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Abstract 
 
The purpose of this paper is to identify important modularization areas and issues, for which 
there is a need of further research. These are areas that are of crucial importance in 
accomplishing and implementing modularization in manufacturing companies. The empirical 
data for this paper comes from two in-depth case studies, at two vehicle-manufacturing 
companies, and an interview based survey with eight additional companies. In the first case it 
was found that product service demands when the product was modularized. In the second 
case it could be concluded that even if a module is designed in a cross-functional team, the 
cross-functional work must be continued during the products whole lifecycle; otherwise the 
benefits with modules can be eroded. The final finding is that companies that have 
modularized its products seldom have change their product development process so it support 
the modular product. In the paper it is concluded that modularization is an issue that concerns 
more than just the product, also the organization as well as the product development process 
are of great importance. The company’s organization and product development process also 
have to be adapted to better suite modularization, and the development of modularized 
products. 
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1 Introduction 
A constantly increasing product variety forces companies to deal with complexity. A 
complexity that is further increased due to, for example, reduced product life-cycles ([1], [2]) 
variety the more complexity (and thereby also increased costs) is added to a company’s 
operations, e.g. to the product development and the production process. Companies have 
adopted the concepts of platform development and modularization in order to deal with this 
complexity. These concepts partly aim to develop variants in a leaner way. Even though these 
concepts have been tested and discussed during several years, both in practice and in 
academia, most companies and literature focus solely on the product [3].  

1.1 Background 
There is a clear product focus in the many different modularization methods [4], [5], [6], [7]. 
The focus in these methods lies in decomposing an existing product and then integrating the 
components into modules. Even though demands from different parts of an organization are 
sometimes included in this modularization, the focus clearly lies in engineering design 
aspects. The product focus in these modularization methods becomes even more evident in 
comparison to product development process literature (cf. [8], [9], [10], [11]). 
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Literature in the area of product development processes also include, in addition to product 
related activities, other activities that are necessary in order to have products that are proper 
for marketing design, manufacturing design, operations network design etc. This literature 
most often considers the product as a black box, which erases the engineering design aspects. 
The same pattern can be identified in the multiple product development process for modular 
products. Only a few attempts have been made to describe this multiple product development 
process. The findings in these studies can be divided into two categories; one focusing on 
strategic issues [12], [13] and another focusing on engineering details [14], [15]. It is also 
hard to further develop modularization without having a supporting product development 
process [16]. 
  
Despite the efforts to find activities for modular product development, there is still a lack of 
literature describing activities that aim to make use of the output from strategic activities and 
putting them into specifications for each product [3], [15], [17]. According to Hansen et al. 
[18] and Sundgren [13] the lack of product architecture management activities is one reason 
why many companies fail to manage the product architecture in a proper way. In addition, the 
product development organization would be affected by a platform and modularization 
strategy. The relationship between technology (e.g. products) and organization in general 
have been addressed and included in several organizational models (cf. [19]). Sanchez and 
Mahoney [20] use this in their modularization research. They argue that organizations 
ostensibly design products, but also that products design organizations, because the 
coordination tasks implicit in specific product designs largely determine the feasible 
organization design for developing and producing those particular products. The 
organizational dimension is seldom considered in the literature addressing management of 
modularization. Concurrently, many companies seem to fail in their modularization efforts 
partly because they underestimate the effects, for example the wide effects that 
modularization has on different organizational functions (c.f. [18], [21]). 

1.2 Purpose 
The present literature gives only a fragmented image of how modularization actually should 
be managed in manufacturing companies. Ulrich [22] argues, in his often-cited article, that 
modularization is a topic that rests on knowledge from different research communities. 
Detailed case descriptions about how companies actually work with modularization is seldom 
found in the literature.  
 
The purpose of this paper is to identify important modularization areas and issues, for which 
there is a need of further research. These are areas that are crucial in accomplishing and 
implementing modularization in manufacturing companies.  
 

2 Method 
We have spent the last five years doing research in the area of modularization. During this 
time, in-depth case studies were carried out at two vehicle-manufacturing companies (see 
[21], [23]). Both firms implemented platform and modularization strategies a few years back 
before these studies and thereby the organizations have gained substantial experience. In 
addition to these results, we have done an interview-based survey with eight companies. This 
survey includes manufacturing companies having at least a development site in Sweden, and 
the companies also list modularization as an important part of their corporate strategy. These 
eight companies will in the following be named Company A-H. These interviews were semi-
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structured, and focused on capturing their own experience of implementing and using 
modularization in the company. 
 
In this paper we are not aiming to present quantitative data. Instead, more qualitative findings 
from case studies will be presented. The choice of the case study approach, and focus on more 
qualitative data, is appropriate since our interest concern “how” and “why” questions [24].  
The purpose of this paper is explorative in its nature, and hence a case study approach is 
suitable. 

3 Case Findings 
In our research, we have found that, in addition to the product, the product development 
process and organizational aspects are equally important to take into account when 
modularizing. To illustrate these findings, we will present some cases in this chapter. 

3.1 Organization 
This section regards two different cases that are from the in-depth case study done at Volvo 
Car Corporation (VCC). The first case describes a service organizational trade-off, and the 
second one is describing a module change. Both of these cases illustrate organizational 
differences, differences that are important to be aware of when modularizing. 

  

3.1.1 A Service Organizational Trade-off 
In Figure 1, the structure of a modularized product is visualized. Here a module consists of 
two different sub-modules, and each sub-module contains a number of components in the 
product that have been grouped for certain reasons. Therefore, sub-modules can be considered 
smaller modules on a lower level of product aggregation. 
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Component Component
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Figure 1: The structure of a modularized product 
 
In the in-depth case study at VCC (see [21], [25]) it was found that a number of components 
that had been integrated very successfully for the Production function but it was not so good 
from a Service function perspective. In order to fulfill the service requirements of easy 
overhaul and repair, one of the components in the module had to be excluded from that 
module and placed somewhere else in the product. To illustrate, one of the components in the 
left sub-module in Figure 1 would be moved to the sub-module on the right hand side. This 
product change had not been accomplished if not the Service function had participated already 
in the early stages of the product development process.  
 
At the case company VCC a number of product modules were studied, and the service costs 
for them were calculated. In the analysis of these cases the total service cost (summing the 
different service-related costs) was plotted as a function of the overhaul and repair frequency 
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(see Figure 2). The exact figures of total cost and frequency had to be left out here for 
company-confidential reasons. 
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Figure 2: The total service cost for one of the modules 

 
The results from these case studies are exemplified with Figure 2, a figure representing one of 
the modules at VCC for which the service (overhaul and repair) costs were calculated. For 
certain reasons the company decided that some components should be integrated into a 
module; these were components that had not previously formed a module. These components 
also became a module in the production process, meaning that they were pre-assembled and 
delivered as complete units to the final assembly line.  
 
In figure 2 it can be noticed that a module spare-part structure should be chosen if the 
overhaul and repair frequency is under 4, but if it is higher than 4 a component spare-part 
structure would, from a service perspective, be the most profitable choice. However, when the 
Service department made this calculation they found that there were components in the 
module that needed to be repaired or replaced quite often; the overhaul and repair frequency 
was high. It scored higher than 4 in Figure 2, and hence a component spare-part structure 
would be most profitable from a service perspective. Therefore, they would like to exclude 
the components having the highest frequency of overhaul and repair from the module.  
 
The main major finding in this case study concerns the fact that service requirements must be 
taken into account when modularizing, because there are effects on service-related costs from 
a modularization. A problem is that modularization can affect the Service function, and its 
requirements, negatively. In other words, modularization may be beneficial from an R&D and 
Production perspective, but at the same time effect the Service function negatively. The case 
description shows that there are effects of modularization on service-related costs. One must 
be aware of this when doing the modularization; otherwise sub-optimization can occur! 
 
Further, it was concluded that, for the Service function, there is a trade-off that needs to be 
managed: between few spare parts (with limited accessibility in the product) and many spare 
parts (with high costs for handling them all). It is a challenge to find the most profitable spare-
part structure. The more spare parts, the higher costs for handling them; but if too few spare 
parts are chosen, i.e. modules with a lot of content, the accessibility of single components is 
limited. With only a few spare parts it is possible to decrease the costs for developing service 
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documentation, and to train the mechanics to do the work; however, if the overhaul and repair 
frequency is rather high for a single component in one of the modules, it will be very 
expensive for the company as well as for the customer to replace the complete module when 
only a single component is broken.  
 
Legislation was the reason why these components were integrated in one module, and hence 
the components were necessary to become a service (spare-part) module. But, this had large 
negative effects on the Service organizational function. Hence, one need to be aware that a 
module that is appropriate for the R&D function can cause large negative effects on other 
organizational functions, negative effects that are larger than one might expect. 
 
In this case service demands were not included when modularizing the product, and therefore 
disadvantages occurred. The lack of inclusion of service demands can be partly explained by 
the lack of communication between different organizational units, since the existing 
modularization process did not facilitate this type of communication.  
 

3.1.2 A module change 
During the in-depth case study at Volvo Car Corporation (VCC) a study was made about one 
of their existing modules, a module that was in on-going production. This case shows that 
there are cross-functional effects when the module is changed or re-designed in some way. 
The case shows that the module changes was intended to give performance improvements for 
the purchasing and the R&D organizational functions at VCC. However, the results from this 
case study show that the effects were large; larger than was estimated before the change was 
made. The changes also had effects outside the purchasing and R&D functions that had 
initiated the changes; negative effects also appeared in the Production function of the 
company. This change is an ‘opposite’ modularization, meaning that a good existing module 
was made more integrated, and less modular. However, the findings in this particular case 
study are still interesting as a lesson that modularization will affect different organizational 
functions in a company; modularization is not only a product issue, it is also an organizational 
issue. 
 
The object of this study is a change of a part of a car that formerly was a complete module. 
This module was formerly assembled as a complete module at a pre-assembly station before it 
was assembled to the car body. For cost saving reasons some components were separated 
from the main module. The separated components were instead assembled into the car body 
after the main module had been attached to the car body. This module change is has also been 
described by Moestam and Persson [26] and by Moestam [27].   

The change process 
During the spring 2000 there were a number of on-projects rationalization going at VCC. 
They mainly aimed at decreasing the purchasing and assembly cost. One of these 
rationalizations regarded decreasing the purchasing cost for the some components belonging 
to the analyzed module. By changing the design of these components there could be a large 
decrease of the purchasing cost.  
 
A cross-functional development team, a module team, made the original design of the 
module. This team consisted of representatives from the Purchasing, R&D, Production, and 
Service departments. The purpose with the cross-functional development was to have a 
module that was based on requirements from all the company’s main functions (design, 
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production, purchasing and service) not only on design requirements. The investigation that 
resulted in the design change however, was not made by a cross-functional team. Instead, that 
investigation was initiated and performed by the R&D department. It could also be noted that 
there were no processes for handling module changes. The same pattern could be seen 
regarding the responsibility for the module. There was no one in the organization that had the 
responsibility to monitor the module in the steady state phase.  
 
In the following the result of the change will be presented, according to quality, assembly 
time and lead-time, fragmentation, ergonomics, and cost respectively. In the study of the 
change of the module both positive and negative effects have been identified and analyzed. 
The results of this change are visualized in Figure 3.  

 
Figure 3: The levels of the parameters 

 
This figure includes the situation before the change, the estimated effects of the change; and 
finally the actual result that was measured when the change had been accomplished. The 
largest differences between estimated effects and the actual result are for quality, physical 
work strain and cost. Hence, these three ‘performance objective’ will be further explained in 
the following. 
 
Figure 4 illustrates the general principle that is used in the following figures related to each 
parameter. The level of each parameter is expressed on a scale ranging from low to high. The 
levels of the parameter are pointed out by dots before the change, the estimated level due to 
the change and the actual result after the change. 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Figure 4: Illustration of principle for the following figures 
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The level of each parameter is relative and the aim is to show the degree of improvement or 
deterioration caused by the change. The judgments of the different parameters are also 
relative to each other considering seriousness of problem or importance of positive aspects. 
These judgments are based on the results from interviews done at VCC. 
 
• Quality 
Figure 5 illustrates the level of quality problems before the change, the estimated effects of 
the change and the results of the change. Before the change the quality level regarding the 
analyzed module were not considered to be a problem. The level of quality problems before 
the change can therefore be considered to have been low. In the estimations of the effects of 
the change the number of quality problems was not expected to increase. The actual quality 
result after the change was much poorer than what was expected and today it is a problem.  
 

 
Figure 5: Change of quality problems 

 
• Physical work strain 
Figure 6 illustrates the level of physical work strain related to the assembly of the analyzed 
module that was changed. The figure shows the physical work strain before the change, the 
estimated effects of the change and the result of the change. Before the change the assembly 
at the pre-assembly was considered to be non-problematic. It can therefore be considered to 
signify a rather low level of physical work strain. The Ergonomist’s statement clearly points 
out the drastic deterioration of physical work strain that the change would indicate. The result 
is just as bad as the Ergonomist estimated that it would be. 
 

 

Figure 6: Change of physical work strain 
 
• Costs 
Figure 7 illustrates the level of total costs related to the assembly of the components in the 
module. The figure shows the cost before the change, the estimated effects of the change and 
the result of the change. Before the change the purchasing costs for these components can be 
considered to have been high. The estimations done before the change pointed at a big saving, 
meaning low costs. The actual result is not as positive as expected, due to unexpected costs 
for quality problems, ergonomic issues and increased assembly time. 
 

 
Figure 7:  Change of cost 

 
The estimates of the change showed considerable potential savings due to decreased 
purchasing costs. The costs related to quality would increase somewhat, but not considerably 
in relation to the savings. The assembly time was not estimated to increase and the increase of 
lead-time was not considered to become a problem. The working situation in the assembly 
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shop would become worse due to a higher level of physical strain and fragmentation of work 
tasks. But, neither the physical work strain nor the fragmentation was regarded to be sources 
of more quality problems or increased costs. 
 
This case description shows that there were large differences between some of the estimated 
effects and the actual effects. Even if this case represents an ‘opposite’ modularization (a part 
of the product that used to be very modular was made less modular) learning from 
modularization can still be made. This case indicates that it is important to make holistic 
evaluations of possible design changes before changes are carried out in order to reach 
efficiency in the production system. This study clearly shows the risks of making product 
changes without making a thorough analysis of the consequences. As this study shows, a 
measurement such as cost is too limited to estimate the effects of a product change.   
 
This case shows that is was proper to re-design this module interface from a Purchasing and 
an R&D perspective. But, the chosen module interfaces implicated large negative effects on 
the Production organizational function. The product development of the product had been a 
highly cross-functional process, supported by a cross-functional development organization. 
But, when the product was in the steady state, no process or activities to secure the long-term 
modularity existed. The only link between the different organizational functions was the 
product.  
 
Negative effects occurred that were lager than one might have expected before the change of 
the module interface. A module interface change that actually was to make a modular part (or 
chunk) of the product more integrated, and less modular. The designers that made the changes 
had no decision support considering total cost for the company. Therefore, the change 
decision was made even though it increased the total cost for the company. 
 

3.2 Product development process 
Another area where several companies have had problems regards how to support 
modularization in the product development process. In the following, different aspects of 
identified company problems are described.  

3.2.1 Stand alone modularization project 
In our survey company A, B, C, and D reported significant effects of their modularization. All 
of the companies had run their modularization as stand alone projects. But, they found it hard 
to obtain a beneficial modularization, since their product development process was not 
modified to support the modular product development. Each new product development 
project has to rely on product modularity existing only in the specific project.  The lack of 
support from the product development process can be compensated with information and 
decision support systems, but in general such systems are poorly adopted for development of 
modular products.  

3.2.2 Need for balancing the product modularity 
Companies E, F and G in our survey had based their modularization efforts on the need for 
improving the industrial system. The industrial system performance was improved by 
exploiting the existing ‘natural’ product modularity. Companies E and F found it necessary to 
further analyze and develop their product development processes. Both companies E and F 



 

 33 

found it necessary to balance the demands from the industrial system by harmonizing them 
with demands from other stakeholders.  

Company G, having their industrial system as the main modularization driver, chose to share 
modules only when it was possible to share them among all of their three different product 
families; and even more important, the modules should be of industrial standard. By this is 
meant that it was possible to purchase the modules from several suppliers, or in larger 
volumes. Company G is a low-volume manufacturer, and the increased volume gave them a 
good benefit from an increased economy of scale. The products from this company include 
only a few components, quite few variants of end products and they are quite modular from 
the beginning; hence the modularization was not very complicated. Therefore, the company 
only had to sit down and communicate the rules of what modules should be shared between 
the products, and for what reasons. No further changes of the product development process 
were needed.  

3.2.3 Comprehensive approach 
Company H in our survey also had a more or less modular product from the beginning. 
However, due to their product variety and the number of variants they found it necessary to 
totally change the entire product development process. They argued that, without changing 
the product development process, they would not be able to keep the modular structure and 
share modules between different products over time.  

3.3 The importance of decision support 
More or less all companies included in our survey emphasized their lack of decision support. 
Three different perspectives concerning the need of decision support were identified. 
Companies that had worked with modularization only for a relative short period of time 
needed decision support for convincing the potential benefits for the company. The companies 
that had worked with modularization for a little longer period of time found it more important 
to be able to calculate and estimate effects of changed interfaces, or deviation in the product 
architecture. The latter group of companies also identified the lack of product and industrial 
system information as a problem. The documentation of interfaces and relations between 
elements in the product architecture were mentioned as two areas for further improvement.  
 

4 Concluding Discussion 
It has previously been found that some companies tend to fail in their modularization efforts. 
Therefore, a part of the purpose for this paper has been to identify reasons and explanations to 
why these failures have occurred. A problem in the modularization process that has been 
highlighted in this paper is that different organizational functions (Market, R&D, Production, 
Service etc.) favor different modularizations, allocating components into modules, differently. 
One example is the ‘Service organizational trade-off’ case (from Volvo Car Corporation) 
presented earlier in the paper. The R&D and the Production functions wanted to group a 
number of components into a module, but Service wanted to exclude some of these 
components from the module – otherwise the overhaul and repair of that module would have 
become too expensive. This case shows the importance of considering aspects from different 
organizational functions when modularizing; not only from the R&D function. 
 
The data underlying this paper shows that companies have difficulties in supporting 
modularization. One of the identified problems is that the modularization was accomplished 
as a stand-alone project. Another problem is the need for a structured way of synchronizing 
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the different demands. Modularization must, as all product development, consider the 
demands from a lot of different stakeholders. If this is not done, there is an impending risk 
that the modularization can be a sub-optimization. The product development operations for 
example, are improved but at the same time the production activities in the company are 
affected in a negative way. A product development process suitable for the development of 
modularized products demands synchronization of activities. Hence, when modularizing there 
is a need for making changes to the existing product development process, in order to make it 
better suited for modularizing products, but also in order to support the development of new 
modularized products. These findings are in line with Gershenson et al. [17] that conclude 
that the research questions stated by Ulrich and Tung [28] are still relevant. One of the 
relevant questions is “What is the impact of product modularity on product development 
management?” 
 
The ambition for many companies is to apply modularization, and they believe in its positive 
effects; this even though there is a lack of tools and methods for supporting modularization. 
Not being able to calculate the final costs of modularization in order to convince colleagues is 
one of the shortages. There is also a lack of support systems in order to identify all the 
consequences of a design for products that share resources, both concerning the product and 
the industrial system. 
 
The main conclusion that can be made from the findings presented in this paper is that 
modularization concerns more than the product. Also, the organization and the product 
development process are of great importance. Hence, when modularizing, making changes to 
the product only is not enough. The existing organization and the product development 
process also have to be adapted to better suite the modularization and to be suitable for the 
development of modularized products.  
 

5 Further research 
Much literature has been published with the aim of acting as useful support in companies 
when they are about to modularizing. However, when it comes to considering modularization 
from a holistic point-of-view, the present literature is rather limited. By holistic is meant that, 
in addition to the product, also organizational aspects and the product development process 
are of great importance. Based on the knowledge gained from the long-term case studies we 
have carried out, this paper also aims to point out further research directions in the area of 
managing modularization. These are research directions that have been identified as being 
important to strengthen companies’ operations; improving their product development, 
production etc. It has been showed in this paper that modularization is a task that includes 
product issues, organizational issues as well product development process issues. Hence, an 
important question for further research is to investigate the interplay between the three; the 
product, the organization and the product development process. An interesting question is also 
to try to quantify different modularization effects. As there can be large effects on different 
organizational functions when modularizing, it would be valuable if these effects could be 
estimated beforehand. This could then be used as a foundation for a more comprehensive 
decision support. 
 
Another topic for further research is to investigate which is the most appropriate product 
development process to support the development of modularized products? Support in the 
way that positive modularization effects are achieved when the new products are developed. 
Examples of positive effects are component commonality, decreased product development 
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time etc. An additional important aspect is that the product development process gives a 
continuously support. Modularization is not a one-time event, it is a continuous process!  
 
References 
[1]  Pine, B. J. (1993). “Mass Customization: the New Frontier in Business Competition”, 
      Harvard Business School Press, Boston, Massachusetts 
 

[2]  Bullinger, H-J., Fremerey, F. and Fuhrberg-Baumann, J. (1995), “Innovative production  
      structures – Precondition for a customer-orientated production management”,   
      International Journal of Production Economics, Vol. 41, pp. 15- 22. 
 

[3]  Halman, J.I.M., Hofer, A.P. and van Vuuren, W. (2003), “Platform-Driven Development  
      of Product Families: Linking Theory with Practice”, Journal of Product Innovation  
      Management, Vol. 20, No. 2, pp. 149-162. 
 

[4]  Pimmler, T.U. and Eppinger, S.D. (1994), “Integration analysis of product   
      decompositions”, Design Theory and Methodology, Vol. 68, pp. 343-351. 
 

[5]  Kahmeyer, M., Warnecke, H.J. and Sheider, W.D. (1994), “Fractal product design:  
      Design for assembly and disassembly in fractal factory”, Proceedings of DFMA  
      Conference, USA. 
 

[6]  Erixon, G. (1998), “Modular Function Deployment – A Method for Product  
      Modularization”, Ph.D. thesis, Department of Manufacturing Systems, Assembly Systems  
      Division, Royal Institute of Technology, Stockholm, Sweden. 
 

[7]  Kusiak, A. and Huang, C.-C. (1998), “Modularity in Design of Product and Systems”,  
      IEEE Transactions on Systems Manufacturing and Cybernetics Part A:Systems and  
      Humans, Vol. 28 (1): pp. 66-77 (Jan) 
 

[8]  Cooper, R. G. (1998). “Product Leader ship: Creating and Launching Superior New  
      Products”, Perseus Books, Cambridge, Massachusetts 
 

[9]  Muffatto, M. and Roveda, M. (2000), “Developing product platforms: analysis of the  
      development process”, Technovation, Vol. 20 (11): pp. 617-630 (NOV) 
 

[10]  Fine, C.H. (1998), “Clock Speed – Winning Industry Control in the Age of Temporary  
       Advantage”, Perseus Books, Massachusetts. 
 

[11]  Meyer, M. (1997), “Revitalize your product lines through continuous platform renewal”,  
        Research Technology Management, Vol. 40 (2): pp. 17-28 
 

[12]  Meyer, M.H. and Lehnerd, A.P. (1997), “The Power of Product Platforms –Building  
        Value and Cost Leadership”, The Free Press, New York. 
 

[13]  Sundgren, N. (1998), “Product Platform Development – Managerial issues in  
        manufacturing firms”, Ph.D. thesis, Department of Operations Management and Work  
       Organization, Chalmers University of Technology, Göteborg, Sweden. 
 

[14]  Kohlhase, N. and Birkhofer, H. (1996), “Development of Modular Structures: The  
        Prerequisite for Successful Modular Products”, Journal of Engineering Design, Vol. 7,    
        No. 3, pp. 279-291. 
 

[15]  Simpson, T. W. (2003). “Product Platform Design and Optimization: Status and  
        Promise”. in proceedings of DETC'03, Chicago, Illinis, ASME. 
 
 



 

 36 

[16]  Holmqvist, T. K. P. (2003). “Front-end criteria for variety creation: An empirical study  
        of the front-end phase”. in proceedings of The 10th EIASM International Product  
        Development Management Conference, Bryssel, EIASM. 
 

[17]  Gershenson, J. K., Prasad, G. J. and Zhang, Y. (2003), “Product modularity: definitions  
        and benefits”, Journal of Engineering Design, Vol. 14 (3): pp. 295-313 (SEP) 
 

[18]  Hansen, P. K., Andreasen, M.M., Mortensen, N.H., Harlou, U. and Jensen, T. (2001),  
       “Managing Modularization”, Proceedings of the 8th EIASM International Product   
        Development Management Conference, Enschede, Netherlands. 
 

[19]  Orlikowski, W. J. (1992),”The duality of technology: Rethinking the concept of  
        technology in organizations”, Organizational Science, Vol. 3 (3): pp. 398-427) 
 

[20]  Sanchez, R. and Mahoney, J.T. (1996), “Modularity, Flexibility and Knowledge  
        Management in Product and Organization Design”, Strategic Management Journal, Vol.        
       17, Winter Special Issue, pp. 63-76. 
 

[21]  Persson, M. (2004), Ph.D. thesis, “Managing the Modularization of Complex Products”,  
        Department of Operations Management and Work Organization, Chalmers University of  
        Technology, Gothenburg, Sweden. 
 

[22]  Ulrich, K.T. (1995), “The role of product architecture in the manufacturing firm”,  
        Research Policy, No. 24, pp. 419-440. 
 

[23]  Holmqvist, T. K. P. (2004), “Managing product variety through product architecture”,  
        Doctoral thesis from Operations Management and Work Organization, Chalmers  
        University of Technology, Göteborg 
 

[24]  Yin, R.K. (1994), “Case Study Research – Design and Methods”, Vol. 5, Applied Social  
         Research Methods Series 
 

[25]  Persson, M., (2000), “Service Aspects of Product Modularization - How modules affect  
         product overhaul and repair cost”, Presented at the ICOQM-III Conference in Sydney,  
        Australia, December 17-20. 
 

[26]  Moestam, L. and Persson, M. (2002), “A Study of a Module Split” Project 1857, Institute  
        for Management of Innovation and Technology (IMIT), Chalmers Univeristy of   
        Technology, Sweden [Confidential] 
 

[27]  Moestam, L. (2002), “Prerequisites for Development of Products Designed for Efficient  
       Assembly – a study about making knowledge productive in the automobile industry”,  
       Ph.D. thesis, Department of Production Engineering, Royal Institute of Technology,   
       Stockholm, Sweden. 
 

[28]  Ulrich, K.T. and Tung, K. (1991), “Fundamentals of Product Modularity”, Proceedings  
         of the 1991 ASME Winter Annual Meeting Symposium on Issues in   
        Design/Manufacturing Integration, Atlanta. 
 

 
Tobias Holmqvist 
Department of Operations Management and Work Organization 
Chalmers University of Technology 
SE-412 96 Göteborg 
SWEDEN 
E-mail: tobhol@mot.chalmers.se 
 

 


