formative measurement items (mostly
using the variance inflation factor - VIF) and only 16% examine discriminant validity. It is also interesting to
mention that, in some cases, the reasons for using PLS or the performed analysis are not fully consistent with the
characteristics of  the study carried out: only 42% of  the articles that use formative constructs state that their use is
the reason for using PLS; although a small sample size is the most cited reason for using PLS, only 5% of  the
articles perform a power analysis. 

The second review, Kaufmann and Gaeckler (2015), focuses on ten OM journals, specifically in the discipline of
SCM, and reviews 75 articles from 2002 to 2013. The authors perform a keyword search using the following
keywords: “partial least squares” and “PLS”. They examine the way that researchers have used PLS in these articles
by analyzing 26 key dimensions comprising 46 specific aspects grouped into 7 categories (Table 2).

Items Description

(1) Reasons for using PLS

(2) to (6) Sampling characteristics

(7) to (24) Model descriptive analysis

(25) to (30) Reported reflective measurement model statistics

(31) to (35) Reported formative measurement model statistics.

(36) to (43) Reported structural model statistics

(44) to (46) Technical reporting (software and resampling method)

Table 2. Number of  items reviewed by Kaufmann and Gaeckler (2015)

These authors conclude that not all of  the reviewed articles provide sufficient or complete results, so the PLS
analyses are not fully documented. Some researchers meticulously perform all  the tests and report data on all
necessary criteria, but others inadequately document their approach. Consequently, some important criteria and
data seem to be underrepresented (see Table 11 for further details).

Despite  the  importance  of  using  the  right  criteria  to  evaluate  formative  constructs,  23% use  techniques  for
evaluating reflective constructs, 73% examine formative construct item weights and 19% report their sign and
magnitude, 38% evaluate the multicollinearity of  the formative measurement items (mostly using the variance
inflation  factor  -  VIF).  More  comparative  details  of  the  characteristics  and  conclusions  of  both  articles  are
presented in Table 11.

3. Methodology
In order  to conduct  the analysis  that  is  the  object  of  the  present  investigation,  we have followed a detailed
procedure to perform a systematic literature review following Tranfield et al. (2003), Denyer and Tranfield (2009),
and Medina-López, Marin-Garcia and Alfalla-Luque (2010). 

3.1. References Selection

The first step is the identification of  the field of  the study - OM articles that have used PLS methodology in their
research – and the choice of  the period to be analyzed, 2014-2018. This period has been chosen as the last review
in OM includes articles up to 2013 (Kaufmann & Gaeckler, 2015), as seen in the previous section, and, especially,
due to a significant change being developed during this period in the standards for reporting results obtained from
PLS use.
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The next step is to define the information sources. In our case, we focus on articles published in scientific journals.
To select the journals, we start from the list in Annex II of  the article by Boronat-Soler (2018) and identify the
journals labeled as OM. These authors perform an exhaustive classification of  the journals indexed in the Web of
Science and Scopus databases  by  these  journals’  sub-areas in the  field of  Economics  and Business Sciences,
particularly in the areas of  OM and Human Resource Management (HRM). For this, they simultaneously classify
the 715 journals in field D15 of  the Spanish National Agency for Quality Assessment and Accreditation (ANECA)
indexed in Scopus and JCR. After analyzing the public information in each journal and, in some cases where the
classification was not clear, the subject matter of  the articles published in the last two issues of  the journal, they
construct the classification of  the journals (this classification is included in Annex II of  the Boronat-Soler (2018)
article mentioned above). We take the 67 journals labeled as OM as the basis for the present research. Our selected
journals include all 10 journals used by (Kaufmann & Gaeckler, 2015) (journals that have received an Impact Factor
rating above 1.0 by Thomson Reuters in the recent past). It also includes all journals defined by Peng and Lai (2012)
as “journals that are recognized as publishing relevant and rigorous empirical research”. As Peng  and Lai (2012
state,  these  were  cited  as  journals  “whose  missions  involve  publishing  empirical  research  examining  topics”
(Barman, Hanna & LaForge, 2001; Goh, Holsapple, Johnson & Tanner, 1997; Malhotra & Grover, 1998; Soteriou,
Hadjinicola & Patsia, 1999; Vokurka, 1996). Therefore, this present article includes the journals analyzed in previous
studies and widens the spectrum by adding over 50 relevant journals in OM, some more recent articles and a more
comprehensive analysis than the previous literature.  

We perform a search of  publications taking as the starting point for our selection the keywords used in previous
reviews in OM with similar objectives to this research(Kaufmann & Gaeckler, 2015; Khan, Sarstedt, Shiau, Hair,
Ringle & Fritze, 2019; Peng & Lai, 2012). The keywords are: “partial least squares”, “partial-least-squares”, “PLS”,
“PLS Graph”,  “PLS-Graph”,  and “SmartPLS”.  The term “formative” was  not  included to prevent  any false
positives (since they refer to training/learning and not to constructions of  an alternative type to the common
factor) and adding the term “ADANCO” (another software application currently used to analyze PLS models).

The two main journal databases have been considered: Web Of  Science (WOS) and Scopus. Initially, important
differences have been observed in the number of  results obtained in the search in the two databases for the field
“journal name”. These differences were caused by the search by journal name generating false positives, as journals
from other areas whose names include the search terms but only differ in a single word, are included in the results.

For this reason, we chose to carry out the searches by ISBN field (see Figure 1), limiting the search strategy by
keywords to the OM journals that are simultaneously indexed in WOS and Scopus (Boronat-Soler, 2018). For this,
we used the Boronat-Soler (2018) list filtered by the ISBN field.

After this initial search performed in March 2019, we obtained a preliminary list of  OM articles: 362 articles in
Scopus and 369 in  WOS.  A manual  filter  was  then  applied  using the  following  inclusion  criteria:  (i)  articles
published in journals or conferences in the WOS core collection databases (which includes the journals contained
in the Journal Citation Reports and in the Emerging Source Citation Index) and in Scopus; (ii) empirical studies that
analyze models with PLS; (iii) research whose contribution focuses on the field of  OM (in the scientific areas of
business administration or engineering); (iv) articles indexed between 2014 and 2018 (both years inclusive). This 5-
year time window starts immediately after the date of  the last reference used by Kaufmann and Gaeckler (2015),
(2013), and prevents any overlaps with the previous research.

The following exclusion criteria have been considered: (i) the theme of  the article does not correspond to the area
of  OM. For example, topics such as a.  civil  or construction engineering,  b.  material  or electrical  or chemical
engineering (i.e.  surface treatments,  mechanical  process,  etc.),  c.  ICT unrelated to OM, d.  management issues
unrelated to OM (corporate social responsibility, management capability, soft skills, retail, etc.); (ii) PLS does not
stand for Partial Least Squares (e.g., product or process layout systems (PLS), Pareto Local Search (PLS)); (iii) PLS is
not used as an SEM technique to test empirical models, e.g., analysis with PLS regression (to prevent false positives
of  this  type,  it  is  recommended  to  change  the  term  “PLS”  to  “PLS-SEM”  in  the  search  strategy);  (iv)
Methodological articles on how to use PLS for topics not linked to our objectives or guidelines for the use of  PLS;
(v) The focus of  the paper is solely on the PLS method and does not include any empirical results, e.g., editorials,
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conceptual  papers,  method explanation.  Following these considerations  and after  applying the acceptance and
discard criteria, 102 references for PLS in OM were initially selected.

Scopus 

TITLE-ABS-KEY (“partial least squares” OR “partial-least-squares” OR “PLS” OR “PLS Graph” OR “PLS-Graph” OR
“SmartPLS” OR “ADANCO”) AND PUBYEAR > 2013 AND PUBYEAR < 2019 AND ISSN(1619-4500 OR 1854-6250
OR 0254-5330 OR 0890-0604 OR 0217-5959 OR 0144-5154 OR 0964-4733 OR 1435-246X OR 0007-8506 OR 1535-3958
OR 0011-7315 OR 0305-215X OR 1751-5254 OR 0377-2217 OR 1936-6582 OR 0926-2644 OR 1090-8471 OR 2156-3950
OR 0018-9391 OR 1471-678X OR 1366-2716 OR 0092-2102 OR 0957-4093 OR 1367-5567 OR 0890-6955 OR 0144-3577
OR 0960-0035 OR 2288-6206 OR 0925-5273 OR 0020-7543 OR 0263-7863 OR 1756-6517 OR 0969-6016 OR 1881-3054
OR 0735-3766 OR 0925-5001 OR 1547-5816 OR 0956-5515 OR 1526-6125 OR 1087-1357 OR 0278-6125 OR 0924-0136 OR
0272-6963 OR 0022-3239 OR 0737-6782 OR 0895-562X OR 1478-4092 OR 1094-6136 OR 1757-5818 OR 1094-6705 OR
2055-6225 OR 1523-2409 OR 0160-5682 OR 1523-4614 OR 0361-0853 OR 1042-6914 OR 1432-2994 OR 0364-765X OR
0894-069X OR 1109-2858 OR 1936-9735 OR 0030-364X OR 0167-6377 OR 0171-6468 OR 0233-1934 OR 0269-9648 OR
0954-4054 OR 1059-1478 OR 0953-7287 OR 8756-9728 OR 0898-2112 OR 1684-3703 OR 0257-0130 OR 0033-6807 OR
0399-0559 OR 0934-9839 OR 1862-8516 OR 0264-2069 OR 0038-0121 OR 1696-2281 OR 1359-8546 OR 1478-3363 OR
0965-8564 OR 1366-5545 OR 1524-1904 OR 1976-1597 OR 0007-6805 OR 0305-0548 OR 0167-9236 OR 0424-267X OR
1077-2618 OR 0263-5577 OR 0378-7206 OR 1471-7727 OR 1047-7047 OR 1385-951X OR 1091-9856 OR 0268-3768 OR
0267-5730 OR 1530-9827 OR 0923-4748 OR 0268-3962 OR 0742-1222 OR 1546-2234 OR 0022-4065 OR 0963-8687 OR
1091-0344 OR 1540-1960 OR 0276-7783 OR 1532-9194 OR 0268-1072 OR 0748-8017 OR 0048-7333 OR 0895-6308 OR
0736-5845 OR 0883-7066 OR 1094-429X OR 0953-7325 OR 0166-4972) 
Results 362

WOS

(TS= ((“partial  least  squares” or “partial-least-squares” or “PLS” or “PLS Graph” or “PLS-Graph” or “SmartPLS” or
“ADANCO”)) AND IS=(1619-4500 OR 1854-6250 OR 0254-5330 OR 0890-0604 OR 0217-5959 OR 0144-5154 OR 0964-
4733 OR 1435-246X OR 0007-8506 OR 1535-3958 OR 0011-7315 OR 0305-215X OR 1751-5254 OR 0377-2217 OR
1936-6582 OR 0926-2644 OR 1090-8471 OR 2156-3950 OR 0018-9391 OR 1471-678X OR 1366-2716 OR 0092-2102 OR
0957-4093 OR 1367-5567 OR 0890-6955 OR 0144-3577 OR 0960-0035 OR 2288-6206 OR 0925-5273 OR 0020-7543 OR
0263-7863 OR 1756-6517 OR 0969-6016 OR 1881-3054 OR 0735-3766 OR 0925-5001 OR 1547-5816 OR 0956-5515 OR
1526-6125 OR 1087-1357 OR 0278-6125 OR 0924-0136 OR 0272-6963 OR 0022-3239 OR 0737-6782 OR 0895-562X OR
1478-4092 OR 1094-6136 OR 1757-5818 OR 1094-6705 OR 2055-6225 OR 1523-2409 OR 0160-5682 OR 1523-4614 OR
0361-0853 OR 1042-6914 OR 1432-2994 OR 0364-765X OR 0894-069X OR 1109-2858 OR 1936-9735 OR 0030-364X
OR 0167-6377 OR 0171-6468 OR 0233-1934 OR 0269-9648 OR 0954-4054 OR 1059-1478 OR 0953-7287 OR 8756-9728
OR 0898-2112 OR 1684-3703 OR 0257-0130 OR 0033-6807 OR 0399-0559 OR 0934-9839 OR 1862-8516 OR 0264-2069
OR 0038-0121 OR 1696-2281 OR 1359-8546 OR 1478-3363 OR 0965-8564 OR 1366-5545 OR 1524-1904 OR 1976-1597
OR 0007-6805 OR 0305-0548 OR 0167-9236 OR 0424-267X OR 1077-2618 OR 0263-5577 OR 0378-7206 OR 1471-7727
OR 1047-7047 OR 1385-951X OR 1091-9856 OR 0268-3768 OR 0267-5730 OR 1530-9827 OR 0923-4748 OR 0268-3962
OR 0742-1222 OR 1546-2234 OR 0022-4065 OR 0963-8687 OR 1091-0344 OR 1540-1960 OR 0276-7783 OR 1532-9194
OR 0268-1072 OR 0748-8017 OR 0048-7333 OR 0895-6308 OR 0736-5845 OR 0883-7066 OR 1094-429X OR 0953-7325
OR 0166-4972)) AND DOCUMENT TYPES: (Article OR Proceedings Paper OR Review) 
Indexes=SCI-EXPANDED, SSCI, CPCI-S, CPCI-SSH, ESCI Timespan=2014-2018
369 results

Table 3. Search strategy in Scopus and WOS

3.2. Codification Process

We then encoded the full articles in the list of  102 PLS references in OM. For this, we had previously defined 46
codes (see full list in Marin-Garcia et al (2019b) designed to extract information from the articles. This information
was grouped into 5 sections:  (i)  Reasoning behind the use  of  PLS-SEM; (ii)  Data characteristics;  (iii)  Model
characteristics; (iv) Model evaluation and (v) Reporting of  other aspects.
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3.3. Analysis

Once the data had been exported, the R Bibliometrix package (Cuccurullo, Aria & Sarto, 2016; Garfield, 2004;
Wulff  Barreiro,  2007)  (http://www.bibliometrix.org/index.html#header3-d)  was  used,  enabling  the  following
analysis: annual scientific production, most relevant sources, journals, single-author articles, citations per document,
most productive authors, most productive countries. An analysis of  the results is given in section 4.1.

Additionally,  the 102 selected articles have been coded,  for which 46 codes had previously been defined and
grouped into 5 key dimensions: (i) reasoning behind the use of  PLS (ii) data characteristics (iii) model characteristics
(iv) model evaluation and (v) reporting of  other aspects. The main outcomes are broken down in section 4.2.

4. Results
4.1. Bibliometric Study: Results

The 102 references analyzed are distributed over a total of  45 journals in the 2014-2018 period, 13 of  which are
proceedings papers. The number of  articles per year (Figure 1) shows an increasing trend in the analyzed period,
with a peak of  35 in 2018.

Figure 1. Time evolution of  publications

With a total of  45 sources, the articles are not concentrated in any specific publications. Figure 2 shows the journals
with the most published OM papers that concern PLS. Specifically, there are only 3 journals with 10 or more
articles: Industrial Management & Data Systems (14), International Journal of  Production Economics (13) and
International Journal of  Production Research (10). Following these are the Journal of  Management in Engineering
and the Journal of  Manufacturing Technology Management, with 5 publications. Production Planning & Control
has 3 articles and the remaining publications have 2 or 1.

Most of  the research has been co-authored, with only conducted by a single author. On average, publications have
3 authors and 11.78 citations per document prior to the date that the search was conducted. Figure 3 shows the
authors who have the highest number of  publications that make use of  PLS in the OM area during the analyzed
period. In this figure, the size of  the circle is proportional to the number of  articles of  the corresponding year, and
the darker the color, the more cited the papers have been.

Regarding authors’ affiliations, there is a low concentration in a small number of  universities, indicating that this
tool is being used in different contexts (universities and countries). Figure 4 shows affiliations that appear in 2 or
more articles. The University of  Ciudad de Juárez stands out with 7 followed by the University of  Seville with 5.
The most active authors in Ciudad Juárez are Garcia-Alcaraz, JL (6 articles); Maldonado-Macias, AA (4); Avelar-
Sosa, L (2) and Alor-Hernandez, G (2). 
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Figure 2. Journals with most analyzed publications 

Figure 3. Top-Authors’ production over time
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Figure 4. Most relevant affiliations

Figure 5. Scientific production by country

The most published authors are affiliated with universities or research centers in the United Kingdom, China, India,
USA, Spain, and Malaysia. Figure 5 shows the geographical distribution of  the authors. Darker shading indicates
countries with greater numbers of  publications.

Finally, Figure 6 shows the main topics addressed in the publications in the different years. It should be highlighted
that 2017 shows a clear orientation toward publications in supply chain management.
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Figure 6. Trend Topics in the publications

4.2. Extraction of  Articles Information

4.2.1. Reasoning Behind the Use of  PLS

The first aspect to analyze in the coding process is the study of  the arguments that the authors use as reasons for
using PLS in their research. We found that out of  the 102 articles analyzed, a total of  20 (19.61%) did not clearly
explain the reasons why they chose to use the PLS method while 82 (80.39%) include one or more reasons for
choosing the method. The reasons that predominate are related to the benefits of  the method’s ease of  use and
lower demands when tackling research, such as its ability to be used with a smaller sample size (cited in 56.44% of
the articles) and the non-requirement of  data normality (cited in 33.66% of  the articles). Other reasons allude to
the power of  the method, mainly to its convenience when formulating hypotheses and predictions (cited in 35.64%
of  the articles) and to the power to implement more complex models (cited in 26.73% of  the articles), as well as
the possibility of  using formative and reflective constructs (cited in 17.82% of  the articles). 77.8% of  the articles
that include the possibility of  using formative and reflective constructs as a reason make use of  formative and
reflective constructs, 11.1% use only formative constructs while 11.1% do not use any formative but only reflective
constructs. 

Table 4 gives an overview of  the main reasons argued in favor of  using the PLS method.

4.2.2. Data Characteristics

The second analyzed aspect includes the sample characteristics and serves as the basis for carrying out the study
proposed by the authors. All the 102 analyzed articles report the sample size, which ranges from a minimum of  20
to a maximum of  533, with a mean of  186 and a median of  177. One aspect that is less cited in the publications is
the response rate, which is not reported by 34.65% of  the articles. It should be noted that even though the same
name is used for this ratio in all the articles, in some cases it includes values discarded for not containing sufficient
data to be included in the calculations, while in other cases it is only calculated with the complete values used for
the study after discounting discarded values.

Regarding the normality of  the distribution of  the data, this is only assessed in 10.89% of  the cases. 

Tables 4 and 5 give an overview of  the results.
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Description Articles reporting (%)

No reasons provided 19.6%

Most cited reasons

small sample size 69.5%

not limited to a normal distribution assumption constraint 41.5%

suitable for complex hierarchical models 30.5%

to develop new knowledge and theories in an exploratory rather than a confirmatory study 28.0%

can handle formative and reflective constructs in the same model 22.0%

specifically designed for prediction purposes 15.9%

suitable for examining the relationships between multiple independent variables and multiple 
dependent variables

7.3%

less demanding premises, limiting soft modeling assumptions, less stringent assumptions 6.1%

previously used in similar studies 2.4%

suitable for analyzing higher-order constructs 2.4%

handles missing data 2.4%

deals positively with specific problems

determines the relationships kept in the background due to multicollinearity problems and 
measurement errors

2.4%

independent equations that need to be estimated simultaneously 1.2%

more advisable when analyzing continuous scale moderators 1.2%

can solve issues (holdout sample, re-sampling, etc.), enabling researchers to estimate the 
robustness of  the data

1.2%

maximizes the explained variance when independent variables are approximated as linear 
combinations of  dependent variables

1.2%

maximizes the explained data-driven variance rather than estimation of  model fit 1.2%

robustness check of  maximum likelihood estimations 1.2%

great accuracy of  parameter estimation and ease of  model specification and interpretation 1.2%

avoids the limitations regarding improper solutions or empirical under-identification 1.2%

Table 4. Reasons given for using PLS (N=102)

Description Values

Sample size

mean 186

median 177

range (20; 533)

fewer than 150 observations 29.4%

fewer than 100 observations 12.8%

Provides response rate 65.7%

response rate mean 40.6%

Response rate median 35.9%

response rate range (9%; 85%)

Assess multivariate normal distribution 11.8%

Table 5. Data characteristics (N=102)
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4.2.3. Model Characteristics

The third analyzed aspect includes the main features of  models using PLS in OM research. In our analysis, we
found that  82.3% of  the  articles  include  the  description  of  the  indicators  while  17.7% do not  include  any
description at all; 6.4% of  the articles include latent variables with just one indicator. In 2.9% of  the cases, the
measurement model is only formative, in 21.6% it is formative and reflective and in 75.5% it is only reflective.
16.7% of  the articles report the mean and standard deviation for the indicators while 31.4% report these only for
constructs and 51.9% do not report them at all. 87.2% of  articles make use of  moderator latent variables and, of
these, 46.1% evaluate the moderation effect.

Only 2% of  the articles use the consistent PLS (PLSc) approach to remove the inconsistency of  PLS estimates by
correcting for measurement error; 7.8% check for heterogeneity, 2.9% use the finite mixture PLS (FIMIX-PLS)
method,  and  1% use  the  prediction-oriented  segmentation  in  PLS  (PLS-POS)  method  to  identify  and  treat
unobserved heterogeneity in PLS models. Advanced analysis regarding model assessment in PLS-SEM such as
confirmatory tetrad analysis (CTA-PLS) (Gudergan, Ringle, Wende & Will, 2008) to test the mode of  measurement
and importance-performance map analysis (IPMA) are used in 0% and 3.9% of  the articles respectively. 

Table 6 gives an overview of  the results.

Description Values

Indicators

provide item wording 82.3%

mean per variable 33.8

median per variable 29.0

range per variable (9;80)

mean & standard deviation, items 16.7%

mean & std. dev., constructs only 31.4%

Latent variables

mean 7.7

median 6

range (2;17)

Latent variables, 1st order

mean 7.1

median 6

range (2;17)

Latent variables, 2nd order 30.4%

mean 2.1

median 2

range (1;5)

Latent variables, 3rd order 3.9%

range (1)

Reflective variables

mean 6.9

median 6

range (1;21)
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Description Values

Formative variables

mean 3

median 2

range (1;7)

Single-item variables 6.4%

Reflective model only 75.5%

Formative model only 2.9%

Reflective + Formative model 21.6%

Consistent PLS (PLSc estimator) 2.0%

Mediating effects 46.1%

Interaction effects / Multigroup analysis 20.6%

Check for heterogeneity 7.8%

FIMIX (Finite MIXture segmentation) 2.9%

POS (Prediction Oriented Segmentation) 1.0%

Confirmatory tetrad analysis 0%

Importance-performance matrix 3.9%

PLSpredict 0%

Table 6. Model characteristics (N=102)

A total of  806 latent variables have been proposed in the 102 analyzed articles. We have compiled all the names
used for latent variables and have created a text cloud (Figure 7) which gives greater prominence to the words that
appear most frequently, allowing us to easily recognize the top terms used as names for the latent variables in the
analyzed OM-related articles.

Figure 7. Cloud text for Latent Variables names

4.2.4. Model Evaluation

The fourth analyzed aspect includes the two-stage approach for model evaluation in which stage 1 is the outer
model evaluation and stage 2, the inner model evaluation. 

4.2.4.1. Outer Model Evaluation

For stage 1, the outer model assessment differs depending on whether it is a reflective or formative measurement
model. In our analysis, there are 99 reflective models and 25 formative models.
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Regarding the outer model (reflective),  we found that 81.4% of  the articles report the indicator loadings when
assessing internal consistency, but only 18.6% report their complete loading scheme (significance levels, t values/p
values, confidence intervals). Composite reliability (CR), Cronbach’s alpha and Average Variance Extracted (AVE) are
used to assess the reflective models and are reported in the articles as 88.8%, 78.8%, and 91.9% respectively. A total of
4% of  the articles do not report or mention any assessment or CR or Cronbach’s alpha in only reflective models
(while 6% (CR) and 8% (Cronbach’s alpha) do not report their values but do mention their use in the research).

In relation to discriminant validity, only 20.2% of  articles report cross-loadings (66.7% do not report these at all,
while 13.1% do not report their values but mention their use in the research); the Fornell-Larcker criterion, which
compares the AVE estimates with the inter-construct correlations, is reported in 53.5% of  the articles (37.4% do
not report it, while 9.1% do not report its values but mention its use in the research); the heterotrait-monotrait
(HTMT) ratio of  correlations is reported in 13.2% of  the articles (83.8% do not report it and 3% do not report its
values but mention its use in the research). Finally, 32.3% of  articles do not report either the Fornell-Larcker
criterion or AVE or HTMT.

Moving to the outer model (formative), we found that 24% of  the articles report the redundancy analysis when
assessing the convergent validity,  72% of  the articles do not report it  and 4% mention having conducted the
redundancy analysis but do not report any value. For the assessment of  collinearity among formative indicators, it is
determined  through  the  variance  inflation  factor  (VIF)  in  76.9%  of  articles,  and  23.1%  do  not  assess
multicollinearity. Finally, 20% do not report either redundancy analysis or multicollinearity.

In order to examine the relevance and statistical significance of  outer weights, 96% of  articles report their values
and 40% report their complete weighing scheme (significance levels, t values/p values, confidence intervals). 4% of
the articles assess the formative constructs using the reflective criteria.

Table 7 gives an overview of  the results.

Description
Articles

reporting (%)
Articles not

reporting (%)
Articles mentioning

but not reporting (%)

Outer model: Reflective (N= 99 models)

Indicator loadings 83.8% 16.2%

Loadings data scheme 30.3% 69.7%

Composite reliability (CR) 88.8% 5.1% 6.1%

Cronbach’s Alpha Index (CAI) 78.8% 13.1% 8.1%

Average Variance Extracted (AVE) 91.9% 5.1% 3.0%

Fornell-Larcker criterion 53.5% 37.4% 9.1%

Cross-loadings 20.2% 66.7% 13.1%

Heterotrait – Monotrait (HTMT) 13.2% 83.8% 3%

Outer model: Formative (N= 25 models)

Multicollinearity (VIF) 76.9% 23.1%

Indicator weights 96% 4%

Significance of  weights 40% 60%

Redundancy analysis 24.0% 72.0% 4.0%

Use reflective criteria to assess formative constructs 4%

Table 7. Outer model evaluation
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4.2.4.2. Inner Model Evaluation

Stage 2 is the inner model assessment. To examine the explained variance of  endogenous constructs, 80.4% of  the
articles report the values of  the coefficient of  determination R2 (12.7% do not report it and 6.9% do not report its
values but mention its use in the research) and 19.6% of  the articles report the values of  Cohen's effect size f2
(76.5% do not report it and 3.9% do not report its values but mention its use in the research).

For predictive relevance, 30.4% of  the articles report the values of  Stone-Geisser’s cross-validated redundancy Q2
(61.8% do not report it and 7.8% do not report its values but mention its use in the research) and 3.9% of  the
articles report the values of  effect size q2 (95.1% do not report it and 1% do not report its values but mention its
use in the research).

In order to provide evidence of  the quality of  the inner model, 91.2% of  articles report the path coefficients (8.8%
do not give them) and 34.3% report their complete path scheme (significance levels, t values, p-value, confidence
intervals).

Regarding a global fit index, 64.7% of  the articles do not report any global measure, 2% mention having evaluated
it but do not report it and 33.3% do report it at all. 44.4% of  the articles that report the global fit index have done
so using the Standardized Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR), 27.8% using the Tenenhaus Goodness of  Fit (GoF)
and 27.8% using the model fit indices that are calculated by WarpPLS software: Average Path Coefficient (APC),
Average R-squared (ARS) and Average Variance Inflation Factor (AVIF).

Table 8 gives an overview of  the results.

Description
Articles

reporting (%)
Articles not

reporting (%)
Articles mentioning

but not reporting (%)

R² (coefficient of  determination) 80.4% 12.7% 6.9%

f²  (Cohen's effect size) 19.6% 76.5% 3.9%

Q² (Stone-Geisser value) 30.4% 61.8% 7.8%

q² (effect size) 3.9% 95.1% 1.0%

Path coefficients (β) 91.2% 8.8%

Significance of  paths 34.3% 65.7%

Model fit 64.7% 33.3% 2.0%

Standardized Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR) 44.4%

Tenenhaus Goodness of  Fit (GoF) 27.8%

Average Path Coefficient (APC), Average R-squared 
(ARS) and Average Variance Inflation Factor (AFVIF)

27.8%

Table 8. Inner model evaluation (N=102)

A total of  368 R2 values has been reported in the 102 analyzed articles. Their distribution per interval is presented
in Table 9.

R2 interval 0<R2<0.10 0.10 ≤R2<0.3 0.30 ≤R2<0.5 0.50 ≤R2<0.7 0.70 ≤R2

% 9.4% 23.0% 27.7% 24.8% 15.1%

Table 9. R2 value distribution
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4.2.5. Reporting of  Other Aspects

The fifth analyzed aspect comprises technical aspects, which are important for successfully understanding the way
that the method is applied in the specified research and being able to replicate it.

In our research, the statistical power is only reported in 6.9% of  the articles (92.2% do not report it and 1% do not
report its values but mention its use in the research). Bootstrapping has been the only resampling method used in,
and reported by, 60.8% of  articles (39.2% do not mention its use). The number of  bootstrap samples ranges from
100 to 5000, with the latter being the most employed (in 54.8% of  articles), followed by 500 in 22.6% and 1000 in
14.5% of  articles.

Since each PLS-SEM software program has a different set of  default values, the software used should be reported.
In 83.3% of  the articles the software is reported, with SmartPLS the most commonly used (in 82.4% of  articles),
followed by WarpPLS (in 12.9% of  articles). The PLS-SEM algorithm settings, which comprise weighting scheme,
stop criterion and sampling weights, is only reported in 6.9% of  articles while 3.9% of  articles provide partial
information.

The empirical covariance or correlation matrix has been reported for the indicator variables in only 5.9% of  the
articles. In 73.5% of  the articles, it has been reported only for the constructs and in 20.6% of  the articles it has not
been reported at all.

Table 10 gives an overview of  the results.

Description Articles
reporting (%)

Articles not
reporting (%)

Articles mentioning
but not reporting (%)

Statistical power 6.9% 92.2% 1.0%

Bootstrapping 60.8%

sign change options, etc. 9.8%

100 samples 1.6%

≤500 samples 22.6%

1000 samples 14.5%

1500 samples 1.6%

2000 samples 4.8%

5000 samples 54.8%

Software used 83.3%

SmartPLS 82.4%

WarpPLS 12.9%

R 2.4%

Adanco 1.2%

G*Power 1.2%

Partially Reported (%)

PLS-SEM algorithm settings 6.9% 89.2% 3.9%

Only for Constructs

Covariance / correlation matrix 6% 20.6% 73.5%

Table 10. Reporting of  other aspects (N=102)
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5. Findings
5.1. Reviews Results and Findings

The use of  PLS-SEM in OM has increased over time. We have reviewed and coded 102 articles published in 45
OM-related journals indexed in Scopus and WOS during the 2014-2018 period in which the PLS-SEM approach
was applied. The obtained results have been compared with the two previous studies carried out in OM in 2012 and
2015 (see Table 3) and with similar studies carried out in other research areas.

With respect to the authors’ reasoning for the use of  PLS-SEM, 19.6% of  the papers did not give any reasons for
the choice of  PLS-SEM, a significantly lower percentage than the two studies in OM (29% in both cases). The
reasoning is that they benefit more from the method’s lower demands (small sample size, non-normal distribution,
less demanding) than its strengths (suitable for complex hierarchical models, develops new knowledge and theories,
predictive purposes, handles formative variables). We also find that the 11.1% of  articles that give the use of
formative variables as their reason, do not in fact include any. 

The second question analyzed in the coding process was the data characteristics. Following the above, with regard
to sample size, it is important to emphasize that if  PLS use is based on small samples, it should be verified that the
statistical power is adequate for the sample size in question (in our case 29% of  articles used a sample of  150
observations or less and only 13%, of  100 or less; the smallest sample was 20 observations). If  PLS use is based on
non-normal  data,  it  is  important  to  note  that  extremely  non-normal  data  reduce  statistical  power  and  that,
therefore, parameters such as skewness and kurtosis should have been reported at the very least. Lastly, we also find
that the response rate is not included in 34.65% of  cases.

The third question analyzed in the coding process was the model characteristics. 17.7% of  the articles do not
provide the indicator wording used in the models and only 16.7% provide their mean and standard deviation
(31.4% for constructs). Very small numbers of  articles use methods to remove inconsistency from PLS estimates,
to identify and treat unobserved heterogeneity in PLS models but hardly use any methods for advanced model
assessment analysis, which results in valuable information missing about the choice of  the measurement model and
the importance of  one exogenous construct's influence on another endogenous construct of  interest. There is
almost  no  substantiation  for  (i)  heterogeneity-related  issues  (heterogeneity,  FIMIX-PLS,  PLS-POS);  (ii)
inconsistency  (PLSc);  (iii)  the  choice  of  measurement  model,  reflective  or  formative  (CTA-PLS);  (iv)  the
importance of  one exogenous construct's influence on another endogenous construct of  interest (IPMA). These
are verifications that need major improvement in the reporting.

The fourth question analyzed in the coding process was model evaluation. Starting with the outer model evaluation,
while the loadings (in reflective models) and weights (in formative models) are reported in 83.8% and 96% of  articles
respectively, the reporting of  their data scheme falls to 30.3% and 40% respectively. In reflective models, 11.2% of
articles do not report CR, 21.2% do not report Cronbach’s alpha and 4% do not report either of  these two values,
which raises an important concern about the assessment of  their reflective outer models. Convergent validity (AVE) is
not reported in 8.1% of  the articles and, regarding discriminant validity, only 20.2% of  articles report cross-loadings,
53.5% the Fornell-Larcker criterion, and 13.2% HTMT. Besides, 32.3% of  the articles with reflective models do not
report  any  of  these,  so  they  do  not  include  any  discriminant  validity  assessment  at  all.  In  formative  models,
redundancy analysis is not reported in 24% of  articles, 23.1% do not report multicollinearity and 20% do not report
either redundancy analysis or multicollinearity. OM researchers using PLS-SEM should improve the reporting and the
assessment of  formative measurement models. Although for the most part they assess potential collinearity issues and
the indicator weights, they give almost no consideration to any other important aspects.

Continuing with the inner model evaluation and starting with the endogenous constructs’ explained variance, 80.4%
report R2 values while only 19.6% report the f2 effect size. As for predictive relevance, only 30.4% of  articles
report Q2 and 3.9% q2 effect size.

Regarding the global fit index, 64.7% of  the articles do not report this (2% report its use but do not provide any
values) while the most used index among those who have reported it  is the Standardized Root Mean Square
Residual (SRMR), followed by Tenenhaus Goodness of  Fit (GoF) (27.8%) and indices calculated by WarpPLS
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(APC, ARS, AVIF). There is an ongoing debate about the appropriateness of  these global indices. In fact, some
articles argue that no index is provided because these indices are required by CB-SEM but not by PLS-SEM.

The fifth question analyzed in the coding process was the reporting of  other technical aspects. It is important to
note that only 6.9% of  articles report the statistical power, hence hardly any of  the analyzed studies provide proof
that the sample size is adequate. Although PLS-SEM relies on resampling procedures (Efron, 1979), only 60.8% of
articles report the bootstrapping method and 17.6% of  articles do not report the software used. 89.2% of  articles
do not report the PLS-SEM algorithm settings (weighting scheme, stop criterion, and sampling weights) and only
20.6% of  articles provide the empirical covariance/correlation matrix.

5.2. Comparison with the Previous OM Research 

Table 11 presents a comparison between this review and the two previous reviews in the OM area (Kaufmann &
Gaeckler, 2015; Peng & Lai, 2012). Only the main aspects that we were able to extract from the latter two reviews
are included Answering our first and second research questions, our findings indicate that the reasoning behind the
use of  PLS  is basically similar, with the main reasons being the sample size, non-normal data, and the use of
formative variables. The number of  articles not providing reasons has fallen by a third in our review. 

Referring to Peng and Lai (2012)
Kaufmann and -Gaeckler

(2015) Present research

Journals 8 journals 10 journals 45 journals

Keywords “partial-least-squares”, “partial least
squares”, “PLS”, “formative”, 
“PLS Graph” “PLS-Graph”, 
“SmartPLS”

“partial least squares”, “PLS” “partial least squares”, 
“partial-least-squares”, “PLS”, 
“PLS Graph”, “PLS-Graph”, 
“SmartPLS”

Time frame 2000 to 2011 2002 to 2013 2014 to 2018

Articles 
selected

42 articles 75 articles 102 articles

Reasons for 
using PLS

29% do not provide reasons
33% small sample size
26% exploratory or predictive 
nature of  the study
19% the use of  formative 
constructs
14% non-normal data
10% high model complexity

in addition to which … only 5% of
articles perform a power analysis
only 42% of  the articles using 
formative constructs mention this 
as the reason for using PLS

29% do not provide reasons
58% small sample size
42% non-normal data
32% formative measures
30% exploratory research
25% focus on prediction

in addition to which… only 65%
of  the articles using formative 
constructs mention that as the 
reason for using PLS

19.6% do not provide reasons
69% small sample size
41% non-normal data
22% formative measures
28 exploratory research
16% focus on prediction
30 for hierarchical models
7% relationships between multiple
independent and dependent 
variables
6% less demanding premises
12% solves some specific 
problems

in addition to which 90% of  the 
articles using formative constructs
mention that as the reason for 
using PLS

Assessment of
formative 
constructs

26% use techniques for evaluating 
reflective constructs; 
21% evaluate the multicollinearity 
of  the formative measurement 
items, for the most part using the 
variance inflation factor (VIF); 

23% use techniques for 
evaluating reflective constructs;
38% evaluate the 
multicollinearity of  the 
formative measurement items, 
for the most part using the 

4% use techniques for evaluating 
reflective constructs;
76% evaluate the multicollinearity 
of  the formative measurement 
items using the variance inflation 
factor (VIF); 
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Referring to Peng and Lai (2012)
Kaufmann and -Gaeckler

(2015) Present research

37% examine formative construct 
item weights;
16% of  the articles that use 
formative constructs do not 
perform any analysis of  their 
measurement properties;
16% examine discriminant validity.

variance inflation factor (VIF); 
73% examine formative 
construct item weights and 19% 
report their sign and magnitude

96% examine formative construct
item weights and 40% report their
sign and magnitude

PLS software 62% of  the articles report the PLS 
software used, with PLS-Graph the
most popular (45%)

69% of  the articles report the 
PLS software used, with 
SmartPLS the most popular 
(39%)

83% of  the articles report the 
PLS software used, with 
SmartPLS the most popular 
(82%)

Resampling 
methods

52% of  the articles report details 
of  their bootstrapping procedures 
with a 100 to 1,500 generated 
bootstrap sample range. 500 is the 
most common resampling number 
(26%)

71% mention the use of  
resampling methods and 51% 
report the number of  generated 
bootstrap samples 

61% of  the articles report details 
of  their bootstrapping procedures
with a 100 to 5000 generated 
bootstrap sample range. 5000 is 
the most common resampling 
number (55%)

Reporting of  
results

86% of  the articles report the 
endogenous variables’ R2. 
However, other techniques for 
evaluating predictive validity are 
underused. 
14% report the effect size (f2) and 
9% report predictive relevance 
(Q2).
14% report effect size

95% of  the articles report the 
endogenous variables’ R2. 
However, other techniques for 
evaluating predictive validity are 
underused. 
11% report the effect size (f2) 
and 
10% report predictive relevance 
(Q2).
11% report effect size.
93% report the item wording.
84% include the correlation 
matrix.
71% report scale means and 
standard deviation

80% of  the articles report the 
endogenous variables’ R2. 
However, 20% report the effect 
size (f2) and 
30% report predictive relevance 
(Q2).
4% report effect size.
82% report the item wording.
79% include the correlation 
matrix.
31% report scale means and 
standard deviation

Table 11. Most important characteristics and conclusions extracted from previous OM reviews

We find some significant improvements such as (i) the incorrect use of  techniques to evaluate reflective constructs
(a decrease from 26% to 4%); (ii) the evaluation of  the multicollinearity of  the formative measurement items using
the variance inflation factor (VIF) (an increase from 36% to 76%); (iii) the examination of  formative construct item
weights and the reporting of  their signs and magnitudes (an increase from 73%/19% to 96%/40%); (iv) articles
reporting the software used (an increase from 69% to 83%); (v) the reporting of  the f2 effect size (an increase from
11% to 20%) and (vi) the reporting of  Q2 (an increase from 10% to 30%).

To the contrary, some important assessment aspects are being less reported: (i) articles reporting details of  their
bootstrapping procedures (a decrease from 71% to 61%); (ii) articles reporting the R2 of  the endogenous variables
(a decrease from 95% to 80%); (iii) indicator wording (a decrease from 93% to 82%); (iv) q2 effect size (a decrease
from 11% to 4%) and (v) scale means and standard deviation (a decrease from 71% to 31%).

Although there has been some improvement in the reporting of  some of  the parameters, many still do not reach
the desired level of  reporting: R2 (80%), f2 (20%), Q2 (30%), q2 (4%), bootstrapping (61%), reasoning (80%),
among others. Researchers need to be aware of  the importance of  providing the information required to follow
and be able to replicate the research. Although it is likely that they will be required to reduce the length of  their
articles, some important, useful information about their research should not be left out.
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Therefore, in answer to our third research question regarding the current validity of  the results of  previous reviews,
based on a very limited set of  journals and given that the reviews were published before substantial modifications
were made to the PLS-based study reporting methods, we can argue that they are partially valid.

Our research has been conducted with a significant increase in the number of  journals and articles reviewed and all
of  the  latter  are,  on  average,  more  than  eight  years  more  recent  than  previous  reviews.  Consequently,  the
modifications to the PLS-based study reporting method have been partially implemented since more reporting
information has been provided, but further improvement is still required in aspects such as those stated in the
previous paragraph.

5.3. Comparison with the Previous Research in other Disciplines 
Table 12 presents a comparison of  the main findings in a total of  11 assessments (the present assessment included)
in a variety of  areas such as OM (Kaufmann & Gaeckler, 2015; Peng & Lai, 2012), Hospitality and Tourism (Usakli
& Kucukergin, 2018),  Tourism (do Valle & Assaker, 2016),  Hospitality Management  (Ali ewt al., 2018),  Human
Resources Management (Ringle et al., 2018), Accounting (Nitzl, 2016), International Business (Richter, Sinkovics,
Ringle & Schlägel, 2016), Information Systems (Hair, Hollingsworth, Randolph & Chong, 2017), Marketing (Hair,
Sarstedt, Ringle et al., 2012)  and Strategic Management (Hair, Sarstedt, Pieper et al., 2012).

Table 12 shows the 11 reviews in different areas carried out  previously sorted by  descending time-period of
reviewed articles. This enables the evolution of  PLS-SEM analysis reporting to be explored more easily.  Some
parameters have empty cells as the reviews do not explicitly mention their values.

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11

N of  studies analyzed 102 206 29 82 77 44 37 43 75 42 37

Time-period covered 2014-18 2000-17 2001-15 2010-15 1985-14 2000-14 1980-13 1990-13 2002-13 2000-11 1981-10

Reasons for PLS-SEM

  Gives reasons 80.4% 66.0% 86.2% 85% 84.4% 95.5% 89.2% 90.7% 70.7% 71.4% 86.5%

  Most cited reason

    small sample size 69.5% 20.4% 31.0% 34% 66.2% 36.0% 42.4% 53.1%

    exploratory 28% 22.3% 24.1% 8.8% 26% 18.6% 33.3%

    formative constructs 22.0% 20.9% 17.2% 21.8% 19.5% 19.8% 24.2% 31.3%

    non-normal data 41.5% 16.0% 31.0% 25.2% 42.9% 46.5% 25,6% 68.8%

Data characteristics

  Sample Size

    mean 186 425 332 333 142.5 487 138 354 274 246 154.9

    median 177 341 382 145 321 105 168 126 83

    range (20;533)
(55;

2760)
(106;
1500)

(59;
1512)

(6;9623) (18;359)
(38;

5191)
(35;

2465)
(35;

3926)

    under 100    observ. 12.8% 2.9% 0% 23.1% 33.3% 4,5% 17.3% 33.3%

Gives response rate 65.7%

    resp. rate mean 40.6%

    resp. rate median 35.9%

    resp. rate range
(9%;85

%)

  Multiv. normal distrib. 11.8%

Model characteristics

  Indicators

    give item wording 82.3% 94.6% 79.2% 76.7% 93.3%

    mean per variable 33.8 28.1 24.7 32 34.9 24.9 29.1 27
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11

    median per variable 29.0 27 22 26 23 26.5 19

    range per variable (9;80) (2;62)
(12;78)

(5;1064) (7;161) (8;65) (9;70) (7;114)

    items mean & std.dev. 16.7% 58.5% 70.7%

    constructs only m & std. 31.4%

  Latent variables

    mean 7.7 7.8 7 7.3 7.8 6.0 7.0 7.5

    median 6 7 7 7 6 6 6

    range (2;17) (1;24) (3;20) (2;25) (3;32) (1;17) (3;21) (2;31)

  Latent variables 1st order

    mean 7.1 7.3 7.1

    median 6 7 6

    range (2;17) (1;24) (2;17)

  Latent variables 2nd order 30.4% 5.3% 35%

    range (1;5) (1;8)

  Latent variables 3rd order 3.9%

    range (1)

  Reflective variables

    mean 6.9

    median 6

    range (1;21)

  Formative variables

    mean 3

    median 2

    range (1;7)

  Single-item variables 6.4% 18.4% 20.7% 20.7% 76.3% 13.6% 32.4% 46.5% 29.3% 67.9%

  Only Reflective model 75.5% 62.6% 62.1% 87.8% 41.2% 61.4% 78.9% 60.5% 65.3% 10.7%

  Only Formative model 2.9% 2.4% 0% 1.2% 0% 2.3% 0% 2.3% 0.0% 10.7%

  Reflective + Formative 21.6% 29.6% 37.9% 22% 43% 36.4% 21.6% 34.9% 34.7% 50%

  Consistent PLS (PLSc) 2.0%

  Mediating effects 46.1%

  Check for heterogeneity 7.8% 24.7% 32.5% 21.6%

  FIMIX 2.9% 2% 2.3% 0%

  POS 1.0% 0%

  Confirm. tetrad analysis 0% 0.7% 0%

  Import.-perform. matrix 3.9%

  PLSpredict 0%

Outer model evaluation

  Outer model: Reflective

    Indicator loadings 83.8% 88.4% 93.1% 85.4% 76% 81.4% 48.7% 76% 84% 77.9%

    Loadings data scheme 30.3%

    Composite reliability 88.8% 94.2% 79.3% 86.6% 69.8% 100% 86.5% 48.7% 79% 45.5%

    Cronbach’s alpha 78.8% 60.5% 48.3% 78% 45.8% 48.7% 26.8% 41% 30.8%

    AVE Av. Variance Extracted 91.9% 96.8% 79.3% 89% 78.1% 97.7% 83.8% 80.4% 81% 42.7%

    Fornell-Larcker criterion 53.5% 86.8% 79.3% 81.7% 59.4% 95.4% 89.2% 80% 19.1%

    Cross-loadings 20.2% 34.7% 17.2% 28% 18.7% 21% 56.8% 75% 19.1%
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11

    HTMT heterotrait - monotrait 13.2% 18.8% 0%

  Outer model: Formative

    Multicollinearity (VIF) 76.9% 68.2% 27.7% 88.2% 18.3% 64.7% 62.5% 50% 38% 1.5%

    Indicator weights 96% 68.2% 18.2% 88.2% 18.4% 100% 62.5% 50% 73% 38.2%

    Significance of  weights 40% 51.5% 18.2% 3.7% 20.4% 82.4% 75% 25% 19% 4.4%

    Redundancy analysis 24%

    Use reflective criteria 4% 17.1% 65.3% 23%

Inner model evaluation

  R² (determination) 80.4% 96.1% 82.8% 94.1% 82.5% 97.6% 95% 95.3% 95% 85.7% 80.4%

  Q² (Stone-Geisser value) 30.4% 44.8% 24.1% 16.5% 7% 33.3% 10.8% 27.5% 13% 9.5% 2.7%

  f²  (Cohen's effect size) 19.6% 15.3% 17.2% 27.1% 5.3% 11.9% 8.1% 4.7% 11% 14.3% 10.7%

  q² (effect size) 3.9% 0.5% 5.9% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0.0% 0%

  Path coefficients (β) 91.2% 99% 95.6% 82.4% 100% 100% 95.3% 97% 100.0% 95.5%

  Significance of  paths 34.3% 99.5% 55.2% 91.8% 99.1% 100% 100% 95.3% 97% 100.0% 95.5%

  Model fit 33.3%

    Tenenhaus GoF 9.8% 27.2% 7% 14.3% 5% 0%

    SRMR 15.7% 2.9% 0%

    APC, ARS, AFVIF 9.8%

Reporting of  other aspects

  Statistical power 6.9% 4.8%

  Jackknifing 66.2% 15.9% 27%

  Bootstrapping 60.8% 80.1% 41.4% 70.1% 19.5% 81.1% 71% 52.4%

    sign change options, etc 9.8% 16.3% 51%

    100 samples 1.6% 4.5%

    ≤500 samples 22.6% 72.7%

    1000 samples 14.5% 22.7%

    1500 samples 1.6%

    2000 samples 4.8%

    5000 samples 54.8%

  Software used 83.3% 65% 72.4% 67.1% 55.5% 81.8%5 67.6% 61% 61.9% 49.6%

    SmartPLS 82.4% 63.1% 44.8% 39% 24.7% 56.8% 27% 14.3% 5.4%

    WarpPLS 12.9% 4.4% 0% 0% 0% 2.3% 0%

    Adanco 1.2%

    G*Power 1.2%

    PLS-Graph 8.7% 20.6% 15.9% 26% 13.6% 40.5% 29% 45.2% 27%

    XLSTAT-PLS 4.9% 3.4% 0% 1.3% 4.5% 0%

    R 2.4%

  Algorithm settings 6.9% 93.1% 4.5%

  Covaria./correlate. matrix 6% 1.5% 85.7% 88.3% 67.6%

Table 12. Comparison with reviews in other areas. 1: OM Present article; 2: Hosp&Tour (Usakli & Kucukergin, 2018); 
3: Hospitality (Ali et al., 2018); 4: Inf. Systems (Hair, Hollingsworth, et al., 2017); 5: HRM (Ringle et al., 2018);6: Tourism 

(do Valle & Assaker, 2016); 7: Accounting (C Nitzl, 2018); 8: I. Business (Richter et al., 2016); 9: OM-SCM 
(Kaufmann & Gaeckler, 2015); 10: OM (Peng & Lai, 2012); 11: Strategic m. (Hair, Sarstedt, Pieper, et al., 2012)

It should be noted that the percentage of  articles that justify the use of  PLS-SEM has not improved over time but
it has fluctuated. The maximum was reached in 2000-2014 (Tourism) and the minimum in 2000-2017 (Hosp. &
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Tourism). Our value is in the range of  the results for these reviews. Regarding the reasons given for using PLS,
“small sample size” and for “non-normal data” are the reason most frequently referred to by articles over time. 

The data and model characteristics produce similar statistics. The only differences presented are in sample size
depending on the area of  research, with a range from 154.9 (mean) / 83 (median) to 487 (mean) / 321 (median),
which matches the OM sample size in this range. 

We find that the trend in the reporting of  outer and inner model evaluations has not improved over time. A better
statistic can always be found for each of  the assessed parameters in one of  the article reviews from 2014 or before,
the only exceptions being “using reflective criteria to assess formative constructs”, which has fallen to 4%, and
“model fit evaluation”, with the number of  articles in which it is reported rising to 33.3%.

Regarding the reporting of  other aspects, the technical reporting is found not to have improved over time either,
with the exception of  the software used, which has increased slightly.

6. Conclusions
The use  of  PLS-SEM in  OM has  increased  over  time  as  it  allows  researchers  to  plan  and assess  complex
hierarchical models with formative and reflective constructs while  imposing few restrictions on the data. Our
review has included the codification of  102 articles that applied the PLS-SEM approach and published in 45
journals related to OM indexed in Scopus and WOS during the 2014-2018 period. We have also compared our
findings and results with previous reviews in OM and other disciplines.

Our review has demonstrated that PLS is gaining importance and is widely adopted in OM as the statistical analysis
method of  choice. However, OM researchers using PLS should be aware of  the importance of  correctly reasoning
and justifying their choice and fully reporting the main parameters to enable other researchers to obtain useful
information and reproduce the performed analysis.

CB-SEM and PLS-SEM are two different approaches to the same problem, so the reasoning behind PLS-SEM
selection should be clearly explained. The arguments for the use of  the PLS method focus mainly on the less
stringent restrictions that the method imposes on the data. These arguments should not be those that determine
the use of  PLS in the investigation. Better argumentation can be found in recent publications on the subject
(Becker, Hwa, Ringle, Sarstedt & Hair, 2019;  Cepeda-Carrion, Cegarra-Navarro & Cillo, 2019; Hair et al., 2019;
Khan et al., 2019; Lin, Lee, Liang, Chang, Huang, & Tsai, 2020; Marin-Garcia & Alfalla-Luque, 2019a). Besides,
several  authors  (Hair,  Sarstedt,  Ringle  et  al,  2012)   argue  that  using  PLS-SEM  with  small  samples  can  be
problematic since it fails to capture heterogeneity in the population and can therefore result in a greater sampling
error. It is advisable to use sample sizes above 100 (Hair, Hollingsworth et al., 2017; Reinartz et al., 2009).

Although all  the reviewed publications  include the  sample  size,  the obtained response  rate  is  not  sufficiently
reported and is not uniformly assessed, as some authors include samples that are subsequently discarded while
others do not include them. Furthermore, although PLS-SEM is a non-parametric statistical method that does not
require normal distribution of  data, its verification is advisable (Baloglu & Usakli, 2017) and should be done by
calculating  its  skewness  and  kurtosis,  as  very  abnormally  distributed  data  cause  and  magnify  standard  errors
(Chernick, 2008).

Both  the  measurement  and  structural  models  lack  some  important  information  and  parameters  in  many
publications.  Therefore,  there  is  some  room  for  improvement  in  terms  of  reporting  and  justification.  OM
researchers should take the latest developments in the assessment and reporting of  PLS into consideration and
their articles should indicate a clear trend toward compliance.

Acknowledgments

This study has been conducted within the frameworks of  the following funded competitive projects: PID2019-
105001GB-I00  (Ministerio  de  Ciencia  e  Innovación,  Spain);  1381039  (Programa  Operativo  Feder  Andalucia
2014/2020, Junta de Andalucia) and PY20_01209 (PAIDI 2020, Junta de Andalucia).

-587-



Journal of  Industrial Engineering and Management – https://doi.org/10.3926/jiem.3416

Declaration of  Conflicting Interests

The authors declared no potential conflicts of  interest with respect to the research, authorship, and/or publication
of  this article.

Funding
The authors received no financial support for the research, authorship, and/or publication of  this article.

References
Ali, F., Rasoolimanesh, S.M., Sarstedt, M., Ringle, C.M., & Ryu, K. (2018). An assessment of  the use of  partial least 

squares structural equation modeling (PLS-SEM) in hospitality research. International Journal of  Contemporary 
Hospitality Management, 30(1), 514-538. https://doi.org/10.1108/ijchm-10-2016-0568 

Avkiran, N.K. (2018). An in-depth discussion and illustration of  partial least squares structural equation modeling 
in health care. Health Care Management Science. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10729-017-9393-7 

Baloglu, S., & Usakli, A. (2017). Summarizing data. Research methods for leisure, recreation and tourism. 
https://doi.org/10.1079/9781845938918.0190 

Barman, S., Hanna, M., & LaForge, R.L. (2001). Discipline note Perceived relevance and quality of  POM journals: a decade 
later.

Becker, J.-M., Hwa, C., Ringle, C.M., Sarstedt, M., & Hair, J. (2019). How to specify, estimate, and validate 
higher-order constructs in PLS-SEM. Australasian Marketing Journal (AMJ). 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ausmj.2019.05.003 

Boronat-Soler, T. (2018). Which are the leading journals in Human Resources Management and Operations 
Management in the Web of  Science and Scopus databases? Design and application of  a classification method. 
WPOM-Working Papers on Operations Management, 9, 127. https://doi.org/10.4995/wpom.v9i2.10763 

Cassel, C., Hackl, P., & Westlund, A.H. (1999). Robustness of  partial least-squares method for estimating latent 
variable quality structures. Journal of  Applied Statistics. https://doi.org/10.1080/02664769922322 

Cepeda-Carrion, G., Cegarra-Navarro, J., & Cillo, V. (2018). Tips to use partial least squares structural equation 
modelling (PLS-SEM) in knowledge management. Journal of  Knowledge Management, 23(1), 67-89. 
https://doi.org/10.1108/JKM-05-2018-0322 

Chernick, M.R. (2008). Bootstrap Methods: A Guide for Practitioners and Researchers. Biometrics. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1541-0420.2008.01082_17.x 

Chin, W.W. (1998). Issues and opinion on structural equation modeling. MIS Quarterly: Management Information 
Systems.

Cuccurullo, C., Aria, M., & Sarto, F. (2016). Foundations and trends in performance management. A twenty-five 
years bibliometric analysis in business and public administration domains. Scientometrics, 108(2), 595-611. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11192-016-1948-8 

Denyer, D., & Tranfield, D. (2009). Producing a systematic review. In The Sage handbook of  organizational research 
methods, 671-689. Sage Publications Ltd.

do Valle, P.O., & Assaker, G. (2016). Using Partial Least Squares Structural Equation Modeling in Tourism 
Research: A Review of  Past Research and Recommendations for Future Applications. Journal of  Travel Research. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0047287515569779 

Efron, B. (1979). Bootstrap Methods: Another Look at the Jackknife. Annals of  Statistics, 7(1), 1-26. 
https://doi.org/10.1214/aos/1176344552 

Falk, R., & Miller, N.B. (1992). A Primer for Soft Modeling. Open Journal of  Business and Management.

Garfield, E. (2004). Historiographic Mapping of  Knowledge Domains Literature. Journal Information Science, 30, 
119-145. https://doi.org/10.1177/0165551504042802 

-588-

https://doi.org/10.1177/0165551504042802
https://doi.org/10.1214/aos/1176344552
https://doi.org/10.1177/0047287515569779
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11192-016-1948-8
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1541-0420.2008.01082_17.x
https://doi.org/10.1108/JKM-05-2018-0322
https://doi.org/10.1080/02664769922322
https://doi.org/10.4995/wpom.v9i2.10763
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ausmj.2019.05.003
https://doi.org/10.1079/9781845938918.0190
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10729-017-9393-7
https://doi.org/10.1108/ijchm-10-2016-0568


Journal of  Industrial Engineering and Management – https://doi.org/10.3926/jiem.3416

Goh, C.-H., Holsapple, C.W., Johnson, L.E., & Tanner, J.R. (1997). Evaluating and classifying POM journals. Journal
of  Operations Management, 15(2), 123-138. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0272-6963(96)00102-7 

Gudergan, S., Ringle, C.M., Wende, S., & Will, A. (2008). Confirmatory Tetrad Analysis in PLS Path Modeling. 
Journal of  Business Research, 1238-1249. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2008.01.012 

Hair, J., Hollingsworth, C.L., Randolph, A.B., & Chong, A.Y.L. (2017). An updated and expanded assessment of  
PLS-SEM in information systems research. Industrial Management and Data Systems, 117(3), 442-458. 
https://doi.org/10.1108/IMDS-04-2016-0130 

Hair, J., Hult, G., Ringle, C.M., Sarstedt, M., & Thiele, K. (2017). Mirror, mirror on the wall: a comparative 
evaluation of  composite-based structural equation modeling methods. Journal of  the Academy of  Marketing Science, 
45(5), 616-632. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11747-017-0517-x 

Hair, J., Hult, G.T.M., Ringle, C.M., & Sarstedt, M. (2014). A Primer on Partial Least Squares Structural Equation 
Modeling.

Hair, J., Risher, J., Sarstedt, M., & Ringle, C.M. (2019). When to use and how to report the results of  PLS-SEM. 
European Business Review, 31(1), 2-24. https://doi.org/10.1108/EBR-11-2018-0203 

Hair, J., Sarstedt, M., Pieper, T., & Ringle, C.M. (2012). The Use of  Partial Least Squares Structural Equation 
Modeling in Strategic Management Research: A Review of  Past Practices and Recommendations for Future 
Applications. Long Range Planning. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lrp.2012.09.008 

Hair, J., Sarstedt, M., Ringle, C.M., & Gudergan, S.P. (2017). Advanced Issues in Partial Least Squares Structural 
Equation Modeling. Research Gate, May, 272. https://books.google.es/books?hl=es&lr=&id=-
f1rDgAAQBAJ&oi=fnd&pg=PP1&dq=Advanced+issues+in+partial+least+squares+structural+equation+modeling&ots=vX30gkEWcW&s

ig=5svTTJHaIrMAep_htFJmREdRc24 

Hair, J., Sarstedt, M., Ringle, C.M., & Mena, J.A. (2012). An assessment of  the use of  partial least squares structural 
equation modeling in marketing research. Journal of  the Academy of  Marketing Science, 40(3), 414-433. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11747-011-0261-6 

Kaufmann, L., & Gaeckler, J. (2015). A structured review of  partial least squares in supply chain management 
research. Journal of  Purchasing and Supply Management, 21(4), 259-272. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pursup.2015.04.005 

Khan, G.F., Sarstedt, M., Shiau, W.L., Hair, J., Ringle, C.M., & Fritze, M.P. (2019). Methodological research on 
partial least squares structural equation modeling (PLS-SEM): An analysis based on social network approaches. 
Internet Research, 29(3), 407-429. https://doi.org/10.1108/IntR-12-2017-0509 

Lee, L., Petter, S., Fayard, D., & Robinson, S. (2011). On the use of  partial least squares path modeling in 
accounting research. International Journal of  Accounting Information Systems. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.accinf.2011.05.002 

Lin, H., Lee, M., Liang, J., Chang, H., Huang, P., & Tsai, C. (2020). A review of  using partial least square structural 
equation modeling in e‐learning research. British Journal of  Educational Technology, 51(6). 
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjet.12890 

Lohmöller, J.-B. (1989). Predictive vs. Structural Modeling: PLS vs. ML. In Latent Variable Path Modeling with Partial 
Least Squares. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-52512-4_5 

Malhotra, M.K., & Grover, V. (1998). An assessment of  survey research in POM: from constructs to theory. Journal
of  Operations Management, 16(4), 407-425. https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/S0272-6963(98)00021-7 

Marin-Garcia, J.A., & Alfalla-Luque, R. (2019a). Key issues on partial least squares (PLS) in operations management
research: A guide to submissions. Journal of  Industrial Engineering and Management, 12(2), 219-240. 
https://doi.org/10.3926/jiem.2944 

Marin-Garcia, J.A., & Alfalla-Luque, R. (2019b). Protocol: How to deal with Partial Least Squares (PLS) research in 
Operations Management. A guide for sending papers to academic journals. WPOM-Working Papers on Operations 
Management. https://doi.org/10.4995/wpom.v10i1.10802 

-589-

https://doi.org/10.4995/wpom.v10i1.10802
https://doi.org/10.3926/jiem.2944
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/S0272-6963(98)00021-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-52512-4_5
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjet.12890
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.accinf.2011.05.002
https://doi.org/10.1108/IntR-12-2017-0509
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pursup.2015.04.005
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11747-011-0261-6
https://books.google.es/books?hl=es&lr=&id=-f1rDgAAQBAJ&oi=fnd&pg=PP1&dq=Advanced+issues+in+partial+least+squares+structural+equation+modeling&ots=vX30gkEWcW&sig=5svTTJHaIrMAep_htFJmREdRc24
https://books.google.es/books?hl=es&lr=&id=-f1rDgAAQBAJ&oi=fnd&pg=PP1&dq=Advanced+issues+in+partial+least+squares+structural+equation+modeling&ots=vX30gkEWcW&sig=5svTTJHaIrMAep_htFJmREdRc24
https://books.google.es/books?hl=es&lr=&id=-f1rDgAAQBAJ&oi=fnd&pg=PP1&dq=Advanced+issues+in+partial+least+squares+structural+equation+modeling&ots=vX30gkEWcW&sig=5svTTJHaIrMAep_htFJmREdRc24
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lrp.2012.09.008
https://doi.org/10.1108/EBR-11-2018-0203
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11747-017-0517-x
https://doi.org/10.1108/IMDS-04-2016-0130
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2008.01.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0272-6963(96)00102-7


Journal of  Industrial Engineering and Management – https://doi.org/10.3926/jiem.3416

Medina-López, C., Marin-Garcia, J.A., & Alfalla-Luque, R. (2010). Una propuesta metodológica para la realización 
de búsquedas sistemáticas de bibliografía (A methodological proposal for the systematic literature review). 
WPOM : Working Papers on Operations Management  , 1. https://doi.org/10.4995/wpom.v1i2.786 

Mitchell, V.L., & Nault, B.R. (2007). Cooperative planning, uncertainty, and managerial control in concurrent 
design. Management Science. https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.1060.0641 

Nitzl, C. (2018). Management Accounting and Partial Least Squares-Structural Equation Modelling (PLS-SEM): 
Some Illustrative Examples. In Avkiran, N.K., & Ringle, C.M. (Eds.), Partial Least Squares Structural Equation 
Modeling: Recent Advances in Banking and Finance (267, 211-229). https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-71691-6_7 

Nitzl, C. (2016). The use of  partial least squares structural equation modelling (PLS-SEM) in management 
accounting research: Directions for future theory development. Journal of  Accounting Literature. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.acclit.2016.09.003 

Peng, D.X., & Lai, F. (2012). Using partial least squares in operations management research: A practical guideline 
and summary of  past research. Journal of  Operations Management, 30(6), 467-480. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jom.2012.06.002 

Reinartz, W., Haenlein, M., & Henseler, J. (2009). An empirical comparison of  the efficacy of  covariance-based and 
variance-based SEM. International Journal of  Research in Marketing. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijresmar.2009.08.001 

Richter, N.F., Sinkovics, R.R., Ringle, C.M., & Schlägel, C. (2016). A critical look at the use of  SEM in international 
business research. International Marketing Review. https://doi.org/10.1108/IMR-04-2014-0148 

Ringle, C.M., Sarstedt, M., Mitchell, R., & Gudergan, S.P. (2018). Partial least squares structural equation modeling 
in HRM research. International Journal of  Human Resource Management. https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2017.1416655 

Ringle, C.M., Wende, S., & Becker, J.-M. (2015). SmartPLS 3.

Sarstedt, M., Ringle, C.M., & Hair, J. (2017). Partial Least Squares Structural Equation Modeling. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-05542-8_15-1 

Shah, R., & Goldstein, S.M. (2006). Use of  structural equation modeling in operations management research: 
Looking back and forward. Journal of  Operations Management, 24(2), 148-169. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jom.2005.05.001 

Sharma, P.N., Sarstedt, M., Shmueli, G., Kim, K.H., & Thiele, K.O. (2019). PLS-based model selection: The role of  
alternative explanations in information systems research. Journal of  the Association for Information Systems. 
https://doi.org/10.17005/1.jais.00538 

Soteriou, A.C., Hadjinicola, G.C., & Patsia, K. (1999). Assessing production and operations management related 
journals: the European perspective. Journal of  Operations Management, 17(2), 225-238. 
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/S0272-6963(98)00040-0 

Tranfield, D., Denyer, D., & Smart, P. (2003). Towards a Methodology for Developing Evidence-Informed 
Management Knowledge by Means of  Systematic Review. British Journal of  Management, 14, 207-222. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8551.00375 

Usakli, A., & Kucukergin, K.G. (2018). Using partial least squares structural equation modeling in hospitality and 
tourism: Do researchers follow practical guidelines? International Journal of  Contemporary Hospitality Management, 
30(11), 3462-3512. https://doi.org/10.1108/ijchm-11-2017-0753 

Vokurka, R.J. (1996). The relative importance of  journals used in operations management research A citation 
analysis. Journal of  Operations Management, 14(4), 345-355. https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/S0272-
6963(96)00092-7 

Wold, H. (1966). Estimation of  principal components and related models by iterative least squares. In Krishnajah, P.
(Ed.), Multivariate Analysis (391-420). Academic Press.

Wold, H. (1980). Model Construction and Evaluation When Theoretical Knowledge Is Scarce. Theory and 
Application of  Partial Least Squares. Evaluation of  Econometric Models. https://doi.org/978-0-12-416550-2 

-590-

https://doi.org/978-0-12-416550-2
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/S0272-6963(96)00092-7
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/S0272-6963(96)00092-7
https://doi.org/10.1108/ijchm-11-2017-0753
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8551.00375
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/S0272-6963(98)00040-0
https://doi.org/10.17005/1.jais.00538
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jom.2005.05.001
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-05542-8_15-1
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2017.1416655
https://doi.org/10.1108/IMR-04-2014-0148
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijresmar.2009.08.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jom.2012.06.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.acclit.2016.09.003
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-71691-6_7
https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.1060.0641
https://doi.org/10.4995/wpom.v1i2.786


Journal of  Industrial Engineering and Management – https://doi.org/10.3926/jiem.3416

Wold, S., Martens, H., & Wold, H. (1983). The multivariate calibration problem in chemistry solved by the PLS method. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/bfb0062108 

Wulff  Barreiro, E. (2007). El uso del software HistCite para identificar artículos significativos en búsquedas por 
materias en la Web of  Science; Using HistCite software to identify significant articles in subject searches of  the 
Web of  Science. Documentación de Las Ciencias de La Información, 30(30), 45-64. 

References Included in the Review
Adesta, E.Y.T., Prabowo, H.A., & Agusman, D. (2018). Evaluating 8 pillars of  Total Productive Maintenance (TPM)

implementation and their contribution to manufacturing performance. In International Conference on Advances in 
Manufacturing and Materials Engineering , 290. https://doi.org/10.1088/1757-899x/290/1/012024 

Agarwal, A., Giraud-Carrier, F.C., & Li, Y. (2018). A mediation model of  green supply chain management adoption:
The role of  internal impetus. International Journal of  Production Economics, 205, 342-358. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2018.09.011 

Akter, S., Wamba, S.F., & Dewan, S. (2017). Why PLS-SEM is suitable for complex modelling? An empirical 
illustration in big data analytics quality. Production Planning & Control, 28(11-12), 1011-1021. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/09537287.2016.1267411 

Alashwal, A.M., Abdul-Rahman, H., & Asef, A. (2017). Influence of  Organizational Learning and Firm Size on Risk 
Management Maturity. Journal of  Management in Engineering , 33(6). https://doi.org/10.1061/(asce)me.1943-5479.0000553 

Alfalla-Luque, R., Machuca, J.A.D., & Marin-Garcia, J.A. (2018). Triple-A and competitive advantage in supply 
chains: Empirical research in developed countries. International Journal of  Production Economics, 203, 48-61. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2018.05.020 

Au, C.H., Fung, W.S.L., Tses, A., & Ieee. (2016). An Investigation on the Relationship Between Control 
Self-Assessment, Cloud Security, and Cloud-Related Business Performance - Using Partial Least Squares. 2016 
IEEE International Conference on Industrial Engineering and Engineering Management (IEEM) (1879-1883).

Avelar-Sosa, L., Garcia-Alcaraz, J.L., Maldonado-Macias, A.A., & Mejia-Munoz, J.M. (2018). Application of  
structural equation modelling to analyse the impacts of  logistics services on risk perception, agility and customer 
service level. Advances in Production Engineering & Management, 13(2), 179-192. https://doi.org/10.14743/apem2018.2.283 

Avelar-Sosa, L., Garcia-Alcaraz, J.L., Vergara-Villegas, O.O., Maldonado-Macias, A.A., & Alor-Hernandez, G. 
(2015). Impact of  traditional and international logistic policies in supply chain performance. International Journal of  
Advanced Manufacturing Technology, 76(5-8), 913-925. https://doi.org/10.1007/s00170-014-6308-3 

Avelar-Sosa, L., Mataveli, M., & Garcia-Alcaraz, J.L. (2018). Structural Model To Assess The Relationship Of  
Manufacturing Practices To Delivery Time In Supply Chains. South African Journal of  Industrial Engineering , 29(4), 
218-229. https://doi.org/10.7166/29-4-1670 

Awan, U., Kraslawski, A., & Huiskonen, J. (2018). A Collaborative Framework for Governance Mechanism and 
Sustainability Performance in Supply Chain. In Freitag, M. Kotzab, H., & Pannek, J. (Eds.), Dynamics in Logistics 
(67-75). https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-74225-0_9 

Bakovic, T., Kauric, A.G., & Perry, P. (2016). The influence of  radical innovation culture on business performance 
in the Croatian manufacturing industry. International Journal of  Technology Management, 72(4), 333-351. 
https://doi.org/10.1504/ijtm.2016.10002517 

Bari, M.W., Meng, F.C., & Baloch, M.A. (2016). Management Practices and Firm Performance Mediating Role of  Information 
Technology, Evidence from hotel industry, China.

Blome, C., Hollos, D., & Paulraj, A. (2014). Green procurement and green supplier development: antecedents and 
effects on supplier performance. International Journal of  Production Research, 52(1), 32-49. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/00207543.2013.825748 

-591-

https://doi.org/10.1080/00207543.2013.825748
https://doi.org/10.1504/ijtm.2016.10002517
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-74225-0_9
https://doi.org/10.7166/29-4-1670
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00170-014-6308-3
https://doi.org/10.14743/apem2018.2.283
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2018.05.020
https://doi.org/10.1061/(asce)me.1943-5479.0000553
https://doi.org/10.1080/09537287.2016.1267411
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2018.09.011
https://doi.org/10.1088/1757-899x/290/1/012024
https://doi.org/10.1007/bfb0062108


Journal of  Industrial Engineering and Management – https://doi.org/10.3926/jiem.3416

Calvo-Mora, A., Picon-Berjoyo, A., Ruiz-Moreno, C., & Cauzo-Bottala, L. (2015). Contextual and mediation 
analysis between TQM critical factors and organisational results in the EFQM Excellence Model framework. 
International Journal of  Production Research, 53(7), 2186-2201. https://doi.org/10.1080/00207543.2014.975859 

Chae, B., Yang, C.L., Olson, D., & Sheu, C. (2014). The impact of  advanced analytics and data accuracy on 
operational performance: A contingent resource based theory (RBT) perspective. Decision Support Systems, 59, 
119-126. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.dss.2013.10.012 

Chen, M.C., Hsu, C.L., Chang, K.C., & Chou, M.C. (2015). Applying Kansei engineering to design logistics 
services - A case of  home delivery service. International Journal of  Industrial Ergonomics, 48, 46-59. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ergon.2015.03.009 

Chong, H.C., Ramayah, T., & Subramaniam, C. (2018). The relationship between critical success factors, internal 
control and safety performance in the Malaysian manufacturing sector. Safety Science, 104, 179-188. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssci.2018.01.002 

Chowdhury, M.M.H., & Quaddus, M. (2017). Supply chain resilience: Conceptualization and scale development 
using dynamic capability theory. International Journal of  Production Economics, 188, 185-204. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2017.03.020 

Chu, Z.F., Xu, J.H., Lai, F.J., & Collins, B.J. (2018). Institutional Theory and Environmental Pressures: The 
Moderating Effect of  Market Uncertainty on Innovation and Firm Performance. Ieee Transactions on Engineering 
Management, 65(3), 392-403. https://doi.org/10.1109/tem.2018.2794453 

De Carvalho, M.M., & Rabechini Junior, R. (2015). Impact of  risk management on project performance: The 
importance of  soft skills. International Journal of  Production Research, 53(2), 321-340. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/00207543.2014.919423 

Dhaigude, A., & Kapoor, R. (2017). The mediation role of  supply chain agility on supply chain orientation-supply 
chain performance link. Journal of  Decision Systems, 26(3), 275-293. https://doi.org/10.1080/12460125.2017.1351862 

Dubey, R., Gunasekaran, A., & Chakrabarty, A. (2015). World-class sustainable manufacturing: framework and a 
performance measurement system. International Journal of  Production Research, 53(17), 5207-5223. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/00207543.2015.1012603 

Dwaikat, N.Y., Money, A.H., Behashti, H.M., & Salehi-Sangari, E. (2018). How does information sharing affect 
first-tier suppliers’ flexibility? Evidence from the automotive industry in Sweden. Production Planning & Control, 
29(4), 289-300. https://doi.org/10.1080/09537287.2017.1420261 

Ehie, I., & Muogboh, O. (2016). Analysis of  manufacturing strategy in developing countries A sample survey of  
Nigerian manufacturers. Journal of  Manufacturing Technology Management, 27(2), 234-260. 
https://doi.org/10.1108/jmtm-07-2014-0094 

Enkel, E., Heil, S., Hengstler, M., & Wirth, H. (2017). Exploratory and exploitative innovation: To what extent do 
the dimensions of  individual level absorptive capacity contribute? Technovation, 60-61, 29-38. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.technovation.2016.08.002 

Famiyeh, S., Adaku, E., Amoako-Gyampah, K., Asante-Darko, D., & Amoatey, C.T. (2018). Environmental 
management practices, operational competitiveness and environmental performance: Empirical evidence from a 
developing country. Journal of  Manufacturing Technology Management, 29(3), 588-607. 
https://doi.org/10.1108/jmtm-06-2017-0124 

Famiyeh, S., Kwarteng, A., & Asante-Darko, D. (2018). Service quality, customer satisfaction and loyalty in 
automobile maintenance services: Evidence from a developing country. Journal of  Quality in Maintenance Engineering ,
24(3), 262-279. https://doi.org/10.1108/jqme-10-2016-0056 

Foo, P.Y., Lee, V.H., Tan, G.W.H., & Ooi, K.B. (2018). A gateway to realising sustainability performance via green 
supply chain management practices: A PLS-ANN approach. Expert Systems with Applications, 107, 1-14. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eswa.2018.04.013 

-592-

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eswa.2018.04.013
https://doi.org/10.1108/jqme-10-2016-0056
https://doi.org/10.1108/jmtm-06-2017-0124
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.technovation.2016.08.002
https://doi.org/10.1108/jmtm-07-2014-0094
https://doi.org/10.1080/09537287.2017.1420261
https://doi.org/10.1080/00207543.2015.1012603
https://doi.org/10.1080/12460125.2017.1351862
https://doi.org/10.1080/00207543.2014.919423
https://doi.org/10.1109/tem.2018.2794453
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2017.03.020
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssci.2018.01.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ergon.2015.03.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.dss.2013.10.012
https://doi.org/10.1080/00207543.2014.975859


Journal of  Industrial Engineering and Management – https://doi.org/10.3926/jiem.3416

Garca-Alcaraz, J.L., Maldonado-Macas, A.A., Alor-Hernandez, G., & Sanchez-Ramirez, C. (2017). The impact of  
information and communication technologies (ICT) on agility, operating, and economical performance of  supply 
chain. Advances in Production Engineering & Management, 12(1), 29-40. https://doi.org/10.14743/apem2017.1.237 

Garcia, J.L., Maldonado, A.A., Alvarado, A., & Rivera, D.G. (2014). Human critical success factors for kaizen and its
impacts in industrial performance. International Journal of  Advanced Manufacturing Technology, 70(9-12), 2187-2198. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00170-013-5445-4 

Ghobakhloo, M., & Azar, A. (2018). Business excellence via advanced manufacturing technology and lean-agile 
manufacturing. Journal of  Manufacturing Technology Management, 29(1), 2-24. https://doi.org/10.1108/jmtm-03-2017-0049 

Gomez-Cedeno, M., Castan-Farrero, J.M., Guitart-Tarres, L., & Matute-Vallejo, J. (2015). Impact of  human 
resources on supply chain management and performance. Industrial Management & Data Systems, 115(1), 129-152. 
https://doi.org/10.1108/imds-09-2014-0246 

Gu, Y.X., Qi, L., & Wang, J. (2018). Breaking the Monolith: Strategy, Variety, and Performance of  Enterprise 
Information Systems. Journal of  Systems Science and Systems Engineering , 27(6), 727-770. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11518-017-5353-5 

Gualandris, J., & Kalchschmidt, M. (2016). Developing environmental and social performance: the role of  
suppliers’ sustainability and buyer-supplier trust. International Journal of  Production Research, 54(8), 2470-2486. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/00207543.2015.1106018 

Habicht, H., & Thallmaier, S. R. (2017). Understanding the customer value of  co-designing individualised products. 
International Journal of  Technology Management, 73(1-3), 114-131. https://doi.org/10.1504/ijtm.2017.10003243 

Hami, N., Muhamad, M.R., & Ebrahim, Z. (2015). The Impact of  Sustainable Manufacturing Practices and 
Innovation Performance on Economic Sustainability. In Selige, G., & Yusof, N.M. (Eds.), 12th Global Conference on 
Sustainable Manufacturing - Emerging Potentials (26, 190-195). https://doi.org/10.1016/j.procir.2014.07.167 

Han, J.H., Wang, Y.L., & Naim, M. (2017). Reconceptualization of  information technology flexibility for supply 
chain management: An empirical study. International Journal of  Production Economics, 187, 196-215. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2017.02.018 

Hemmert, M., Kim, D., Kim, J., & Cho, B. (2016). Building the supplier’s trust: Role of  institutional forces and 
buyer firm practices. International Journal of  Production Economics, 180, 25-37. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2016.05.023 

Ho, C.T., & Wei, C.L. (2016). Effects of  outsourced service providers’ experiences on perceived service quality A 
signaling theory framework. Industrial Management & Data Systems, 116(8), 1656-1677. 
https://doi.org/10.1108/imds-01-2016-0015 

Hossain, M.A., Hossain, M.M., Tarannum, S., & Chowdhury, T.H. (2015). Factors affecting OHS practices in 
private universities: An empirical study from Bangladesh. Safety Science, 72, 371-378. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssci.2014.10.007 

Hosseini, M.R., Martek, I., Chileshe, N., Zavadskas, E.K., & Arashpour, M. (2018). Assessing the Influence of  
Virtuality on the Effectiveness of  Engineering Project Networks: “Big Five Theory” Perspective. Journal of  
Construction Engineering and Management, 144(7). https://doi.org/10.1061/(asce)co.1943-7862.0001494 

Hsiao, Y.H., Chen, G.T., & Ieee. (2018). Customer Kansei-Oriented Restaurant Location Evaluation Using Kansei 
Engineering. 2018 5th International Conference on Industrial Engineering and Applications (ICIEA) (299-303).

Huang, L.C., & Shiau, W. L. (2017). Factors affecting creativity in information system development Insights from a 
decomposition and PLS-MGA. Industrial Management & Data Systems, 117(3), 496-520. 
https://doi.org/10.1108/imds-08-2015-0335 

Ilmudeen, A., & Bao, Y.K. (2018). Mediating role of  managing information technology and its impact on firm 
performance Insight from China. Industrial Management & Data Systems, 118(4), 912-929. 
https://doi.org/10.1108/imds-06-2017-0252 

-593-

https://doi.org/10.1108/imds-06-2017-0252
https://doi.org/10.1108/imds-08-2015-0335
https://doi.org/10.1061/(asce)co.1943-7862.0001494
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssci.2014.10.007
https://doi.org/10.1108/imds-01-2016-0015
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2016.05.023
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2017.02.018
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.procir.2014.07.167
https://doi.org/10.1504/ijtm.2017.10003243
https://doi.org/10.1080/00207543.2015.1106018
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11518-017-5353-5
https://doi.org/10.1108/imds-09-2014-0246
https://doi.org/10.1108/jmtm-03-2017-0049
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00170-013-5445-4
https://doi.org/10.14743/apem2017.1.237


Journal of  Industrial Engineering and Management – https://doi.org/10.3926/jiem.3416

Inman, R.A., & Green, K.W. (2018). Lean and green combine to impact environmental and operational 
performance. International Journal of  Production Research, 56(14), 4802-4818. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/00207543.2018.1447705 

Jabbour, C.J.C., Jabbour, A., Govindan, K., de Freitas, T.P., Soubihia, D.F., Kannan, D., & Latan, H. (2016). Barriers 
to the adoption of  green operational practices at Brazilian companies: effects on green and operational 
performance. International Journal of  Production Research, 54(10), 3042-3058. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/00207543.2016.1154997 

Jugend, D., Jabbour, C.J.C., Scaliza, J.A.A., Rocha, R.S., Gobbo, J.A., Latan, H., et al. (2018). Relationships among 
open innovation, innovative performance, government support and firm size: Comparing Brazilian firms 
embracing different levels of  radicalism in innovation. Technovation, 74-75, 54-65. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.technovation.2018.02.004 

Katiyar, R., Meena, P.L., Barua, M.K., Tibrewala, R., & Kumar, G. (2018). Impact of  sustainability and 
manufacturing practices on supply chain performance: Findings from an emerging economy. International Journal 
of  Production Economics, 197, 303-316. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2017.12.007 

Kaynak, R., Sert, T., Sert, G., & Akyuz, B. (2015). Supply chain unethical behaviors and continuity of  relationship: 
Using the PLS approach for testing moderation effects of  inter-organizational justice. International Journal of  
Production Economics, 162, 83-91. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2015.01.010 

Kayode, D.J., Yusoff, N.M., & Veloo, A. (2016). Validating Quality Process Management Instrument For Higher 
Education Using Structural Equation Modelling. International Journal for Quality Research, 10(2), 341-354. 
https://doi.org/10.18421/ijqr10.02-07 

Kemeny, I., Simon, J., Nagy, A., & Szucs, K. (2016). Measuring quality perception in electronic commerce A 
possible segmentation in the Hungarian market. Industrial Management & Data Systems, 116(9), 1946-1966. 
https://doi.org/10.1108/imds-09-2015-0398 

Koohang, A., Paliszkiewicz, J., & Goluchowski, J. (2017). The impact of  leadership on trust, knowledge 
management, and organizational performance A research model. Industrial Management & Data Systems, 117(3), 
521-537. https://doi.org/10.1108/imds-02-2016-0072 

Kortmann, S. (2015). The Mediating Role of  Strategic Orientations on the Relationship between 
Ambidexterity-Oriented Decisions and Innovative Ambidexterity. Journal of  Product Innovation Management, 32(5), 
666-684. https://doi.org/10.1111/jpim.12151 

Kotzab, H., Teller, C., Grant, D.B., & Friis, A. (2015). Supply chain management resources, capabilities and 
execution. Production Planning & Control, 26(7), 525-542. https://doi.org/10.1080/09537287.2014.927932 

Lamberti, G., Aluja, T.B., & Sanchez, G. (2016). The Pathmox approach for PLS path modeling segmentation. 
Applied Stochastic Models in Business and Industry, 32(4), 453-468. https://doi.org/10.1002/asmb.2168 

Lamberti, G., Aluja, T.B., & Sanchez, G. (2017). The Pathmox approach for PLS path modeling: Discovering which
constructs differentiate segments. Applied Stochastic Models in Business and Industry, 33(6), 674-689. 
https://doi.org/10.1002/asmb.2270 

Lee, A.B.S., Chan, F.T.S., & Pu, X. (2018). Impact of  supplier development on supplier’s performance. Industrial 
Management & Data Systems, 118(6), 1192-1208. https://doi.org/10.1108/imds-05-2017-0229 

Lee, V.H., Foo, A.T.L., Leong, L.Y., & Ooi, K.B. (2016). Can competitive advantage be achieved through knowledge
management? A case study on SMEs. Expert Systems with Applications, 65, 136-151. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eswa.2016.08.042 

Lee, V.H., Ooi, K.B., Chong, A.Y.L., & Seow, C. (2014). Creating technological innovation via green supply chain 
management: An empirical analysis. Expert Systems with Applications, 41(16), 6983-6994. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eswa.2014.05.022 

-594-

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eswa.2014.05.022
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eswa.2016.08.042
https://doi.org/10.1108/imds-05-2017-0229
https://doi.org/10.1002/asmb.2270
https://doi.org/10.1002/asmb.2168
https://doi.org/10.1080/09537287.2014.927932
https://doi.org/10.1111/jpim.12151
https://doi.org/10.1108/imds-02-2016-0072
https://doi.org/10.1108/imds-09-2015-0398
https://doi.org/10.18421/ijqr10.02-07
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2015.01.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2017.12.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2017.12.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.technovation.2018.02.004
https://doi.org/10.1080/00207543.2016.1154997
https://doi.org/10.1080/00207543.2018.1447705


Journal of  Industrial Engineering and Management – https://doi.org/10.3926/jiem.3416

Lee, V.H., Ooi, K.B., Chong, A.Y.L., & Sohal, A. (2018). The effects of  supply chain management on technological 
innovation: The mediating role of  guanxi. International Journal of  Production Economics, 205, 15-29. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2018.08.025 

Li, M., Wang, Z.Q., & Zhao, X.D. (2018). The role of  indigenous technological capability and interpersonal trust in 
supply chain learning. Industrial Management & Data Systems, 118(5), 1052-1070. https://doi.org/10.1108/imds-08-2017-0350 

Li, Q., Yin, Z.M., Chong, H.Y., & Shi, Q.ºQ. (2018). Nexus of  Interorganizational Trust, Principled Negotiation, 
and Joint Action for Improved Cost Performance: Survey of  Chinese Megaprojects. Journal of  Management in 
Engineering , 34(6). https://doi.org/10.1061/(asce)me.1943-5479.0000634 

Liu, Y., Zhu, Q.H., & Seuring, S. (2017). Linking capabilities to green operations strategies: The moderating role of  
corporate environmental proactivity. International Journal of  Production Economics, 187, 182-195. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2017.03.007 

Luo, J., Chong, A.Y.L., Ngai, E.W.T., & Liu, M.J. (2015). Green Supply Chain Collaboration implementation in 
China: The mediating role of  guanxi (Reprinted from Journal of  Transportation Research, 71, 98-110). 
Transportation Research Part E-Logistics and Transportation Review, 74, 37-49. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tre.2014.12.010 

Mageswari, S.D.U., Sivasubramanian, R.C., & Dath, T.N.S. (2017). A comprehensive analysis of  knowledge 
management in Indian manufacturing companies. Journal of  Manufacturing Technology Management, 28(4), 506-530. 
https://doi.org/10.1108/jmtm-08-2016-0107 

Mandal, P., & Bagchi, K. (2016). Strategic role of  information, knowledge and technology in manufacturing industry 
performance. Industrial Management & Data Systems, 116(6), 1259-1278. https://doi.org/10.1108/imds-07-2015-0297 

Marin-Garcia, J.A. (2018). Development and validation of  Spanish version of  FINCODA: an instrument for 
self-assessment of  innovation competence of  workers or candidates for Jobs. WPOM-Working Papers on Operations 
Management, 9(2), 182. https://doi.org/10.4995/wpom.v9i2.10800 

Marin-Garcia, J.A., & Bonavia, T. (2015). Relationship between employee involvement and lean manufacturing and 
its effect on performance in a rigid continuous process industry. International Journal of  Production Research, 53(11), 
3260-3275. https://doi.org/10.1080/00207543.2014.975852 

Miras-Rodriguez, M.M., Escobar-Perez, B., & Machuca, J.A.D. (2015). Sustainability drivers, barriers and outcomes: 
Evidence from European High Performance Manufacturing companies.

Moshtari, M. (2016). Inter-Organizational Fit, Relationship Management Capability, and Collaborative Performance 
within a Humanitarian Setting. Production and Operations Management, 25(9), 1542-1557. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/poms.12568 

Ooi, K.B., Lee, V.H., Tan, G.W.H., Hew, T.S., & Hew, J.J. (2018). Cloud computing in manufacturing: The next 
industrial revolution in Malaysia? Expert Systems with Applications, 93, 376-394. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eswa.2017.10.009 

Pavlov, A., Mura, M., Franco-Santos, M., & Bourne, M. (2017). Modelling the impact of  performance management 
practices on firm performance: interaction with human resource management practices. Production Planning & 
Control, 28(5), 431-443. https://doi.org/10.1080/09537287.2017.1302614 

Pazirandeh, A., & Maghsoudi, A. (2018). Improved coordination during disaster relief  operations through sharing 
of  resources. Journal of  the Operational Research Society, 69(8), 1227-1241. https://doi.org/10.1080/01605682.2017.1390530 

Pedro, E., Mendes, L., & Lourenco, L. (2018). Perceived service quality and students’ satisfaction in higher 
education: the influence of  teaching methods. International Journal for Quality Research, 12(1), 165-191. 
https://doi.org/10.18421/ijqr12.01-10 

Peng, X.H., & Prybutok, V. (2015). Relative effectiveness of  the Malcolm Baldrige National Quality Award 
categories. International Journal of  Production Research, 53(2), 629-647. https://doi.org/10.1080/00207543.2014.961207 

Pratley, A., van Voorthuysen, E., & Chan, R. (2015). A step-by-step approach for modelling complex systems with 
Partial Least Squares. Proceedings of  the Institution of  Mechanical Engineers Part B-Journal of  Engineering Manufacture, 
229(5), 847-859. https://doi.org/10.1177/0954405414534430 

-595-

https://doi.org/10.1177/0954405414534430
https://doi.org/10.1080/00207543.2014.961207
https://doi.org/10.18421/ijqr12.01-10
https://doi.org/10.1080/01605682.2017.1390530
https://doi.org/10.1080/09537287.2017.1302614
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eswa.2017.10.009
https://doi.org/10.1111/poms.12568
https://doi.org/10.1080/00207543.2014.975852
https://doi.org/10.4995/wpom.v9i2.10800
https://doi.org/10.1108/imds-07-2015-0297
https://doi.org/10.1108/jmtm-08-2016-0107
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tre.2014.12.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2017.03.007
https://doi.org/10.1061/(asce)me.1943-5479.0000634
https://doi.org/10.1108/imds-08-2017-0350
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2018.08.025


Journal of  Industrial Engineering and Management – https://doi.org/10.3926/jiem.3416

Roemer, E. (2016). A tutorial on the use of  PLS path modeling in longitudinal studies. Industrial Management & Data
Systems, 116(9), 1901-1921. https://doi.org/10.1108/imds-07-2015-0317 

Saide, Trialih, R., Indrajit, R.E., Putri, A., Fazri, P.N., Hafiza, W., & Ieee. (2017). The Influence of  Information 
Technology Infrastructure and Leadership Style on Knowledge Management Implementation. In 2017 Ieee 
International Conference on Industrial Engineering and Engineering Management (186-190).

Schniederjans, D.G., & Hales, D.N. (2016). Cloud computing and its impact on economic and environmental 
performance: A transaction cost economics perspective. Decision Support Systems, 86, 73-82. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.dss.2016.03.009 

Sellitto, M.A., Nunes, F.L., & Valadares, D.R.F. (2018). Factors That Contribute To The Use Of  Modularisation In 
The Automotive Industry: A Survey In Brazil. South African Journal of  Industrial Engineering , 29(4), 33-44. 
https://doi.org/10.7166/29-4-1946 

Shujahat, M., Ali, B., Nawaz, F., Durst, S., & Kianto, A. (2018). Translating the impact of  knowledge management 
into knowledge-based innovation: The neglected and mediating role of  knowledge-worker satisfaction. Human 
Factors and Ergonomics in Manufacturing & Service Industries, 28(4), 200-212. https://doi.org/10.1002/hfm.20735 

Soewarno, N., & Tjahjadi, B. (2017). The Mediating Effect of  Operational Performance on the Relationship of  
Entrepreneurship Toward Financial Performance. A case of  Hand Drawn Batik Industry in East Java, Indonesia. 
In C. Shieh, T. Tichy, B. K. Dass, & A. Auliandri (Eds.), Proceedings of  the 2017 International Conference on 
Organizational Innovation, 131, 113-116.

Song, J.L., Migliaccio, G.C., Wang, G.B., & Lu, H. (2017). Exploring the Influence of  System Quality, Information 
Quality, and External Service on BIM User Satisfaction. Journal of  Management in Engineering , 33(6). 
https://doi.org/10.1061/(asce)me.1943-5479.0000549 

Soto-Acosta, P., Popa, S., & Palacios-Marques, D. (2017). Social web knowledge sharing and innovation 
performance in knowledge-intensive manufacturing SMEs. Journal of  Technology Transfer, 42(2), 425-440. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10961-016-9498-z 

Staphorst, L., Pretorius, L., & Pretorius, M.W. (2016). Technology Forecasting Using Structural Equation Modeling 
Based Data Fusion: Analysis of  Strengths and Weaknesses Using a National Research and Education Network 
Example. In Kocaoglu, D.F., Anderson, T.R., Daim, T.U., Kozanoglu, D.C., Niwa, K. & Perman, G. (Eds.), 
Portland International Conference on Management of  Engineering and Technology (2652-2665).

Suarez, E., Calvo-Mora, A., & Roldan, J.L. (2016). The role of  strategic planning in excellence management systems.
European Journal of  Operational Research, 248(2), 532-542. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ejor.2015.07.008 

Swaim, J.A., Maloni, M., Bower, P., & Mello, J. (2016). Antecedents to effective sales and operations planning. 
Industrial Management & Data Systems, 116(6), 1279-1294. https://doi.org/10.1108/imds-11-2015-0461 

Swierczek, A. (2014). The impact of  supply chain integration on the “snowball effect” in the transmission of  
disruptions: An empirical evaluation of  the model. International Journal of  Production Economics, 157, 89-104. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2013.08.010 

Ta, A., & Prybutok, V. (2018). A mindful product acceptance model. Journal of  Decision Systems, 27(1), 19-36. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/12460125.2018.1479149 

Tiengtavaj, S., Phimonsathienand, T., & Fongsuwan, W. (2017). Ensuring Competitive Advantage Through 
Innovation Capability And Clustering In The Thai Automotive Parts Molding Industry: A Sem Approach. 
Management and Production Engineering Review, 8(1), 89-100. https://doi.org/10.1515/mper-2017-0010 

Vento, M.O., Alcaraz, J.L.G., Macias, A.A.M., & Loya, V.M. (2016). The impact of  managerial commitment and 
Kaizen benefits on companies. Journal of  Manufacturing Technology Management, 27(5), 692-712. 
https://doi.org/10.1108/jmtm-02-2016-0021 

Wagner, S.M., Grosse-Ruyken, P.T., & Erhun, F. (2018). Determinants of  sourcing flexibility and its impact on 
performance. International Journal of  Production Economics, 205, 329-341. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2018.08.006 

-596-

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2018.08.006
https://doi.org/10.1108/jmtm-02-2016-0021
https://doi.org/10.1515/mper-2017-0010
https://doi.org/10.1080/12460125.2018.1479149
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2013.08.010
https://doi.org/10.1108/imds-11-2015-0461
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ejor.2015.07.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ejor.2015.07.008
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10961-016-9498-z
https://doi.org/10.1061/(asce)me.1943-5479.0000549
https://doi.org/10.1002/hfm.20735
https://doi.org/10.7166/29-4-1946
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.dss.2016.03.009
https://doi.org/10.1108/imds-07-2015-0317


Journal of  Industrial Engineering and Management – https://doi.org/10.3926/jiem.3416

Wang, F., Zhao, J., Chi, M.M., & Li, Y.J. (2017). Collaborative innovation capability in IT-enabled inter-firm 
collaboration. Industrial Management & Data Systems, 117(10), 2364-2380. https://doi.org/10.1108/imds-09-2016-0392 

Wang, G., He, Q.H., Xia, B., Meng, X.H., & Wu, P. (2018). Impact of  Institutional Pressures on Organizational 
Citizenship Behaviors for the Environment: Evidence from Megaprojects. Journal of  Management in Engineering , 
34(5). https://doi.org/10.1061/(asce)me.1943-5479.0000628 

Wang, J., & Dai, J. (2018). Sustainable supply chain management practices and performance. Industrial Management &
Data Systems, 118(1), 2-21. https://doi.org/10.1108/imds-12-2016-0540 

Wijaya, E.R., Irianto, D., & Iop. (2018). Analysis Influence of  Managerial Competence, Technical Competence, and 
Strategic Competence on Firm Performance in Electrical Engineering Company in Bandung. In 4th Asia Pacific 
Conference on Manufacturing Systems and the 3rd International Manufacturing Engineering Conference (319). 
https://doi.org/10.1088/1757-899x/319/1/012081 

Xu, D.H., Huo, B.F., & Sun, L.Y. (2014). Relationships between intra-organizational resources, supply chain 
integration and business performance. Industrial Management & Data Systems, 114(8), 1186-1206. 
https://doi.org/10.1108/imds-05-2014-0156 

Yadlapalli, A., Rahman, S., & Gunasekaran, A. (2018). Socially responsible governance mechanisms for 
manufacturing firms in apparel supply chains. International Journal of  Production Economics, 196, 135-149. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2017.11.016 

Yap, J.B.H., Abdul-Rahman, H., Wang, C., & Skitmore, M. (2018). Exploring the underlying factors inducing design 
changes during building production. Production Planning & Control, 29(7), 586-601. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/09537287.2018.1448127 

Zhang, H.Y., & Yang, F. (2016). On the drivers and performance outcomes of  green practices adoption An empirical 
study in China. Industrial Management & Data Systems, 116(9), 2011-2034. https://doi.org/10.1108/imds-06-2015-0263 

Zhang, M., Zhao, X.D., & Qi, Y.N. (2014). The effects of  organizational flatness, coordination, and product 
modularity on mass customization capability. International Journal of  Production Economics, 158, 145-155. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2014.07.032 

Zhao, X.B., & Singhaputtangkul, N. (2016). Effects of  Firm Characteristics on Enterprise Risk Management: Case 
Study of  Chinese Construction Firms Operating in Singapore. Journal of  Management in Engineering , 32(4). 
https://doi.org/10.1061/(asce)me.1943-5479.0000434 

Journal of  Industrial Engineering and Management, 2020 (www.jiem.org)

Article’s contents are provided on an Attribution-Non Commercial 4.0 Creative commons International License. Readers are
allowed to copy, distribute and communicate article’s contents, provided the author’s and Journal of  Industrial Engineering and
Management’s names are included. It must not be used for commercial purposes. To see the complete license contents, please

visit https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/.

-597-

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2017.03.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2017.03.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2017.03.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2017.03.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2017.03.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2017.03.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2017.03.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2017.03.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2017.03.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2017.03.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2017.03.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2017.03.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2017.03.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2017.03.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2017.03.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2017.03.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2017.03.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2017.03.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2017.03.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2017.03.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2017.03.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2017.03.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2017.03.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2017.03.007
https://doi.org/10.1061/(asce)me.1943-5479.0000434
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2014.07.032
https://doi.org/10.1108/imds-06-2015-0263
https://doi.org/10.1080/09537287.2018.1448127
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijpe.2017.11.016
https://doi.org/10.1108/imds-05-2014-0156
https://doi.org/10.1088/1757-899x/319/1/012081
https://doi.org/10.1108/imds-12-2016-0540
https://doi.org/10.1061/(asce)me.1943-5479.0000628
https://doi.org/10.1108/imds-09-2016-0392

	Partial Least Squares (PLS) in Operations Management Research: Insights from a Systematic Literature Review
	1. Introduction
	2. Previous Research
	3. Methodology
	4. Results
	5. Findings
	6. Conclusions
	Acknowledgments
	Declaration of Conflicting Interests
	Funding
	References
	References Included in the Review

