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1.1 Introduction 

 

In today’s competitive playfield, firms are increasingly using outside sources to broaden 

their innovative scope. Due to increasing costs and complexity of R&D, the shortening of 

the technology life cycles, the growth of venture capital (De Rochemont and Van de 

Vrande, 2006) and the diffusion of cutting edge knowledge within universities and research 

labs, the company no longer relies on internal capabilities to successfully innovate 

(Chesbrough, 2003; Vanhaverbeke, 2006). Nowadays in the open innovation era, innovators 

must integrate their ideas, expertise and skills with those of others outside the organization 

to create value (Chesbrough, 2003). Open Innovation is a phenomenon that has become 

important for both practice and theory over the last few years (Gassmann and Enkel, 2004). 

 

Open innovation can be analyzed at different levels (see figure 1.1), namely intra-

organizational networks, firm level, inter-firm level, inter-organizational networks and 

national or regional innovation systems (Vanhaverbeke, 2006). In this thesis, open 

innovation is examined at the inter-firm level; i.e. considering the interest of two or more 

companies that are tied to each other through equity or non-equity alliances.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1.1: Different levels of open innovation (originated from Vanhaverbeke, 2006). 

 

This is an important element of open innovation, as "open innovation is almost by 

definition related to the establishment of ties of innovating firms with other 

organizations" (Vanhaverbeke, 2006: 2). Hence, firms are increasingly teaming up with 

other companies to develop or absorb new technologies, commercialize new products or 

simply stay in touch with the latest technological developments. More specifically, during 

the last decades, an explosive growth of various forms of interfirm collaboration has 

Intra-organizational networks

Firm level

Inter-firm level

Inter-organizational networks

National 

& regional

innovation systems
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occurred (Tsang, 1998). The formation rate of interfirm collaborations, such as strategic 

alliances, has increased dramatically (Dyer, Kale and Singh, 2001; Simonin, 1997). For 

example, the number of strategic alliances rose to more than 10,200 in 2000 alone (Ireland 

et al., 2002). It is estimated that US firms with US$ 2 billion or more in revenue each 

formed an average of 138 alliances between 1996 and 1999 (Ireland et al., 2002).  

 

So far, most research has focused on alliances containing two firms (which are called dyadic 

or bilateral alliances). However, researchers increasingly recognize the importance of 

alliances which contain more than two partners (Das et al., 2002; Lavie et al., 2007). These 

alliances are called 'multi partner alliances'. Multi partner alliances are observed in various 

industries, ranging from semiconductors (Browning et al., 1995; Das et al., 2003), telecom 

(Lavie et al., 2007) to Agri-Food (De Man, 2006; Vanhaverbeke, De Rochemont, Meijer and 

Roijakkers, 2007). 

 

In this thesis, the definition of multi partner alliances is based on Lavie et al. (2007) and 

Vanhaverbeke and Cloodt (2006): 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This definition has several important elements. First, firms are voluntary and independent 

in their choice to join this specific type of cooperation. While firms may have various 

reasons to join multi partner alliances, such as similar interests, a triggering entity or open 

solicitation (Doz et al., 2000), member firms are legally independent entities choosing to 

join the multi partner cooperation voluntary.  

 

Next, some degree of common objectives among members should exist. It is important that 

partners have some degree of common objectives, or the association is likely to collapse: 

previous literature has identified a lack of common objectives as a clear reason for multi 

partner alliance failure (see Hwang et al., 1997).  

 

Furthermore, in the multi partner alliances of this thesis, governance is often carried out 

by joint decision-making. This means that all partners have to be involved when decisions 

are made which affect the interests of the cooperation. According to Saxton (1987), shared 

decision-making fuels commitment of partners and their interest in the outcomes of the 

alliance. It also decreases the likelihood of opportunistic behavior of partners and reduces 

"A multi partner alliance is a collective, voluntary organizational association with 

more than two members, with common objectives, joint decision-making and 

shared risks, who interactively engage in multilateral value chain activities, such 

as collaborative research, development, sourcing, production, marketing and 

commercialization of technologies, products  and/or services" 
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information asymmetry when partners have a high participation in and knowledge of 

strategic decisions and actions in the alliance (Saxton, 1987). 

 

Another characteristic of multi partner alliances in this study is that risks are shared among 

the participants. Risk sharing has been identified as an important objective for a firm to 

join a partnership (Caloghirou et al., 2003; Koza et al., 2000). By partnering, firms can 

decrease their individual risk. If risks are shared between partners, this also increases 

commitment of partners to stay involved in the alliance, since partners are 'locked in' 

(Gulati et al., 2000) to make the alliance a success. 

 

Moreover, the activities in a multi partner alliance involve partners with similar or different 

positions in the value chain (either horizontal or vertical). For instance, in SEMATECH, 

American semiconductor firms collaborated in a horizontal multi partner alliance, as these 

firms were also competitors of each other (Browning et al., 1995). Within Agri-Food, 

Prominent is a multi partner cooperation existing of tomato growers who also fulfill similar 

positions in the value chain (De Man, 2006). Next to horizontal multi partner alliances, 

firms also cooperate in vertical multi partner alliances. De Rochemont et al. (2007) 

describe a multi partner cooperation existing of firms that cover different parts of the 

value chain cooperating to create a new mussel harvesting technology. Lavie et al. (2007) 

focus on the Wi-Fi Alliance, a multi partner alliance aimed to test and certify the 

interoperability of WLAN products based on the IEEE 802.11 standard. This alliance 

consisted of both hardware manufacturers (such as Philips and Dell) and telecom focused 

companies (such as Nokia and Ericsson). The nature of the activities in multi partner 

alliances can be diverse, ranging from research (such as SEMATECH), developing industry 

standards (i.e. The WIFI standard) or both production and market development (developing 

a new mussel harvesting technology and finding customers to sell the new technology to). 

 

Additionally, the definition of multi partner alliances in this thesis implies some degree of 

interaction between actors. This is in contrast with the focus of Das et al. (2002) who focus 

on the level of non-generalized exchanges in the 'network'. In their view, some partners 

have direct interaction with one and other, while others only have interaction with single 

partners. It is also possible that one focal company acts as a Tertius Gaudens (Burt, 1992): 

one firm may coordinate all activities and communication and limit interaction between 

members. In this thesis, the focus lies on multi partner alliances with partners who engage 

in mutual interaction. 

 

Finally, the multi partner alliances in this thesis may concern both the 'outside in' as the 

'inside out' view (Vanhaverbeke et al., 2006) from an open innovation perspective. Multi 

partner alliances can be used as an instrument to both jointly develop ("outside in") and 
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commercialize ("inside out") knowledge or products. In the next paragraph, the potential 

benefits for firms to join multi partner alliances are described. 

1.2 The benefits of multi partner alliances 

 

Multi partner alliances provide several benefits for participating firms (De Rochemont et 

al., 2007): 

 

Multi partner alliances enable firms to cover a larger part of the value chain. In a multi 

partner alliance, each member brings unique resources to the cooperation, such as the 

deployment of personnel (Mothe et al., 2001), machines or production facilities or technical 

skills (Browning et al., 1995). The sum of these resources enables firms to cover a larger 

part of the value chain, thereby increasing customer value for its clients (Porter, 1980). 

Multi partner cooperation also provides access to new partners. The members in the 

alliance offer a gateway to other partners which may lead to even more resources, 

customers or suppliers. To reduce search costs and risks of opportunism, organizations tend 

to create stable preferential relationships characterized by trust and rich exchange of 

information with specific partners (Powell, 1990). Over time, these embedded relationships 

accumulate into a network that becomes a repository of information on the availability and 

reliability of prospective partners (Powell et al., 1994). Organizations embedded in such 

networks are more likely to resort to that network for cues on their future alliance 

decisions which are thus more likely to be embedded in the network (Gulati et al., 1999).  

Moreover, cooperating with multiple firms in one alliance offers additional scale effects. 

Firms can create scale by bundling procurement. According to De Man (2006), Agri-Food 

firms in the Dutch tomato industry jointly develop new cultivating techniques. Individually, 

this R&D would be too expensive to carry out by each firm. By joining forces and sharing 

costs, each firm is able to tap into new techniques which improve their competitive 

position. 

 

Thus, according to literature, multi partner alliances offer a number of benefits to firms. 

However, little empirical knowledge exists on the trends, motives and challenges related to 

multi partner cooperation. Therefore, in the next paragraph, these issues are discussed. 
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1.3 Multi partner alliances: trends and motives 

 

Whilst multi partner cooperation provides interesting opportunities for companies, previous 

literature has not covered this topic extensively. Previous findings concerning its scope are 

limited and show mixed findings. Makino and Beamish (1998) found that 55% of their sample 

of 737 joint ventures had more than two partners. Gulati et al. (1999) show that about one 

third of their sample of 1570 high tech alliances consist of multi partner alliances. In 

addition, previous research on multi partner alliance activity has not adopted a longitudinal 

approach. It is therefore not clear if multi partner alliances are a temporary trend or a long 

term phenomenon. Moreover, previous findings on multi partner alliances in high tech 

industries contain a bias towards large firms. Furthermore, little is known about the 

motives of managers to join such alliances.   

To create a better understanding of multi partner alliance activity, this chapter presents 

empirical data multi partner activity and motives. First, trends in high tech industries are 

presented, followed by trends & motives concerning SMEs. 

     

Trends in high tech industries1 

 

The MERIT-CATI database was used to explore trends in multi partner alliance. The analysis 

was focused on (global) interfirm arrangements that are associated with the transfer or 

development of new knowledge/technology. The MERIT-CATI databank is a relational 

database which contains separate data files that can be linked to each other and provide 

both disaggregated and combined information from several files (Hagedoorn, 1996). 

Information about around more than 10.000 alliances has been collected from 1970-2000. 

Systematic collection of inter-firm alliances started in 1987. Many sources from earlier 

years were consulted to form a retrospective view. Information about alliances was 

obtained via newspaper and journal articles, book dealings with the subject and specialized 

journals. This method of information gathering is called 'literature-based alliance counting' 

and is limited due to the lack of publicity for certain arrangements, low profile of certain 

groups of companies and fields of technology. 

Despite these shortcomings, the use of the MERIT-CATI database has been largely accepted 

in the domains of strategic management research in order to explore trends and patterns in 

alliance formation (Hagedoorn, 1996; Narula et al., 1999; Hagedoorn and Van Kranenburg, 

2003). In the MERIT-CATI database, only interfirm agreements are being collected that 

contain some degree of arrangements for transferring technology or joint research. In 

addition, this database also contains information on joint ventures that have some form of 

R&D program. Mere production or marketing joint ventures are excluded. Because of the 

focus of R&D and technology transfer alliances, this database fits well with our research 

                                                 
1 The author wishes to thank Ad van den Oord for his support with regards to the data collection of the trends in 

high tech industries in this chapter. 
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object. The databank contains alliance data on sectors such as information technology, 

biotechnology and aerospace, which can be classified as 'high tech'. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1.2:  Yearly announced new alliances 

Source: MERIT CATI (2006) 

 

Figure 1.2 demonstrates the enormous rise of alliances during 1980-2000. Since the early 

eighties, the number of yearly announced dyadic alliances has increased by 400%, 

translating into approximately bilateral 5611 alliances. Contrary to this increase in dyadic 

alliances, the number of newly announced multi partner alliances has remained fairly 

stable during this time period. 1283 newly announced multi partner alliances were observed 

from 1980-2000.  

 

Figure 1.3 gives a more detailed overview of the number of partners in all new alliance 

announcements during 1980-2000. Around 18% of all new alliances consisted of more than 2 

partners. This means that almost one out of five new alliances were group based. Two-

thirds of all multi partner alliances were triads, consisting of three member firms, totaling 

830 triadic alliances. As the number of partners increases, the number of multi partner 

alliances decreases: there were 293 alliances with four member firms and just 160 with five 

or more. As the number of partner increases, fewer multi partner alliances are observed. 
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Figure 1.3: Number of partners in the alliance 

Source: MERIT CATI (2006) 

       

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1.4: Number of multi partner alliances grouped by number of partners 

Source: MERIT CATI (2006) 

 

Figure 1.4 shows the number of multi partner alliances grouped by number of partners in 

the period 1980-1996. For example, in 1996, 106 multi partner alliances were observed, of 

which 58% contained three partners, 25% contained four partners and 16% contained more 

than four partners. Interestingly, all types of multi partner alliances (grouped by member 

size) display the same pattern of growth or decline.  

 

Two conclusions can be drawn from this data. The degree of multi partner alliance 

formation has remained stable. Moreover, the graph seems to suggest that the number of 

alliances decreases as the number of partners increases. This could be caused by the 

difficulty of governance in multi partner alliances when dealing with a large number of 

partners (Gomes-Casseres, 1996; Das et al., 2002). 
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Next to multi partner alliance activity in high tech sectors (which often encompasses large 

firms), little knowledge on multi partner activity of SMEs exists (Van de Vrande et al., 

2009). This is an important gap, because SMEs account for over 95% of manufacturing 

enterprises and an even higher share in many service industries in OECD countries (OECD, 

2005). Also, in most economies, SMEs generate two-thirds of private sector employment and 

are the principal creator of jobs (OECD, 2005). The next paragraph will cover the trends 

with regards to multi partner alliance activities of SMEs. 

 

Trends concerning SMEs2 

 

Figure 1.5 shows data from Syntens, a subsidiary of the Dutch Ministry of Economic Affairs, 

aimed at improving innovation of SMEs. It shows a substantial increase in the number of 

registered SME multi partner alliances aimed at new product and business development. In 

2005, 11 multi partner alliances were registered, while this number grew by more than 

700% in 2007 to 88. Next to the registered multi partner alliances, Syntens has facilitated a 

large (but unknown) number of multi partner alliances which have not been registered. 

Nonetheless, the data in figure 1.5 do reflect an increased interest in multi partner 

alliances from public parties, in line with results from other researchers such as Van de 

Vrande et al. (2009), who find that 30% of 605 SME managers noticed an increase in network 

usage during the innovation process. Hence, the data seems to suggest that SMEs are 

increasingly joining multi partner alliances.  

                                                 
2 The data of this paragraph has been collected with the help of Murk Peutz and Harco van den Hil of Syntens. 
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Figure 1.5: Number of newly registered SME multi partner alliances in the Netherlands 

Source: Syntens (2007) 

 

To create a better understanding of this trend, it is important to find out why SMEs join 

these multi partner alliances. The objectives of firms to join these alliances can be viewed 

in figure 1.6. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1.6: The objectives of firms in multi partner alliances 

Source: Syntens (2007) 

 

The percentage of each objective reflects the percentage of times a certain objective was 

mentioned by a sample of 100 Dutch respondents participating in multi partner alliances in 

various industries.  
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The most important objective for SMEs to participate in these alliances is to develop new 

products or services. The figure shows that SME firms also have a clear financial incentive 

to use these multi partner alliances. Moreover, the development of new technology forms 

an important objective of the SMEs participating in multi partner alliances. These findings 

support the "outside in" (Chesbrough et al., 2006) aspect of the open innovation paradigm: 

SMEs clearly participate in multi partner alliances to broaden their innovative scope, 

resulting in new products and services and new technology by accessing resources from 

outside partners.  

 

Additional motives for firms to participate in these multi partner alliances are accessing 

new markets and new suppliers (Grant et al., 2004). Alliances offer firms a vehicle to 

broaden their geographical scope. Partners may have access to markets which are new to a 

partner. This also counts for accessing new suppliers. Alliances also work as a conduit for 

knowledge (Gulati et al., 2000); if a third party has an excellent reputation at one of the 

partners in the multi partner alliance, the other partners might follow the recommendation 

of the partner and also engage in business activities with this third party. 

 

Realizing these objectives is however, not an easy task. Literature contains several 

examples of multi partner alliances which resulted in alliance failure. These examples 

illustrate that multi partner cooperation is not an easy process. The MIPS network (Gomes-

Casseres, 1996; Hwang et al., 1997) is a classic example. In this example, different 

semiconductor firms tried to cooperate to create a common RISC standard. However, each 

member firm tried to promote his or hers own developed standard. This resulted in a 

'slippery slope' for the alliance, as members could not agree on one common standard. As a 

result, the entire alliance collapsed and a common standard was not achieved. 

Furthermore, De Rochemont et al. (2007) describe how a conflict in a mussel harvesting 

cluster led to a break up situation of the group. One member accused other members of 

knowledge leaking. This member lost his trust in his partners. As a result, the group was 

split; the partner who lost his confidence in his partners left the cooperation and the other 

members continued to collaborate, but in a bilateral way.  

 

The following examples give more insight into multi partner cooperation. 
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Examples of multi partner alliances: 

 

Example one: Prominent 

 

 

The end of the last century was a difficult period for the Dutch tomato industry. Its 

largest customer, Germany, turned its back on the Dutch tomato. German customers 

referred to it as ‘the Wasserbombe’, indicating the watery taste of the tomato. 

Moreover, the growing conditions to cultivate according to sustainability criteria 

offered even more challenges. Individually, Dutch tomato cultivators had too little 

knowledge and resources to improve product quality. Six tomato cultivators decided to 

cooperate and form a cooperation called ‘Prominent’ (founded in 1994). The goal of the 

tomato cultivators was to increase the quality of the tomatoes and therefore increase 

market share in Germany, while maintaining the sustainability of the ecological system. 

 

Prominent members analyzed new lighting techniques for tomato cultivation. Moreover, 

new methods were developed to create a closed greenhouse leading to 30% less usage 

of gas and a better climate control. These experiments act as learning vehicles for the 

members. In addition, Prominent set up a packaging company, one of the most 

innovative in Europe, in which tomatoes are packaged for American and German 

customers. Before, packaging was done by the individual cultivators. By creating a new 

company taking over these non-core activities, each firm has been able to concentrate 

more on its primary function, i.e. growing tomatoes. Additional value was created for 

its members by improving bargaining power towards ‘The Greenery’, which is one of the 

largest sales companies of tomatoes in the Netherlands. Because of its size, a current 

number of 22 members (covering 120 m3 tomatoes), Prominents' members are 

represented on several committees in the Greenery.   

 

Finally, Prominent successfully improved the quality of the Dutch tomato. As a result of 

this and other similar initatiatives, the Dutch tomato is again the most popular tomato 

in Germany (De Man et al., 2006). 

 

Source: 
Man, A.P. de. 2006. Alliantiebesturing: samenwerking als precisie-instrumenten. ’s-

Gravenhage: Stichting Management Studies  
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Example two: SEMATECH 

 

One of the most researched multi partner alliances is SEMATECH, short for ''semiconductor 

manufacturing technology". SEMATECH is a consortium of American semiconductor manufacturers 

founded in 1987. The motivation for this cooperation was the loss of American market share due 

to increased competition of Japanese manufacturers. 

 

Six years later, in 1993, the situation had changed substantially. U.S. semiconductor producers 

recaptured top position in worldwide sales with 45.3 percent of the chip market. In similar 

fashion, the semiconductor equipment makers jumped to 53 percent of worldwide sales at the end 

of 1992. 

 

Between 1987 and 1992, SEMATECH generated 15 patents and 36 patent applications, helped 

enact more than 300 industry standards, participated in 110 equipment improvement projects and 

joint development programs, and published more than 1100 technical documents containing 

scientific data on critical manufacturing processes. 

Source: 
Bulletin of the American Society for Information Science 

Example three: Mussel Harvesting cluster 

 

Clustered hanging mussels have grown into a profitable business during the last two decades.  

However, the technique involved had several disadvantages. Pulling the ropes with hanging 

mussels out of the water after each harvest was very stressful for the mussels, which also affected 

their quality for consumers. Also, if the ropes fell too deep in the water, the harvest was eaten by 

predators. These disadvantages motivated a mussel harvester to think about a new technique. 

 

A cooperation consisting of a muscle breeder and a machine producer lead to a new harvesting 

design, decreasing the amount of labor required to collect the mussel shelves. The mussel breeder 

and machine developer teamed up with a plastics company to create plastic harvesting design 

which would be lighter and therefore keep the construction from falling below the sea line. 

 

The CEO of the plastics company suggested that a careful design was required before the plastic 

construction could be build. All parties agreed and the plastics company suggested that a company 

specialized in drawing designs should be attracted to fulfill this task. The CEO of the plastics 

company knew such a company and paid them to make this graphic design.  

 

However, a few months later, the CEO of the plastics company saw the same design for plastic 

floaters at a competitor. The CEO suggested that someone had stolen his ideas and passed it to his 

competitor. The CEO became suspicious towards his alliance partners leading to a sense of 

distrust. The machine producer and the mussel harvester realized that it was better to change the 

structure of the cooperation: the plastics company was asked to leave the alliance formally and 

he agreed. Hereafter, cooperation between the initial members still continued, but bilaterally.  

 

Source: 

Rochemont, M. H. de, Man, A.P. de, & Veen, M. van de. 2007. De Cluster Radar: diagnose van 
samenwerking in het MKB.  Holland Management Review, 24(114), 36-42.   
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1.4 Managerial difficulties 

 

According to theory, managers face a number of managerial difficulties in multi partner 

alliance management. A first difficulty is the increased danger of free-riding (Dyer et al., 

2000; Das et al., 2002). Dyer et al. (2000) state that successful collaboration may produce 

‘collective’ or ‘public’ goods (e.g., knowledge) those are accessible to all members of the 

network. The creation of a public good (e.g., useful knowledge) has the potential for ‘free 

riders,’ members who enjoy the benefits of the collective good without contributing to its 

establishment and/or maintenance (Dyer et al., 2000: 348). Thus, in a multi partner 

alliance, a firm may willingly participate in knowledge-sharing activities to acquire the 

desired knowledge and then exit the group or refuse to contribute its knowledge. Free-

riding and opportunistic behaviors of partners can also undermine the development of trust, 

an important requirement for successful cooperation (Das et al., 2003).  

A second difficulty in multi partner cooperation concerns the increased risk of conflicts; the 

number of dyadic relationships increases geometrically as the number of partners becomes 

bigger (Garcia-Canal et al., 2003). It is not uncommon that partners also compete with one 

and other ("internal competition"). An example is the ACE (Advanced Computing 

Environment) consortium (Hwang et al., 1997). This multi partner alliance consisted of 250 

members, but quickly led to alliance failure due to internal competition. Having more than 

two partners leads to more possible conflicting interests which could lead to alliance failure 

(Park et al., 1996; Gomes-Casseres, 1996).   

A third difficulty (as a result of the previous two difficulties) in multi partner alliances is 

that a greater number of partners also tend to introduce additional coordination and 

communication costs (Parkhe 1993; García-Canal et al., 2003) as a result of increased 

transaction costs. Park et al. (1996) claim that an increase in participants also increases the 

transaction costs to monitor contractual terms.  

 

To increase our understanding of the obstacles of managing multi partner alliances, 

additional data was collected by the Eindhoven University of Technology at Syntens, a 

governmental organization focused on increasing innovation at Dutch SMEs. This data 

contains information from the same 100 Dutch SME managers active in different multi 

partner alliances coming from various industries as in paragraph 1.3 (see figure 1.7). 

Managers were asked which issues they perceived to be the most important requirements 

for successful multi partner cooperation based on their experiences (Likert scale 1-5). 
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Figure 1.7: Lessons learned from multi partner collaboration 

Source: Syntens (2006) 

 

The findings from this survey could reflect the managerial challenges which were stated 

earlier. Most important to the respondents is improved project management. Improved 

project management refers to a clear project organization with a division of tasks and 

responsibilities ensuring that tasks are carried out effectively. This is line with Gomes-

Casseres (1996) and Doz and Hamel (1998), who argue that multi partner alliances require 

effective network governance and an adequate degree of formal governance. Respondents 

also claim that an active network orchestrator is vital, thus supporting notions from 

Lorenzoni and Lipparini (1999). Having multiple partners may lead to conflicting interests, 

which stresses the need for a partner who aligns all interests and insures the interest of the 

collective receives priority above individual interests. Also, clear project management 

(resulting in a clear task division and responsibilities for instance) improves communication 

and lowers opportunism. 

 

The survey results also indicate that maintaining social commitment of partners is 

necessary. This commitment could be socially but also financially. The need for social 

commitment supports Das and Teng (1998) and Jones et al. (1997). They argue that multi 

partner cooperation demands strong social governance because it is impossible to safeguard 

every action by formal contracting. Moreover, in multi partner alliances aimed at creating 

new or improved products or services, financial commitments are important during the 

post-formation phase of the alliance. It is not uncommon that machines have to be bought 

and skilled personnel are required for R&D purposes. 

The findings from the survey show that lessons learned span a wide area of topics: ranging 

from the need for more formal and social governance to involving the end customer and 
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partner selection. Effective multi partner alliance management encompasses a wide variety 

of elements which managers should be able to recognize and manage. This in line with the 

notion of Vanhaverbeke et al. (2006), who argue that this field of research demands a 

multidisciplinary approach. However, as the next paragraph will show, current literature 

cannot provide the answer to managers how they should manage multi partner alliances to 

maintain healthy levels of performance, indicating a managerial gap in literature (Bell et 

al., 2006). 

1.5 Gaps in literature and main research questions of this thesis 

 

The previous paragraph illustrated data suggesting that effectively managing multi partner 

alliances requires a multi disciplinary approach, ranging from formal to social governance, 

but also customer involvement and partner selection. In contrast with expectations, 

theoretical and empirical research on multi partner alliance management remains limited 

(Bell et al., 2006, Zeng et al., 2003; Das et al., 2003). Previous literature contains a 

number of evident voids which are in need of further theoretical development.  

 

First of all, previous literature has been conceptually by nature. Doz et al. (1998) present a 

framework for designing build multi partner alliances, but do not offer any theoretical 

arguments. In addition, Dhanaraj et al. (2006) present the roles which should be carried out 

by orchestrators, but do not provide empirical testing for their propositions. Zeng et al. 

(2003) create a conceptual framework concerning the social dilemmas in multi partner 

cooperation but neglect to offer empirical support. Also, Das et al. (2002) offer a 

framework containing social governance mechanisms without empirical testing. Hence, 

most literature has remained conceptual and lacks external validation. 

 

Second, most scholars have approached the antecedents of multi partner performance from 

isolated mono-theoretical perspectives. This is an import shortcoming, because 

understanding performance of multi partner cooperation demands a multi disciplinary 

approach (Vanhaverbeke et al., 2006). Some scholars adopt a social (network) governance 

view, such as Das et al. (2002), Jones et al. (1997) and Zeng et al. (2003). In contrast, other 

scholars have only looked from a formal governance perspective (Garcia-Canal et al., 2003; 

Lavie et al., 2007) or game theory (Hwang et al., 1997). Few attempts have been made to 

integrate various theoretical perspectives. An exception is Vanhaverbeke et al. (2006), who 

focus on value creation and appropriation in value constellations from an open innovation 

perspective. Thus, while multi partner alliance management requires a multi disciplinary 

approach, previous research has not been able to investigate this phenomenon 

comprehensively. 
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Third, an important theoretical debate concerning the association between formal and 

social governance has not been extended to a multi partner context. Literature on dyadic 

alliances suggests that managers are faced with the choice whether to focus either on 

formal governance (Garcia-Canal et al., 2003) or social governance (Dyer et al., 2003), or a 

combination (Poppo et al., 2002). The first choice is called the substitution view, which 

suggests that either one governance mode should be preferred. Several scholars in this view 

even claim that formal governance negatively impacts relational governance (Ghoshal et 

al., 1996) and suggest that social controls should be preferred. The second choice is the 

complementarity view on governance modes in alliances, which states that formal and 

social governance work synergetically. This discussion has not been examined in a multi 

partner context. This is an important void, because applying effective governance 

mechanisms is crucial for alliance success (Osborn et al., 1990). Previous research on 

governance in multi partner alliances remains unclear how formal and relational 

governance relate to each other. Scholars have not investigated this interaction 

conceptually or empirically yet. For example, Doz et al. (1998) argue that the group should 

start with formalization (by designing a structure and make formal commitments), 

"superseded over time by informal agreements" (Doz et al., 1998: 228). However, it is not 

clear from their research whether these formal mechanisms actually affect informal 

mechanisms. Moreover, Lavie et al. (2007) mention that formal and social governance are 

governance mechanisms in multi partner alliances, but do not give an answer if they are 

substitutes or work complementary. Thus, an important theoretical debate on the 

association between formal and social governance has been neglected in multi partner 

alliance literature. 

 

Fourth, little is known about the antecedents of multi partner alliance during the lifecycle 

of the multi partner cooperation. Most literature has adopted a static view concerning the 

antecedents of performance in multi partner cooperation, while empirical findings on 

dyadic alliances indicates that understanding alliance success also requires a dynamic 

perspective. Alliances go through multiple learning cycles and different stages in its 

lifecycle (Doz et al., 1998; Spekman et al., 1998; Jap, 2007). Alliances have different 

phases, which can be broadly classified as post-formation (before partners give their formal 

commitment) and post-formation (after formal commitment), in line with the thoughts of 

Doz et al. (2000). However, literature on multi partner cooperation has not paid 

considerable attention to the dynamics of multi partner cooperation. For example, Garcia-

Canal et al. (2003) examine governance in multi partner alliances, but do not distinguish 

various stages in the alliance process. Das et al. (2002) present a conceptual framework 

arguing that social governance is vital in multi partner cooperation, but also do not specify 

whether these governance modes have a differential impact across the lifecycle of the 

alliance. Some exceptions exist (see Doz et al., 1998) but lack a theoretical foundation. 

Other contributions (such as Heikkinen et al., 2006) present longitudinal case studies, but 
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cannot specify the precise effect of the antecedents of performance during the alliance 

process. Existing research on this topic has been carried out using case study research, 

which questions whether those findings have a strong external validity. Hence, it remains 

unknown which antecedents are important for each phase in a multi partner alliance. 

Adopting a longitudinal perspective in explaining multi partner alliance performance could 

lead to valuable insights which enable managers to improve the success rate of their multi 

partner alliances. 

 

Summarized, this paragraph has identified several theoretical and empirical voids 

concerning multi partner alliance management. Previous literature has researched this 

topic from a conceptual perspective. Whilst the multi dimensionality of the topic has been 

pointed out in literature, existing empirical research has not integrated various 

perspectives. The association between formal and social governance in multi partner 

cooperation has not been investigated. Little is known about the impact of different 

antecedents during different phases in the multi partner alliance lifecycle.  

 

Therefore, these voids lead to the following main research question3 of this thesis: 

 

 

 

 

The main research question will be answered by answering three sub questions which are 

derived from the voids just mentioned.  

 

All sub questions aim to contribute to the first literature void as this thesis will conduct 

several empirical analyses by using a sample of 170 firms in 32 different multi partner 

alliances. 

 

Sub question one: what are the antecedents of multi partner alliance performance 

regardless of the alliance phase? 

 

The first sub question aims to address the second void in literature, which concerns a lack 

of using different theories to explain multi partner alliance performance. By examining the 

antecedents of multi partner alliances using a multi theoretical approach (Vanhaverbeke 

and Cloodt, 2006) based on "interorganizational climates", an attempt is made to fill this 

void. Moreover, literature on innovation in teams has found that a climate approach may 

deliver strong explanatory power with regards to team member performance (Anderson et 

al., 1998; Jackofsky et al., 1988).  

                                                 
3 In this thesis, the antecedents of multi partner alliance performance from a firm's perspective are investigated. 
Multi partner alliance performance concerns the perceived performance of a single firm, part of a multi partner 
alliance. 

  

"What are the antecedents of multi party alliance performance?" 
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Sub question two: which association exists between formal governance and social 

governance in multi partner alliances? 

 

The second sub question aims to address the third void in literature, which concerns the 

association between formal and social governance in multi partner alliances. The 

relationship between these governance perspectives in multi partner cooperation has been 

neglected in literature. For this sub question, this thesis will examine whether these 

different governance mechanisms are complementary (Poppo et al., 2002) or substitutable 

(Lee et al., 2006) in a multi partner context.  

 

Sub question three: what are the antecedents of multi partner alliance performance in the 

pre-formation and post-formation phase? 

 

As mentioned earlier, literature on dyadic alliances has identified that during different 

phases in the lifecycle of the cooperation, different antecedents influence performance 

(Jap, 2007; Hoffmann et al., 2001). However, previous literature neglects the issue which 

antecedents impact multi partner alliance performance. Empirical knowledge on the 

differential character of antecedents in different stages in the lifecycle of a multi partner 

alliance is lacking. This sub question therefore addresses the fourth literature gap and will 

examine the antecedents of multi partner alliance performance in different phases in the 

alliance lifecycle, using a sample of 76 respondents in the pre-formation phase and 94 

respondents in the post-formation phase. 
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1.6 Conclusion and outline of this thesis 

 

Open innovation is a phenomenon which has increasingly become important for both 

practice and theory over the last few years, due to globalization and shortening of product 

life cycles. As a result, firms are increasingly using interorganizational forms of cooperation 

to improve their competitive position. Next to bilateral strategic alliances, firms also 

engage in multi partner alliances. This chapter illustrated empirical support that multi 

partner alliances consistently occur in a broad range of industries. Using the MERIT CATI 

database, the analysis revealed that during 1980-2000, one out of every 5 alliances involves 

more than two partners. In addition, data from Syntens shows a clear increase in the 

number of the number of registered multi partner alliances of SMEs, clearly reflecting an 

increased interest in multi partner alliances. Hence, more and more managers are faced 

with the question how multi partner alliances can be managed successfully. In their journey 

to maximize the value creation potential of multi partner alliances, managers are faced 

with several managerial difficulties. Multi partner alliances lead to an increased danger of 

free riding. In addition, the complexity of dealing with multiple partners leads to an 

increase in potential conflicting interests. Hence, these difficulties lead to an increased 

effort for coordination and governance (Gomes-Casseres, 1996).  

 

While practice is increasingly challenged with the complexities of managing multi partner 

alliances, previous theory contains several clear voids thus limiting further theoretical 

development. Although multi partner alliance management demand an integrative, multi 

disciplinary approach (Vanhaverbeke et al., 2006), most literature has viewed this 

phenomenon from single isolated perspectives. Previous literature also lacks empirical 

testing thus limiting the external validity of most of its findings. In addition, little is known 

about the interaction between formal and social governance in multi partner alliances. 

Furthermore, previous research has found that alliances change over time, thus suggesting 

that antecedents for multi partner alliance performance may also be time dependent. 

Unfortunately, current research has not investigated this topic thus leaving an important 

void to be filled. 

 

In this thesis, the focus lies on exploring the antecedents of multi partner alliance 

performance. The outline of this thesis is the following (see figure 1.8). Chapter two 

presents the theoretical framework of this thesis. In chapter three, the methodology and 

data for this thesis which are used in the empirical chapters are described. The first 

empirical study is found in chapter four, which will explore the antecedents of multi 

partner alliance performance regardless of the alliance phase. As governance is an 

important issue in managing multi partner alliances, the second empirical study (chapter 
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five) will focus on the association between formal governance on social governance in multi 

partner cooperation. The final empirical chapter (chapter six) explores the antecedents of 

multi partner alliance performance in the pre-formation phase and the post-formation 

phase. Finally, conclusions, theoretical and management implications and research 

recommendations are presented in chapter seven. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1.8: Outline of this thesis 
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In this chapter, the theoretical framework of this thesis is described. 

This framework contains the antecedents of multi partner alliance 

performance from an interorganizational climate approach. This 

approach is based on literature from organizational psychology. The 

theoretical framework contains four climates; the financial, relational, 

innovation and learning and management and organizational climate. 



 

 33 

 

2.1 Introduction 

 
In the previous chapter, the main research questions were described. The goal of this 

chapter is describe the theoretical framework which is the basis for the constructs used in 

the empirical chapters of this thesis. This framework contains the antecedents of multi 

partner alliance performance. 

 
Chapter one revealed that previous literature on the antecedents of multi partner alliance 

performance has adopted mono-theoretical perspectives, contrasting recent developments 

on this topic arguing that multi partner alliances "cannot be sufficiently addressed by one-

dimensional theoretical frameworks that emphasize the role of only one of these 

dimensions" (Vanhaverbeke et al., 2006: 28). In most cases, scholars have tried to explain 

multi partner performance from isolated perspectives, such as social exchange theory (Dyer 

et al., 2003; Das et al., 2002) or a transaction cost based perspective (Garcia-Canal et al., 

2003; Park et al., 1996), but never integrally. This leaves an important void to be filled. 

 

A possible contribution to fill these voids derives from a related domain in organization 

science, i.e. organizational psychology. In this field of science, major improvements in 

explaining work group outcome have been realized by adopting a ‘climate approach’ 

(Anderson et al., 1998). Climates are descriptive judgments that arise out of events, 

processes and contingencies that exist within settings (Naylor, Pritchard and Ilgen, 1980). 

Organizational studies scholars who want to do more than look at ”the slice of 

organizational life represented by a particular organization’s current crisis, a particular 

set of variables, or a particular experimental paradigm...often appeal to constructs such 

as ...organizational climate" (Ashkanasy et al., 2000: 7). In other words, when 

organizational scholars want to view organizational forms comprehensively, scholars find it 

more useful to use multidimensional concepts as climate (Lawrence, 1978). Climates enable 

scholars to integrate various theoretical perspectives. Climates may be adequately for 

researchers to evoke new adjectives to describe perceived social psychological 

environments (Denison, 1996). A climate approach has also been used to study antecedents 

of work group innovation (Anderson et al., 1998). 

 

Literature on climates distinguishes two approaches (Anderson et al., 1998); the cognitive 

schema approach and the shared perceptions approach. The first approach conceptualizes 

climate as "individuals' constructive representations or cognitive schema of their work 

environment, expressed in terms of psychological meaning and significance to the 

individual" (Anderson et al., 1998: 236) 

Other authors have emphasized the importance of shared perceptions as underpinning the 

notion of climate (e.g. Koys and DeCottis, 1991; Payne, Fineman and Wall, 1976). Thus, 

Reichers and Schneider (1990) define organizational climate as the shared perception of 
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"the way things are done". However, the difficulty faced by researchers adopting the second 

approach has been to attain consensus over criteria for minimum levels of agreement 

sufficient to indicate that perceptions are truly shared amongst members of an organization 

or organizational subunit (Jackofsky and Slocum, 1988; Patterson, West and Payne, 1992; 

Payne, 1990). In addition, adopting a shared perceptions approach and subjecting it to 

advanced econometrical analysis for empirical validation substantially increases sample size 

requirements. In this approach, the level of analysis is the group; all scores are added up 

and averaged to obtain group level shared perception scores. However, "the cognitive 

schema and the shared perceptions approaches are, in principle, compatible with one 

another and are thus not mutually exclusive" (Anderson et al., 1998: 236). In this thesis, a 

cognitive schema approach towards climate is adopted.  

 

As mentioned earlier, climates are suitable for measuring the social working environment of 

a group of persons. Team literature has extensively researched the effects of climates on 

job satisfaction and performance (Anderson et al., 1998; Jackofsky et al., 1988). Previous 

literature on organizational climates in organizations has found a strong relationship 

between climate and performance; Jackofsky et al. (1988) mention an explained variance 

of 58% of performance by climate, Joyce et al. (1984) finds that climates explain one fifth 

of variance in performance. Moreover, literature on teams in service marketing (De Jong et 

al., 2004) also found strong effects between climates and team performance. 

 

The focus of this thesis, multi partner alliances, can also be viewed as a team of members 

from different organizations. Several criteria mentioned in chapter one underscore this 

perspective; the multi partner alliance has joint decision-making, there are common 

objectives and mutual interaction between its members exists. As such, the alliance can be 

seen as a dedicated social environment of the alliance members.  

 

In this thesis, an 'interorganizational' perspective on climate is adopted, related to the 

perceptions of members of different organizations in a multi partner alliance. This thesis 

focuses on using different interorganizational climates which enhance performance in multi 

partner alliances. In the next paragraph, the theoretical framework is described. 

2.2 Theoretical framework  

 

In this chapter, a four factor framework for explaining multi partner alliance performance 

is presented (see figure 2.1). According to this framework, multi partner performance is 

positively influenced by four higher level constructs, which are called ‘climates’. This 

framework consists of the financial climate, the relational climate, the innovation and 

learning climate and the management and organizational climate. 
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Figure 2.1: Theoretical framework of this thesis 

 
The different climates from the theoretical framework are now described. 
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Figure 2.2: The elements of the financial climate 

 

As previously mentioned, multi partner alliances have a greater risk for free riding and 

interfirm conflicts due to different, often conflicting interests. It is therefore important to 

devote attention to making agreements about how value is created and is distributed 

(Dekker, 2003; Vanhaverbeke et al., 2006). Moreover, as described in chapter one, multi 

partner alliances often involve large investments which create financial risks for parties. 

These arguments illustrate that it is important to establish a healthy financial climate in 

the multi partner alliance, which is the first climate of our framework. The elements of a 

healthy financial climate are described next. 
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The financial climate consists of the perceptions of the alliance members regarding key 

financial issues in the alliance. The elements of the financial climate and their effect on 

multi partner alliance performance are explained below (see figure 2.2). 

 

The first element is making financial agreements about value appropriation. Several 

scholars note the importance of value appropriation in multi partner alliances 

(Vanhaverbeke et al., 2006; Gomes-Casseres, 1996). Value appropriation in multi partner 

alliances has to be considered jointly with the value creating strategy at the alliance level 

because the quality of the collaboration and their value sharing determine both how much 

value the alliance can create (Vanhaverbeke et al., 2006). Furthermore, all participants 

should profit from their participation in the multi partner alliance. Vanhaverbeke et al., 

(2006) claim that it is necessary to calculate benefits along the alliance to ensure that all 

members receive a fair return. If participants are not satisfied about their return, members 

become dissatisfied and exit the alliance (Ireland et al., 2002). Financial agreements 

concerning value appropriation can also help to prevent a difference in expectations at a 

later stage in the alliance. Hence, an absence of these agreements could lead to ambiguity 

and thus interfirm conflicts (Doz et al., 1998), undermining alliance performance. 

Moreover, financial agreements help to decrease opportunistic behavior of partners 

(Williamson, 1985). Through clearly articulated clauses that specify punishments, 

agreements limit the gains from opportunistic behavior (Poppo et al., 2002). 

 

Financial commitment concerns the willingness of partners to solve financial problems if 

they occur. Financial commitment goes further than merely contributing financial 

investments in the cooperation and suggests that firms are willing to overcome any 

financial problem which could threaten achieving alliance objectives. Financial 

commitment is important to maintain performance, because multi partner alliances may 

encounter severe financial problems. A first problem is insecurity of partners about 

realizing R.O.I. . Market circumstances may change which could lead to slower sales cycles 

or increased bargaining power of customers. Also, as was previously mentioned, another 

potential problem is conflicting interests between partners which make it difficult to 

realize R.O.I. . Especially when firms cooperate for a common standard, it can be difficult 

to overcome these conflicts. The MIPS case (chapter one) exemplifies this problem. 

 

A third element of the financial climate is the level of financial risks for participating in the 

alliance, which should be acceptable for the partners. Firms can make financial 

agreements, but they will never have the guarantee that the alliance objectives will be 

realized. If the risks are perceived to be too high, alliance members may become uncertain 

if their R.O.I. will be realized. This stresses the importance of the acceptability of financial 

risks. Thus, if managers are satisfied about the financial risks involved for participating in 

the cooperation, chances for alliance success increase. 
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Moreover, a healthy financial climate should contain a dynamic business planning. A 

business planning helps partners to clarify their expectations and to come to mutual 

agreement on alliance objectives. The business planning also contains the strategy of the 

alliance, describing the markets, suppliers, competitors and the financial planning. Merely 

designing a business planning at the start of the cooperation is not sufficient. The alliance 

may encounter unexpected changes in the environment which also require a flexible 

approach to business planning. Partners may change their priorities or new partners can 

join the alliance. Therefore, "flexibility in the business planning is important because 

alliances involve a dynamic interplay of activities, people and process" (Spekman et al., 

1998: 762). In the same line of thinking, Koza et al. (2000) state that in business alliances, 

periodic reviewing of the business plan is key.   

 

Finally, a healthy financial climate should contain clear financial goals for the alliance. For 

instance "a turnover of 10 million Euro" could be the target for an alliance of parties 

working together to develop and commercialize a new product. Clear, measurable and 

achievable targets can create a strong focus in the alliance towards common ground (Doz et 

al., 1998). Moreover, clear goals make performance measurement easier. As Doz et al. 

(1998) claim, successful alliances go through cycles of reevaluation. Effective reevaluation 

needs objectives which are clear to all parties. Thus, if all parties know exactly which goals 

are to be pursued, there is less room for ambiguity (Park et al., 2001) which could 

negatively influence alliance performance.   

 

Many have argued, however, that merely viewing alliances from an economical perspective 

overstates the desirability of either integration or explicit contractual safeguards in 

exchange settings commonly labeled as hazardous (Poppo et al., 2002). According to 

scholars adopting a social governance view (Das et al., 2003; Hill et al., 1990; Uzzi, 1999), 

formal governance cannot encompass all possible requirements beforehand. This leads to 

the second antecedent of our framework, the ‘relational climate’. 
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Figure 2.3: The elements of the relational climate 

 

The relational climate in the alliance contains the perceptions of the partners concerning 

the relational quality of the cooperation (see figure 2.3).  

 

An important element of the relational climate is trust. Deriving from social exchange 

theory, trust can be seen as the willingness to accept vulnerability based upon positive 

expectations of partner behavior (Hutt et al., 2000). When trust exists, the firm does not 

fear its partner’s actions (McAlister, 1995), because the partners can depend on each other 

to achieve a common purpose. Within alliances, trust implies that a partner’s actions will 

meet expectations, including the lack of opportunistic behavior. Kanter (1994) finds that 

trust is a key element of dyadic alliance success for almost 40 companies competing in 11 

countries. In this chapter, two levels of trust are distinguished. The first level is 

"trustworthiness" as defined by Barney et al. (1994). Barney defines trustworthiness as the 

mutual confidence that no partner will exploit another's vulnerabilities. The second level of 

trust is faith, also referred to as "competence based trust". Das et al. (2001) stress the 

importance of competence in trust, referring to the expectation of technically competent 

role performance. Other synonyms for faith and competence based trust are 'ability' and 

'expertise'. Hence, trust consists not only of the notion that partners do not exploit 

vulnerability for their own gain, but also the 'faith' partners have (McAlister, 1995) in the 

ability of partners to perform well. 

If trust is lacking in the alliance, alliance failure could be the end result. Low levels of trust 

also lead to an underdevelopment of social commitment between the parties (which will be 

described as the next element in the relational climate), which is crucial for effective 

alliances (Cullen et al., 2000; Ireland et al., 2002). 

Several authors claim that in multi partner alliances, social based governance based on 

trust is a better governance mechanism than formal contracting (Das et al., 2003; Jones et 

TrustworthinessTrustworthiness

FaithFaith

Cultural fitCultural fit

Relational 
climate

Relational 
climate

Social commitmentSocial commitment

Joint problem solvingJoint problem solving



 

 39 

 

al., 1997). These authors are convinced that due to highly insecure conditions within multi 

partner alliances, alliance partners have a strong need for trust, which fuels alliance 

stability.  

Additionally, trust decreases transaction costs, because there are fewer costs involved for 

the monitoring of partners. Some scholars even argue that trust may even substitute control 

mechanisms (Das et al., 1998). In a study of supplier and automaker exchange relationships, 

Dyer et al. (2003) found that the least-trusted automaker spent significantly more of its 

face-to-face interaction time with suppliers on contracting and haggling when compared to 

the most trusted automaker.  

Therefore, trust enhances social commitment, fuels stability and decreases transaction 

costs, thus enhancing alliance performance. 

 

A healthy relational climate should also contain positive levels of social commitment 

between alliance partners. Financial commitment was already briefly discussed at the 

financial climate. Commitment from a relational perspective encompasses a broader, social 

definition. Social commitment in an alliance contains a partner’s intention to continue the 

relationship (Cullen et al., 2000). Social commitment between partners to learn to work 

and/or learn together when trying to maximize the value-creating potential of available 

resources decreases an alliance’s uncertainty (Inkpen, 2000). Cullen et al. (2000) claim that 

without a sense of mutual social commitment, partners fail to work out the inevitable 

problems of alliances. If partners do not demonstrate social commitment, they retreat to 

their own companies or cultures, without resolving the problems and feeling that the 

venture is not worth the effort. This can result in dissolution of the alliance. If partners in 

an alliance demonstrate mutual social commitment, the venture will develop based on the 

principle of fair exchange (Lane and Beamish, 1990). Fair exchange means that all partners 

believe that they receive benefits from the relationship that equal their contributions. In 

multi partner alliances, partners have insecurity if partners will behave reciprocally, as free 

riding is one of the most apparent dangers in such organizational forms (Das et al., 2002; 

Jones et al., 1997). This requires firms to invest and contribute resources in the group while 

taking the risk of possible free riding. This in return leads to a strong sense of solidarity 

between partners (Das et al., 2002), working as a social glue to hold the alliance together. 

Thus, in multi partner alliances, social commitment leads to more solidarity and alliance 

continuity. 

 

A third element is the cultural fit between partners. Firms often differ in organizational 

cultures. A persistent misfit can lead to alliance exit (Das et al., 2002). When partners are 

from different national cultures, these differences are often magnified and commonly 

generate misunderstandings. Misunderstandings can limit interfirm learning and decrease 

interfirm trust. Hence, operational conflicts may result from different and incompatible 

organizational cultures of the partners, which reduce the effectiveness of the alliance (Das 
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and Teng, 2002). Successful alliances try to bridge these misfits (Douma et al., 2000), 

thereby preventing misunderstandings which may decrease trust. 

 

Finally, in a healthy relational climate, joint problem solving between partners is 

encouraged. Joint problem solving refers to the extent to which recent disagreements with 

a partner have been productively resolved (Heide and Miner, 1992, Lusch and Brown, 1996). 

Through joint problem solving, a mutually satisfactory solution may be reached for every 

contingency and consequently add to relationship success (Claro et al., 2003). Claro et al. 

(2003) find that joint problem solving positively influences perceived performance in 

business relationships. Joint problem solving increases the involvement of partners which in 

turn enhances their satisfaction and expectations with regards to the future. If partners are 

involved, they receive a sense of being "part of the team" and may also feel that they are 

able to influence the outcome of the alliance. Thus, if partners solve problems jointly, 

satisfaction among partners and expectations about the future may positively be 

influenced. 

 

Next to the importance of financial and relational factors, literature and the empirical data 

in chapter one suggests that multi partner alliances performance is also influenced by 

factors related to innovation and learning. Chapter one described that important objectives 

in multi partner alliances are related to innovation; such as developing new products and 

technology. Therefore, the next construct of our model concerns the innovation and 

learning climate. 
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Figure 2.4: The elements of the innovation and learning climate 

 

Next to the financial and relational climate, an alliance aimed at innovation should also 

have a healthy innovation and learning climate. This climate contains the perceptions of 

the alliance members concerning factors which positively contribute to the process of 

innovation in the alliance. Each element is now described (see figure 2.4). 

 

Previous literature on top management teams has mentioned open-mindedness as an 

important ingredient for creativity and innovation (Roffe, 1999). These insights can also be 

helpful for multi partner alliances aimed at innovation, because multi partner alliances 

constitute of managers from different organization who cooperate in a group. If open-

mindedness is lacking, groupthink may occur. Groupthink is premature consensus seeking, 

which leads to the seven symptoms of defective decision-making: poor information search, 

selective bias in processing information, incomplete survey of objectives, incomplete 

survey of alternatives, failure to reexamine preferred choice, failure to reexamine rejected 

alternatives and failure to develop contingency plans (Janis, 1982). McCauley (1998) 

presents a number of strategies to prevent groupthink; leadership that encourages airing of 

doubts and objections in the group and encourages search for information and evaluation 

from sources outside the group, procedural norms supporting systematic consideration of 

alternatives, “second-chance” meetings after preliminary consensus and special attention 

to the motives and communications of threatening competitors.  

 

A second element of the innovation and learning climate is effective communication among 

the alliance partners. Communication is essential for knowledge sharing in alliances (Doz et 
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al., 1998). Communication refers to the formal and informal sharing of meaningful and 

timely information between firms (Sivadas et al., 2000). It enables goal adjustment, task 

coordination and interfirm learning. Mohr et al. (1994) find that successful alliances 

demonstrated better communication quality and information sharing. Kelly et al. (2002) 

show that poor communication in an alliance can significantly undermine its performance. 

It can fuel an atmosphere of mistrust and suspicion that can negatively influence the 

legitimacy of the alliance. Moreover, Kelly et al. (2002) suggest that the leading cause of 

death of alliances is poor communication between alliance partners. According to these 

scholars, communication is required to create alignment of partner’s expectations, goals 

and objectives. Additionally, Parkhe (1998) concludes that communication ensures 

transparency, minimizes misunderstandings and reduces uncertainty and insights about the 

firm's experiences in implementing alliances. Communication therefore has a positive 

impact on alliance performance. 

 

As the previous element pointed out, communication in the multi partner alliance positively 

relates to another important element of the innovation and learning climate, which is 

knowledge sharing. The survey results from chapter one suggest that a key motive of firms 

to join multi partner alliances is to jointly develop new products and technology. If firms 

are engaged in shared R&D, each partner needs to contribute effectively. As such, partners 

need to know which specs are required to build new technology. Dyer and Singh (1998) 

argue that a firm's alliance partners are, in many cases, the most important source of new 

ideas and information that result in performance-enhancing technology and innovations. 

Alliance partners can generate rents by developing superior interfirm knowledge- sharing 

routines (Dyer et al., 1996). However, firms should not blindly engage in knowledge 

sharing. As will be discussed later, firms in alliances may end up in learning races (Doz et 

al., 1998). Learning races occur when one partner tries to outlearn the other partner. As a 

result, the alliance dissolves and the other partner ends up without achieving his goal. 

Notwithstanding, for multi partner alliances to perform effectively, a minimum degree of 

knowledge sharing is required.  

 

A healthy innovation and learning climate also contains a clear articulation of the required 

knowledge in the alliance. In alliances aimed at learning and innovation, knowledge 

transfer success is also affected by its articulability, or the extent to which knowledge can 

be verbalized, written, drawn or otherwise articulated (Bresman et al., 1999). By sharing 

their individual experiences and comparing their opinions with those of their colleagues, 

alliance members can achieve an improved level of understanding of the causal mechanisms 

intervening between the actions required to execute a certain task and the performance 

outcomes produced. Organizational processes are often subject to significant causal 

ambiguity with respect to their performance implications (Lippman et al., 1982) and 

particularly so in rapidly changing environmental contexts. Higher-level cognitive efforts 
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and a more deliberate collective focus on the learning challenge can help to penetrate the 

ambiguity. Articulation efforts can produce an improved understanding of the new and 

changing action-performance links and therefore result in adaptive adjustments to the 

existing sets of routines or in enhanced recognition of the need for more fundamental 

change. Articulating the required knowledge in the communication process has therefore a 

positive impact on alliance performance. 

 

Only focusing on behavioral antecedents such as effective communication, knowledge 

sharing and the articulation of knowledge is not sufficient. A healthy innovation and 

learning climate should also contain the attitudinal component of 'learning intent'.  

Learning intent refers to the level of desire and will of the alliance member with respect to 

learning from the joint venturing experience (Hamel, 1991). The important role played by 

learning intent is well recognized in the literature. In discussing the potential that 

multinational corporations have for learning from their diverse operations, Ghoshal (1987: 

432) points out that to exploit this potential, ‘the organization must consider learning as 

an explicit objective and must create mechanisms and systems for such learning to take 

place’. Moreover, the outcome of many Japan–Western alliances is perceived to be 

detrimental to Western firms and beneficial to their Japanese partners partly due to the 

latter’s clear intent to acquire specific competencies from the former and the former’s lack 

of such intent (Hamel, 1991; Tsang, 2002). Hamel (1991) shows that firms that possess a 

strong learning intent and create an appropriate learning environment win the so-called 

‘learning race.’ Moreover, a strong motivation to learn represents the first important step 

in removing organizational barriers that may hinder the allocation of resources for the 

purpose of learning (Tsang, 2002). In addition, successful alliances go through multiple 

cycles of reevaluation of expectations and learning (Doz, 1996), which requires a learning 

intent. Thus, to enhance alliance performance, alliance partners should possess a strong 

learning intent. 

 

The previous elements concerned factors which are related to attitudes or characteristics 

of the partners in the alliance. It is also beneficial that a particular type of actor (group) 

outside is involved in the cooperation, i.e. the customer. Hence, customer involvement in 

the innovation process can be identified as another element of this climate. Many studies 

have found the factor that separates innovation failure with success is a superior product in 

the eyes of potential customers (Ottum et al., 1997; Von Hippel, 1976). In addition, it is 

widely accepted that understanding customer needs influences the outcome of innovation 

projects (Maidique et al., 1984). Rothwell (1992) demonstrates that successful innovators 

involve customers early in the development process. Moreover, Von Hippel (1976) points 

outs that 80% of successful innovations (as judged by end users) were invented, prototyped 

and first field tested by users of these products. Depending on the stage in the innovation 

process, appropriate variations of monitoring product vs. needs can be chosen. Concept 
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testing begins as early as possible but has the disadvantage that customers may not fully 

understand the abstract ideas of a producer. When a testable prototype has been 

developed, more thorough feedback from potential buyers can be collected. Periodic 

involving user needs in the new development process prevents companies from creating 

unwanted products. In addition, alliance partners get direct feedback on the willingness of 

their end market to buy their product. This motivates members, as the chance of 

successfully commercializing the product and realizing their return on investment 

increases. Hence, aligning the development of new knowledge and or products with 

potential end-users increases the performance of multi partner alliances.  

 

A healthy innovation and learning climate also requires sufficient (non-financial) resources 

in the alliance. Deriving from the Resource Based view of the firm (Barney, 1991; Das et 

al., 2000), optimal alliances require the right amount of resources. The precise mix of 

members should depend on the competences of each alliance partner (Gomes-Casseres, 

1996). Hence, each partner should bring something to the alliance which others cannot 

deliver (Das et al., 2000). Researchers often stress the value of complementary alignment 

in the success of alliances (Deeds and Hill, 1996; Harrigan, 1985). The reason is that, in 

such an alignment, partners bring in something unique and non-redundant to the alliance, 

so that the overall resource base of the alliance becomes stronger (Hill and Hellriegel, 

1994). Furthermore, additional surplus and wasteful resources will not contribute to the 

collective strengths of an alliance (Das et al., 2000). In multi partner alliances, non-

financial resources can exist of specific material assets or tacit capabilities, such as the 

deployment of personnel (Mothe et al., 2001), machines or production facilities, but also 

technical skills (Browning et al., 1995) Therefore, sufficient non-financial resources 

enhance performance in multi partner alliances. 

 

Related to the previous element is the presence of sufficient financial resources in the 

alliance. In the description of the financial climate, financial commitment was described as 

an important issue. Financial commitment referred to the attitude of partners to solve 

financial problems. In the innovation and learning climate, financial resources are a specific 

element. Strictly viewed, financial resources also make sense in the financial climate. 

However, in this paragraph, the contribution of financial resources is purely viewed from a 

Resource Based View (Das et al., 2000). From an innovation and learning perspective, the 

availability of financial resources is vital for innovation in multi partner alliances. For 

instance, SEMATECH example (Browning et al., 1995; Doz et al., 1998) companies were 

obliged not only to contribute R&D, but also to bring large financial resources totaling 100 

billion dollar per year. These financial resources were necessary to realize its standards 

(Browning et al., 1995). Large investments (especially of a monetary kind) also act as a 

lock-in effect for the members of the network, which can act as glue for the cooperation 

(Hwang et al., 1997). Mothe et al. (2001) go a step further and claim that financial 
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involvement is critical in the creation of (network) resources. Thus, sufficient financial 

resources are necessary to maintain satisfactory alliance performance. 

 

The process of innovation and learning in multi partner alliances can be a difficult one 

(Gomes-Casseres, 1996). Therefore, managing this process is vital to achieve optimal 

alliance performance. Moreover, according to Gomes-Casseres (1996) and Vanhaverbeke et 

al. (2006), multi partner alliances demand a stronger need for network governance and 

coordination compared to bilateral alliances. This stresses the importance of a fourth 

construct in our framework, the management and organizational climate in the multi 

partner alliance, which will be described hereafter.  
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Figure 2.5: The elements of the management and organizational climate 

 

Chapter one explained that multi partner alliances offer more managerial complexities than 

bilateral alliances, which lead to a greater need for governance and coordination. This 

leads to the fourth antecedent of our framework, the management and organizational 

climate (see figure 2.5). 

 

The first element of a healthy management and organizational climate is the presence of a 

network orchestrator. Maintaining a group of partners can be difficult, due to the risk of 

conflicting interests (see chapter one). In multi partner alliances, a clear need exists 

concerning effective value creation and value capturing. This requires active network 

management (Doz et al., 1998). According to Doz et al. (1998), whatever the formal 

governance structure, the collective has to have some way of coordinating actions. Without 

leadership, a multi partner alliance cannot expect to formulate and execute a consistent 

strategy (Bamford et al., 2003). In order to effectively manage multi partner alliances, 

several scholars stress the importance of clear leadership in the alliance. In large multi 

partner alliances, this function can be performed by network orchestrators, also called 
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'strategic centers' (Lorenzoni et al., 1995). Effective network orchestrators foster stability 

in the group by minimizing internal competition among member firms, which was also 

briefly described in chapter one. Another feature of network orchestrators is control of the 

network brand. For instance, in many markets creating a 'one brand' display increases 

awareness of potential consumers. A network orchestrator can promote the network brand 

and safeguard all marketing activities are consistent to create uniform appearance. Thus, 

the presence of network orchestrator has a positive influence on alliance performance. 

 

Next to the presence of a network orchestrator, the management and organizational 

climate contains the element of a strong strategic fit between partners (Douma et al., 

2000; Ireland et al., 2002) as an ingredient for alliance success. Previously, in the 

description of the ‘relational climate’, the importance of cultural fit was discussed. In the 

management and organizational climate, one aspect of fit, i.e. ‘strategic fit’ should not be 

neglected. Developing a good strategic fit is a prerequisite for any alliance (Douma et al., 

2000). Achieving strategic fit requires that individual interests are weighed against the 

anticipated advantages and potential risks of the alliance. According to Douma et al. 

(2000), a number of drivers should be available to achieve strategic fit. The first driver to 

achieve strategic fit is shared vision. Partners should have the same vision concerning the 

future development of the industry in which the alliance is positioned and the impact of 

these developments on their individual positions. A shared vision helps strategic issues to be 

resolved effectively, not only in the beginning but also in the later stages of the alliances. 

The second driver for strategic fit is compatibility of strategies (Brouthers, 1995). As 

chapter one described, an increase in partners leads to more possible conflicting interests 

in the group. Partners must critically manage the fit between the alliance strategy and 

their own corporate strategy. The third driver is the level of strategic importance of the 

alliance for the partners. The need to cooperate is determined by pressure on continuity, 

market opportunities, time pressure or the number of alternative options (internal growth, 

mergers and acquisitions, alliances). Partners should be aware of the priority the alliance 

has at each partner firm, as this effects the future commitment of a partner, which is 

crucial to ensure knowledge sharing and the development of trust (Gulati et al., 2000; Das 

et al., 2003). The fourth driver is mutual dependency between the partners. Sustaining 

mutual dependency requires a proactive attitude from the managers involved (Doz, 1996). 

In short, a healthy management and organizational climate demands a strong strategic fit 

between the alliance parties. This fit is driven by a number of antecedents, such as shared 

vision, compatibility in strategies, strategic importance and mutual dependency. 

 

An additional element of a healthy management and organizational climate is a clear 

definition of the tasks to be carried out. An important organizational step is the translation 

of alliance strategy to tasks (Gomes-Casseres, 1999). A lack of a clear task definition fuels 

ambiguity about duties and responsibilities in the cooperation. This may result in a 'task 
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definition gap', in which partners have different expectations about members division of 

tasks. Overlapping a 'task definition gap' is of utmost importance (Doz et al., 1998) to 

prevent conflicts and unsatisfied partners. Thus, a clear definition of the tasks to be carried 

out enhances alliance performance. 

 

Furthermore, a healthy management and organizational climate contains a clear process of 

decision-making in the alliance. Clarity in the decision-making process is important, 

because a lack of it can lead to ambiguity among members, negatively influencing partner 

satisfaction. If decision-making is not clearly defined, it may become vague who and how 

decisions are made. Partners may feel isolated or ignored and could question whether they 

truly have influence on the actions required to achieve alliance objectives, thus negatively 

impacting their satisfaction about alliance performance. A clear decision-making process 

entails the following issues (De Man, 2006). It should be clear who has the authority for 

making decisions. A clear decision-making process also involves the way of decision-making. 

Examples are majority voting, consensus, blocking votes, a lead partner can decide, or the 

influence in the decision-making process is dependent on the equity division in the alliance. 

 

The final element of the management and organizational climate is the level of alliance 

capability of the alliance partners. Alliance capability is the way firms learn, internalize 

and internally diffuse information about alliances (De Man, 2005). Firms with strong levels 

of alliance capability use different mechanisms in this respect. According to empirical 

studies, mechanisms such as alliance training, alliance evaluation and having an alliance 

specialist in a company raises alliance success rates (Draulans et al., 2003; Kale et al., 

2002). Alliance training helps firms to master the art of cooperating. Alliance evaluation 

creates insight into the health of the cooperation: potential bottlenecks are discovered 

which can then be solved before they threaten to undermine the success of the alliance. An 

alliance specialist can help in sharing knowledge about alliance partners in the 

organization, to spread best practices and to avoid miscommunication. All these 

mechanisms can improve the success rate of the alliance.    

2.3 Conclusion 

 

In this chapter, the theoretical framework for this thesis was described, containing the 

antecedents of multi partner alliance performance. Underlying this framework is a 

cognitive schema approach. This climate approach may create a better understanding of 

the drivers of multi partner alliance performance, as chapter one showed that one of the 

gaps in literature was a lack of an integrative approach. This framework consists of four 

climates: the financial, relational, innovation and learning and management and 

organizational climate. The financial climate consists of financial agreements, financial 

commitments, acceptable financial risks, a dynamic business planning and clear financial 
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goals. The relational climate contains trustworthiness, faith, social commitment, cultural 

fit and joint problem solving. The innovation and learning climate consists of open-

mindedness, effective communication, adequate levels of knowledge sharing, articulation 

of knowledge, learning intent, customer involvement and sufficient financial and non-

financial resources. The fourth construct of our framework is the management and 

organizational climate, consisting of the presence of network orchestrator, a strategic fit 

between partners, an adequate task definition, a clear decision-making process and 

members with adequate levels of alliance capability. In the next chapter, the methodology 

and data of this thesis are described. 
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Chapter three 

Methodology and data 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Summary 

 

In this chapter, the main constructs of this thesis are empirically validated, using a sample 

of 170 Dutch SMEs operating in 32 separate multi partner alliances. According to the 

statistical tests, the main constructs of this thesis display positive levels of convergent and 

discriminant validity. Additional tests for common method bias and multicollinearity are 

also carried out. After factor analysis, a reduction in a number of elements of each climate 

is realized. With the results of this chapter, further statistical analysis can be conducted in 

the following chapters to examine the effect of the climate constructs on multi partner 

performance. 
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3.1 Introduction 

 

As was described in chapter one, one of the voids in current literature is that most of the 

existing theories on multi partner alliance performance are based on case studies or 

untested concepts, with a limited external validity. In this thesis, an attempt is made to 

establish an empirically grounded understanding of the antecedents of multi partner 

alliance performance across various industries. This thesis aims to achieve this goal by using 

a sample of 170 respondents of multi partner alliances. Large cross-sectional scale samples 

may lead to results which could be generalized to other firms or industries. In the 

remaining part of this thesis, the main research question is divided into three sub questions 

which are answered using this sample by various quantitative analyses. In this chapter, the 

sample which is used in these following chapters is analyzed and described.  

The structure of this chapter is the following. First, the survey set is explained, followed by 

a description of the data collection strategy of this thesis. Next, the sample of this thesis is 

described. The fourth part of this chapter deals with the analysis of the data. Hereafter, an 

appropriate measurement model is chosen using various empirical and theoretical 

considerations. After choosing the measurement model, several additional tests are carried 

out to test for common method bias. Finally, this chapter ends with a conclusion. In the 

next paragraph, the survey design is described. 

3.2 Survey setup 

 

The data for this study was collected using (online) surveys. This study aims to contribute 

to theory by delivering results based on a large sample (thus enabling greater external 

validity). If a sufficient amount of data is collected through surveys, advanced statistical 

analysis techniques are possible to explore the effect of the climate constructs on multi 

partner alliance performance. 

Using a web questionnaire for collecting surveys has two important advantages. The first 

advantage is a faster response time. Shannon and Bradshaw (2002) also found a faster 

response time with online surveys versus paper surveys. These scholars found that 25 

percent of the online surveys were answered in the first day and 50 percent were returned 

by the fifth day of administration. Not only were the response times shorter, but more 

surveys were received within the first five days.  

The second advantage of using online surveys is the reduction of missing responses. Issues 

such as missing data or skipped responses tend to alter the reliability of the data (Saunders 

et al., 2007). Studies report significantly lower levels of missing or incomplete data with 

web based responses compared with the paper/pencil method.  

Moreover, one can monitor the data collection process more thoroughly using the internet. 

By using an internet survey tool, one can monitor which respondents have opened their mail 

or filled in the questionnaire. Therefore, a more rapid follow up procedure to improve the 
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sampling rate is realized. To minimize interviewee bias, the questionnaires were held 

anonymously (Podsakoff et al., 2003). 

 

For each climate, each element was measured using an appropriate single item measure. 

The questionnaire consisted of 37 questions, containing the operationalization of the 

climate constructs, multi partner alliance performance and several control variables (see 

Appendix A for the operationalization of the climate constructs and multi partner alliance 

performance). The development of the questionnaire went through a number of stages. The 

first step was pre-testing the questionnaire. The questionnaire was pre-tested with several 

experts. This technique has been widely used in alliance literature (Reuer et al., 2002; 

Geringer, 1991; Votola et al., 2006). Eight field experts who had extensive experience with 

managing multi partner alliances were asked to review the questionnaire. In addition, four 

persons who were members of different multi partner alliances were approached. The 

purpose was to evaluate the face validity of the measurement instrument and acceptability 

of respondents (similar to Cooper et al., 2003). The questionnaire was adjusted to the 

feedback of the persons involved in the pre-testing phase. In total, 16 interviews were held 

to pre-test the questionnaire. 

 

In addition to pre-testing our framework to industry experts, an expert panel of four 

academic experts was involved and gave extensive feedback on the measurement 

instrument. Expert panels are designed to measure constructs whose assessment requires a 

particular knowledge base (Baldridge et al., 2004). Each expert was selected on the base of 

their expertise regarding alliances, networks and innovation management. 

 

Based on this input, each construct and its elements were measured by using a number of 

items (see Appendix A). For all construts, respondents were asked to indicate the extent to 

which each statement was true on a 5 point Likert five scale ranging (1= do not agree at all 

to 5= completely agree).  

 

The use of using single items for measuring the different aspects of higher level constructs 

was done in similarity with existing research on multi partner cooperation (Doz et al., 

2000). Moreover, using multiple items for each of the underlying climate variables 

(elements) would increase the number of questions from 23 to 52 (two items for each 

element and including the performance measures) or 75 (three items for each element and 

including performance measures), excluding control variables. Creating surveys that have 

been perceived as ‘too long’ by the respondents could have lead to larger non-response. 

Also, scholars have demonstrated that long surveys produce lower response rates (Sharp et 

al., 1983) compared to shorter ones. Hence, using single item measures for variables was 

the most suitable solution for the operationalization of our constructs. In the next 

paragraph, the data collection strategy is discussed. 
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3.3 Data collection strategy 

 

The sample for this research consisted of 170 firms, spread over 32 multi partner alliances. 

The multi partner alliances in which the firms were active had to match the criteria as 

described in chapter one: 

- Number of members: the group has to contain a minimum of three partners. As was 

described in chapter one, the focus of this thesis is multi partner cooperation, which 

requires more than two partners (Das et al., 2002). 

- Common goals of partners were required, as previous literature has mentioned a lack of 

common goals as an important cause for multi partner alliance failure (Hwang et al., 1997). 

- Value chain activities: the activities could be both horizontal (Browning et al., 1995) and 

vertical (De Man, 2006) in the value chain.  

- Voluntary: partners are not financially connected through majority ownership to ensure 

formal autonomy between the firms. 

- Type of activities: the activities of the cooperation concern collaborative research and/or 

the development, sourcing, production, marketing and/or commercialization of 

technologies, products, or services. 

The data collection was carried out in cooperation with Syntens. Syntens was founded to 

increase the innovative capacity of Dutch SMEs. Governments use different policy 

instruments to increase innovation (Woolthuis et al., 2005). One of these instruments is 

technology transfer institutions, such as Syntens. Syntens has defined as its mission, to 

increase the level of innovation at SMEs by facilitating SMEs in the innovation process. The 

last decade, Syntens has increasingly focused on facilitating SMEs that aim to innovate in 

multi partner alliances. The main reason for this focus is because Dutch national innovation 

policy is partially based on the "national clusters of innovation" paradigm by Porter (1990). 

From this view, the competitiveness of a country is determined by the way firms operate in 

clusters. The Netherlands has been among the first to change its industrial, sector-based 

policy approach into a cluster-based approach (Woolthuis et al., 2005). 

 

Moreover, SMEs face particular problems in connection with innovation (Mayer et al., 2002). 

According to Mayer et al. (2002) most significant among these are uncertainties regarding 

the behavior of cooperation partners, the company’s technological needs, the applicability 

of R&D results, preventing others from appropriating the return on R&D, as well as the 

volume of profit to be expected. All of these obstacles are especially weighty in the case of 

SMEs, which have far more limited resources than large enterprises. In general, the 

reasoning for state intervention in the field of technology and innovation policy (e.g. 

funding programs, provision of infrastructure) is based on “market failure,” e.g. spillovers, 

problems of exclusion and other uncertainties (Mayer et al., 2002). 

Syntens aims to strengthen the knowledge infrastructure between SMEs and research 

institutes to improve the innovative capacity of the Netherlands. To implement this cluster 
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approach to increase Dutch innovativeness, Syntens and other governmental institutions 

(such as the Department of Agriculture) stimulate firms to form or join multi partner 

alliances. Syntens gives advice or guidance in the pre and post-formation of multi partner 

alliances. These activities are carried out by Syntens consultants. The role of the Syntens 

consultants is to act strictly as a neutral, public, third party. There is no financial interest 

of Syntens in the success of the alliance. Syntens also does not financially support these 

alliances. 

 

One of the difficulties Syntens faced was the large failure rate of the multi partner 

alliances they facilitated. According to Syntens, roughly 50-75%4 of all multi partner 

alliances were dissolved before they reached their objective. This failure rate is in line with 

rates reported by scholars concerning dyadic alliance failure; Harrigan (1988) and Parkhe 

(1993) claim failure rates at or higher than 50%.  

 

To counter this failure rate and to improve the longevity of multi partner alliances, Syntens 

required more insight into the antecedents of multi partner alliance performance. Syntens 

approached the Eindhoven University of Technology (E.U.T.) to start a research project to 

determine which factors determine multi partner alliance performance. The E.U.T. had 

gained considerable experience in academic research concerning alliances, networks and 

innovation (see for instance Duijsters et al., 2003; Roijakkers et al., 2005; Cloodt et al., 

2006). Syntens and the E.U.T. agreed to cooperate with the aim to investigate the factors 

that determine multi partner alliance performance. As a result, Syntens and the E.U.T. 

jointly financed a Ph.D. project in which a fulltime Ph.D. student was responsible to write a 

dissertation about this research question. 

 

After development of the conceptual framework and pre-testing (which took approximately 

two years), the next phase was to empirically validate the framework. This phase was 

carried out in three stage process to maximize the response rate.  

 

The first step in the data collection process was to contact the area directors to ask them 

which alliance managers were responsible for facilitating the multi partner alliances that 

matched our criteria. This resulted in contact information about the team leaders of the 

different regions. These team leaders had more insight into the availability of multi partner 

alliances in their division. From the team leader, information was received concerning 

which alliance managers were actively involved with multi partner alliances. After this 

phase, individual alliance managers were contacted. An agreement was made with the 

alliance managers for the exchange of data: the alliance manager received the results of 

our data analysis which were translated into a 'quick scan' with recommendations about the 

strategy of the alliance.  

                                                 
4 Source: director at Syntens, 2007 
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After agreement, the alliance managers provided our research team contact information 

about the companies in the alliance. Each alliance manager notified the companies about 

the research project and was kindly asked to cooperate with our survey. To minimize 

participant bias (Saunders et al., 2007; Podsakoff et al., 2003), respondents were informed 

about the anonymous character of the survey. A snowball sampling method was also 

included to increase our sampling rate (Cooper et al., 2003). If an alliance manager knew 

another alliance which was managed by a co-worker, this referral was also contacted and 

motivated to participate in our survey. 

 

In addition to the SMEs facilitated by Syntens, there were also five multi partner alliances 

(35 respondents in total) which were not facilitated by Syntens consultants. These alliances 

were also facilitated by another neutral third party. 

 

The total number of approached respondents was 250, which resulted in a final sample size 

of 170 respondents (return rate of 68%). In previous empirical research on multi partner 

alliances, Garcia-Canal et al. (2003) report a return rate of 23%. This implies that our 

sampling strategy has proven to be effective. 

3.4 Description of the sample 

 

Figure 3.1 provides an overview of the industry group distribution of the respondents in this 

sample. The respondents come from a wide variety of industries. The largest part of the 

respondents (36%) is active in the Agri-Food industry, such as tomato harvesting, seed 

cultivation and mussel harvesting and milk production. Dutch policy makers have focused in 

the last decades on strengthening the innovativeness in this sector (Ministry of Economic 

affairs, 2007). The Dutch Agri-Food sector is characterized as a national cluster with much 

potential, containing strongly clustered sub clusters such as the Wageningen food cluster 

(Hulsink et al; 2008). However, a large part of the Dutch sector is weakly clustered. 

Researchers have argued that Dutch Agri-Food firms tend to stay embedded in their 

network of firms (Vanhaverbeke et al., 2007). In addition, policy makers claim that the 

sector should rely on improving added value instead of merely competing on low prices 

(Transforum, 2007). Low cost labor countries in Eastern Europe and Asia are able to offer 

their Agri-Food products at lower prices. Hence, by focusing more on increasing customer 

value, Dutch Agri-Food firms should be able to sustain competitive in the global market 

(Vanhaverbeke et al., 2007). 
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Figure 3.1: Overview of industry origin of sample 

 

The rest of our sample contains firms in other industries such as Fast Moving Consumer 

Goods (FMCG) (14%), Energy (12%) and Trade (11%).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 3.1: Firm size, prior cooperation, multi partner alliance experience, number of 

alliance members and alliance phase division 

 

Further analysis reveals that our sample largely contains typical SMEs, employing 0-50 FTE, 

making up 86% of all respondents. The average number of members in the alliance was five 

members. The CEO of these companies is in most cases the founder of the company. 

Furthermore, most of the respondents had prior experience with group members and most 

of the firms had previous multi partner alliance experience.  An explanation can be found in 

Firm size

<0-50> 147

<50-100> 6

<100-500> 7

<500 10

Prior cooperation

Experience 93

No experience 77

Multi partner alliance experience

Experience 103

No experience 67

Alliance members

Mean 5

Mode 4

Standard deviation 4

% participants by alliance phase

Pre-formation phase 45%

Post-formation phase 55%
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the origin of the majority of the respondents (Agri-Food industry). According to scholars 

(Duijsters et al., 2006; De Man, 2006), Dutch Agri-Food entrepreneurs have strong ties with 

other firms in the same sector. For instance, in a Dutch region called 'The Westland', 

farmers in the plant seeds and tomato growing business are well known for having deep, 

historical roots of cooperation (De Man, 2006). These farmers take pride in sharing 

knowledge about cultivation and growing. In chapter one of this study, an example was 

highlighted (Prominent). 

Our sample consists of alliance partners which are active in multi partner alliances in two 

broadly defined phases, derived from research of Doz et al. (2000); the pre-formation 

(before formal commitment has taken place) and post-formation (after partners have found 

common ground and formal commitments have been exchanged). 45% of our sample 

consists of firms in the pre-formation phase and 55% in the post-formation phase.  

3.5 Level of analysis 

 
The items on the survey measured the perceptions of individual respondents with regards to 

different aspects their firm and their partners. The operationalization led to measures of 

perception of behavior on firm level ("I expect that my organization will learn from this 

alliance") or behavior on group level ("my partners are committed to make this alliance a 

success"). Each respondent in our sample consisted of one key person of each company 

totaling 170 managers from 170 individual firms.  

The climate constructs are latent variables, calculated in PLS5, by using the scores for the 

climate indicators for a single respondent. Thus, the scores for each respondent with 

regards to a specific climate contain the perceptions of a single firm and not the scores of 

the entire alliance.  

In the dataset, multiple respondents from the same alliance were present. Previous 

literature has found that firms in groups may behave differently because of group specific 

characteristics. To control for this bias, a control variable 'alliance membership' was 

included in the models, in line with Nair et al. (2001).  

3.6 Distribution of the constructs 

 

The next step is to analyze the distribution of the constructs, which is important because 

further statistical (regression) analysis requires an understanding of this distribution. If the 

distribution of the data is not normally distributed, a suitable analysis should be selected in 

the coming chapters.  

 

The Kolmorogorov-Smirnov test was used to explore the distribution of the constructs (Hair 

et al., 2005). For this test, latent variable scores were calculated using PLS. These scores 

                                                 
5 The motivation for using PLS will be explained in more detail in the empirical studies of this thesis. 
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were exported to SPSS to conduct the Kolmorogorov-Smirnov test (see table 3.2 in Appendix 

B). 

 

According to this test, if the p value (significance) is smaller than the alpha of 0.05, the 

null hypothesis is rejected (which states that the population distribution is normal). The 

results indicate that the null hypothesis is not rejected, indicating non-normality of the 

distribution. Further inspection of the modus, median and average calculations of each 

construct (see table 3.3 in Appendix B) support this result and show that the scores are 

rightly skewed. 

 

Different explanations for these findings are possible. Our sample consisted of firms active 

in multi partner alliances that received some form of external support by a third party.  

Whilst the external facilitator had a neutral and independent role, the presence of such a 

partner could have affected the performance of these multi partner alliances 

(Vanhaverbeke et al., 2007). There might be a form of social desirability when respondents 

filled in the questionnaire, (Podsakoff et al., 2003). As a consequence, additional tests for 

common method bias are advised (Podsakoff et al., 2003), which are discussed further on in 

this chapter. 

 

Now that the distribution of the constructs has been described, the next step is to 

determine the measurement model of the study. 

3.7 Measurement model 

 

In chapter two, the theoretical arguments behind the climate constructs were described. As 

was mentioned earlier, the data was collected using surveys. Before the data is subject to 

structural equation modeling (SEM) in the following chapters, it is important to determine 

the measurement model. In models with latent variables, two classifications are possible: 

formative or reflective. Both types will lead to different estimates in SEM and therefore 

different results (Diamantopoulus and Siguaw, 2006). Furthermore, both models involve 

different tests for construct validity. Therefore the next step in this chapter is to 

determine the measurement model of this study. For this purpose, a framework by Coltman 

et al. (2008) was applied. The framework consists of both theoretical and empirical 

considerations. These authors claim that "both theoretical and empirical criteria are 

necessary to design and validate measurement models" (Coltman et al., 2008). 
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3.7.1 Theoretical considerations: 

 

1. Nature of the construct 

 

In a reflective model, the latent construct exists independent of the measures used. In the 

formative model, the latent construct is formed. The latent construct is a combination of 

its indicators. Adding or deleting indicators conceptually changes the construct. 

In this thesis, the climate constructs are newly created and based on various theoretical 

perspectives. For instance, the financial climate has its theoretical origins in Transaction 

Cost Economics (Williamson et al., 1985) and value appropriation literature (Dekker et al., 

2003. The financial climate was defined as the perceptions of the alliance members on key 

financial issues in the alliance, consisting of elements such as 'financial agreements', 

'financial commitment', 'acceptable financial risks'. 

The question is whether the financial climate exists independently of the measures used or 

whether the measures form the financial climate. 

Because the definition of this climate contains the notion that this climate "consists" of the 

different elements (or indicators), one could – based on semantics – conclude that the 

indicators form the construct, suggesting a formative approach. Thus, based on the first 

theoretical consideration, the measurement model should be formative. 

 

2. Direction of causality between items and latent construct 

 

Do the items change if the latent construct changes in its value or is it the other way 

around? In this thesis, it is the latter. If – for example – the value of the indicator 'financial 

agreements' increases, the value of 'the financial climate' increases. This consideration 

pleads for a formative approach. 

 

3. Characteristics of items used to measure the construct 

 

In a reflective model, change in the latent construct effects variation in the indicators. The 

indicators share a common theme and are interchangeable. Inclusion or exclusion of one or 

more indicators from the domain does not materially alter the content validity of the 

construct. 

In the case of formative models, the construct is sensitive to the number and types of 

indicators selected.  

By deleting indicators from – for example - the financial climate, it is questionable whether 

the conceptual meaning of the construct changes substantially. For example, if the item 

'acceptable financial risks' is deleted (ceteribus paribus), one could argue that the 

remaining indicators (i.e. financial agreements, etc) still conceptually measure the same 

concept (i.e., the financial climate). 
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As long as the indicators conceptually represent the domain of interest, the may be 

considered adequate (Coltman et al., 2008). Therefore, the last theoretical consideration 

argues for a reflective model. 

 

3.7.2 Empirical considerations 

 

1. Indicator intercorrelation 

 

In a reflective model, the items underlying a construct have desirerably high 

intercorrelations. In a formative model, the indicators do not necessarily share the same 

theme and have no preconceived pattern of intercorrelation (Coltman et al., 2008). 

Researchers use factor loadings and Cronbach's alpha to assess the intercorrelations.  

 

The Kaisier-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure of sampling adequacy was 0,88 and the Bartlett 

test of sphericity was significant at p.<0,001, indicating sufficient reliability for factor 

analytical procedures (Hair et al., 2005). See table 3.4 in Appendix B. 

 

Hair et al. (2005) dictate that as a minimum, 5 cases per variable are necessary for factor 

analysis. Our sample consists of 170 respondents and 5 higher level variables, thus implying 

that our sample size is adequate for factor analysis. In this research project, exploratory 

factor analysis is carried out, because this study deals with newly created constructs. 

 

After selection the method of factor analysis, the researcher must choose the appropriate 

method of extracting the factors. Component analysis, also called principal component 

analysis, considers the total variance and derives factors that contain small proportions of 

unique variance and in some instances, error variances. With component analysis, unities 

are inserted into the diagonal of the correlation matrix so that the full variance is brought 

into the factor matrix. 

 

In addition, a specific method for factor rotation should be selected. In this thesis, Varimax 

rotation is used. Varimax rotation has proved to be very effective as an analytical approach 

to obtaining an orthogonal rotation of factors (Hair et al., 2005). Another advantage of 

Varimax is that it seems to give a clearer separation of the factors compared to other 

rotation techniques, such as Quartimax rotation (Cooper et al., 2003).  

 

An initial factor analysis was reproduced using the Varimax procedure in SPSS. Varimax 

rotation is an orthogonal rotation method, which attempts to maximize the variance of 

squared loadings on a factor (i.e., to produce high loadings and some low loadings for each 

factor) (Conwey et al., 2003). The analysis was computed at the individual level of analysis.  

This resulted into a 7 factor model (table 3.5 in Appendix B). 
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Table 3.6 displays the outcome of the rotated exploratory factor analysis. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 3.6: Results exploratory factor analysis   

 

Each component represents the partial correlation between the item and the rotated 

factor. This seven factor model explains 64,02% of the variance in our dataset, similar to 

previous findings with regards to alliances (Lane et al., 2001). 

 

To identify distinctive dimensions, a number of iteration criteria were added. The method 

of iteration by Rai et al. (1996) was employed to derive a stable factor structure. Thus, 

items were eliminated according to the following two criteria (Taylor, 2005). First, if factor 

loadings were less than 0,5 (Churchill, 1979; Mjoen et al., 1997; Bontis, 1998).  Second, (2) 

if there were cross-loadings on two or more factors. As can be observed in table 3.6, the 

four climate constructs in addition to a construct related to performance can be derived 

from the exploratory factor analysis. 

 

Table 3.7 shows the explained variance in the five factor solution, which illustrates that the 

five factors account for 65,7% of all variance (see table 3.7 in Appendix B). Hence, this 

solution with a decreased number of factors is able to explain slightly more variance than 

the initial factor analysis (65,74% vs. 64,02%). 

 Component

1 2 3 4 5

Financial climate

Financial agreements   0,64   

Financial commitment   0,73   

Financial risk   0,72   

Relational climate

Trustworthiness  0,50    

Social commitment  0,77    

Faith  0,68    

Joint problem solving  0,66    

Cultural fit  0,65    

Innovation and learning climate

Non-financial resources    0,77  

Financial resources    0,69  

Articulation of knowledge    0,66  

Management and organizational climate

Task definition     0,74

Clear descion-making process     0,79

Alliance capability     0,63

Alliance performance

Overall satisfaction 0,61     

Expectance common objectives 0,79     

Expectance R.O.I. partners 0,79     

Expectance firm objectives 0,76     

Expectance firm R.O.I. 0,80     

Expectance firm learning 0,61     
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According to the exploratory factor analysis, support is found for five different constructs 

(four climates and one construct for multi partner alliance performance) in our sample. The 

factor analysis has reduced the number of items from our framework from 29 to 20. 

 

The second test for reflective models is the Cronbach's alpha. The Cronbach's alpha values 

range between 0,88 and 0,67, indicating acceptable levels of internal consistency (table 

3.8, Appendix B). 

 

Thus, based on the first empirical consideration, the positive degree of item 

intercorrelation between the indicators in the thesis suggests a reflective model. 

 

2. Indicator relationships with construct antecedents and consequences 

 

Coltman et al. (2008) argue that for a reflective model, this step involves testing for 

convergent and discriminant validity. 

 

When multiple measures are used for an individual construct, the researcher should be 

concerned not only with individual measurement item reliability, but also with the extent 

to which the measures demonstrate convergent validity (Hulland, 1999). To assess 

convergent validity, researchers can use Cronbach's alpha (Hair et al., 2005) and additional 

tests in PLS for composite reliability (Hulland, 1999). Table 3.8 was described earlier and 

showed that the data meets the criteria for adequate convergent validity. 

 

Discriminant validity represents the extent to which measures of a given construct differ 

from measures of other constructs in the same model (Hulland, 1999). To assess 

discriminant validity, two tests can be used. The first one gives a rough estimation of 

discriminant validity of the constructs, by comparing the root Average Variance Extracted 

(i.e., the average variance shared between a construct and its measures) with the 

estimated path coefficients. If the AVE is larger than the estimated coefficients, one can 

assess that the model shows discriminant validity. According to table 3.9 (Appendix B), all 

AVE scores are higher than their estimated coefficients. This indicates that according to the 

first test for discriminant validity, each construct is measured by different items. 

 

The second test to assess discriminant validity is more advanced. Fornell and Larcker (1981) 

indicate that for optimal discriminant validity, the AVE should be greater than the variance 

shared between the construct and other constructs in the model (i.e., the squared 

correlation between two constructs). This can be demonstrated in a correlation matrix 

which includes the correlations between different constructs in the lower left off-diagonal 

elements of the matrix and the square roots of the average variance extracted values 

calculated for each of the constructs along the diagonal. For adequate discriminant 
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validity, the diagonal elements should be significantly greater than the off-diagonal 

elements in the corresponding rows and columns.  

 

According to table 3.10 (Appendix B), the adjusted square root of the AVE in this research 

project is higher than the variance among the diagonal elements in the matrix, which 

means that by using the more advanced test by Fornell and Larcker, the discriminant 

validity of our dataset is sufficient. 

  

Therefore, according to the two tests for discriminant validity for reflective models, one 

can assess that the discriminant validity is sufficient.  

 

In a formative model, Diamantopoulus and Winklhofer (2001) and Coltman et al., (2008) 

state several suggestions for this step. The first suggestion is correlating each indicator to 

an external variable of the index. Only those indicators that are significant should be 

retained. There must be solid theoretical reasons why the indicators in the model should 

relate to this variable. For this study, no relevant external variable was measured, thus 

making it not possible to test this approach. 

 

A second suggestion for a formative model is testing a MIMIC model (multiple indicators and 

multiple causes). In this model, the indicators act as direct causes of the latent variable, 

which is indicated by one or more reflective measures. This method cannot be applied, 

because this study lacks additional reflective measures of the climate constructs.  

 

A final suggestion within a formative approach involves linking the index to other constructs 

which it would be expected to be linked (i.e. antecedents or consequences). This method 

can be tested in our model. All items can be linked to the performance construct of this 

study. Based on Diamantopoulus and Winklhofer (2001) this consideration can be tested by 

testing a formative and reflective model in PLS using a bootstrapping procedure. The 

comparison between the two models (see table 3.14, Appendix B) gives insight whether a 

reflective or formative model should be preferred. Note: in a formative model, the outer 

weights of the indicators should be used for this analysis. In a reflective model, the outer 

loadings of the indicators are relevant for the comparison. 

 

The model fit (as measured in R2 in PLS) is slightly higher in the formative model (56% vs. 

53%). The Average Variance Explained is in both models of equal size (62%). 

 

In the reflective model, more indicators are significant. In the formative model, 8 items are 

not significant, in contrast to the reflective model which contains significant loadings for all 

23 indicators. The loadings are also much stronger for the items in the reflective model. 

Moreover, the outcome of the test for discriminant validity favors a reflective model. Also, 
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the reflective model shows results which are more consistent with theory: previous 

literature has clearly identified a positive relationship between key items such as social 

commitment and financial agreements and alliance performance (Cullen et al., 2000; 

Inkpen, 2000). These outcomes plead for a reflective approach. 

 

3. Measurement error and collinearity 

 

For reflective models, Coltman et al. (2008) suggests common factor analysis (also called 

principle axis factoring). The indicators were subject to this method in SPSS. The outcome 

is shown in table 3.15 (Appendix B).  

 

According to the common factor analysis, the four constructs can be distinguished. The 

factor loadings are equal or above the threshold of 0,5. In addition, the composite 

reliability measures are >0,80, indicating reliability of the measures (table 3.8, Appendix B) 

 

Coltman et al. (2008) claim that two tests can be identified to check the suitability of 

formative models: the vanishing tetrad test and additional multicollinearity tests by looking 

at the condition indexes. The first test cannot be conducted, as SmartPLS does not include 

this option yet. However, the latter test could be conducted. Table 3.16 (Appendix B) 

shows the condition indexes of the formative and the reflective model. The calculation of 

these variables is the following: in SmartPLS, de latent variable correlations were 

calculated. These values represent the latent variable scores of the climate constructs and 

were subsequently exported to SPSS for multicollinearity testing. In SPSS, the latent 

variable correlations were regressed on the performance construct. In both cases, 

multicollinearity is not an issue: the condition indexes are well below 'alarming' values such 

as 15 and higher (Coltman et al., 2008) 

 

Based on these results, it is inconclusive whether a formative or reflective measurement 

should be preferred. 

 

Conclusion of the measurement model tests: 

The findings of the analysis (table 3.17) show mixed results. From a theoretical and 

empirical point of view both formative and reflective models are – in a way - defendable. 

This might be considered as a limitation of the current study. The majority of the outcomes 

support a reflective measurement model. Therefore in the rest of this thesis, the reflective 

measurement model shall be adopted. Based on the reflective model, the data displays 

sufficient convergent and discriminant validity. 
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Table 3.17: Comparison outcomes  measurement model testing 

3.8 Testing for common method bias 

 

The survey design contains the limitation that both dependent as independent variables 

were measured at the same moment in time from the same source. This might lead to 

common method bias, translating into common method variance. Common method variance 

is variance that is attributable to the measurement method rather than to the constructs 

the measures represent (Podsakoff et al., 2003; Carlson et al., 1999). To test if our dataset 

contains common method variance, a number of tests are carried out. 

 

Harman's one factor test 

 

In this test, all variables are entered into an unrotated (principal component) factor 

analysis. All variables in addition to several control variables were entered into a principal 

component factor analysis without rotation. The control variables used in the empirical 

chapters are also included in this test, because all control variables were also translated to 

questions for the survey and are subject to the same risk of common method variance.  

 

If the first factor explains more than half of all variance, this could be a sign of common 

method bias (Podsakoff et al., 2003; Simonin, 1999). The results from this test (table 3.12, 

Appendix B) on our dataset reveal that the first factor explains 25,99% variance and that 26 

factors have greater Eigenvalues than 1,0. These findings are comparable with levels 

viewed as acceptable in management science; Liang et al. (2007) report a first factor of 

24,69% and also do not account for common method bias. Simonin (1999) reports a first 

factor explaining 22,6% and Murray et al. (2005) report 21%. Thus, according to the 

Harman's one factor test, no clear signs of common method bias could be detected. 

 

A disadvantage of Harman's is that it does not statistically control for common method bias 

(Podsakoff et al., 2003). An additional test is therefore carried out in the next paragraph 

referred to as the multifactor method test. 

 

Outcome

Theoretical considerations

Nature of the construct Formative

Direction of causality between items and latent construct Formative

Characteristics of items used to measure the construct Reflective

Empirical considerations

Indicator correlation Reflective

Indicator relationships with construct antecedents and consequences Reflective

Measurement error and collinearity Formative/Reflective
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Multifactor method test 

 

In this approach a multifactor measurement model is tested, in which a baseline model 

with the original constructs is calculated in addition to a model which includes a 'new 

method factor'. The additional method factor contains all indicators of the climate 

constructs. A large increase in model fit caused by the additional method factor indicates 

common method variance (Carlson et al., 1999; Podsakoff et al., 2003). The results are 

displayed in table 3.13 (Appendix B). 

 

The procedure of Liang et al. (2007) is followed using PLS. First, each indicator is made a 

single-indicator first-order construct. The original constructs become second order 

constructs and the path coefficients between second order and first-order constructs are 

equivalent to factor loadings (Liang et al., 2007). According to table 3.13 (Appendix B), the 

average factor loading of the model without inclusion of the factor method is 0,89, while 

the average factor loading of the model which includes the factor method is 0,42. The 

results also demonstrate that the average substantive explained variance of the indicators 

is 0,80 while the average method-based variance is 0,19. Thus, inclusion of the method 

factor does not improve the factor loadings or explained variance. 

 

Therefore, according to the multimethod test, no evident signs of common method variance 

are detected in our dataset. 

3.9 Conclusion and limitations 

 

This chapter covered the selection of the measurement model and the validation of the 

main constructs used in this thesis using a sample of 170 firms operating in 32 different 

multi partner alliances. A reflective measurement model was chosen based on various 

considerations. Based on the reflective model, the data displays sufficient convergent and 

discriminant validity. In addition, all four climates and the construct for multi partner 

alliance performance were recognizable in the output of the factor analysis. 

 

According to the factor analysis solution, the financial climate consists of financial 

agreements, financial commitment and acceptable financial risks. This is line with Dekker, 

(2004) and Vanhaverbeke et al. (2006), who argue that a key issue in interorganizational 

relationships concerns rules for value appropriation. The financial climate also contains the 

element of financial commitment, in line with Browning et al. (1995) and Mothe et al. 

(2001). In addition, the element of acceptable financial risks is a part of the financial 

climate, supporting the thoughts of Das et al (1998).  

The factor rotation solution for the relational climate supports the presence of five 

relational elements. Trustworthiness, faith and commitment are recognized as being part of 
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the relational climate, in line with Hutt et al. (2000) and Dyer et al. (2000). Joint problem 

solving (Claro et al., 2003) and cultural fit (Barkema et al., 1996) are also part of the 

relational climate. In addition, scholars have argued that trust and (social) commitment are 

interrelated (Das et al., 2003), which also appears from the presence of these two variables 

from the factor solution. Trustful relationships fuel the development of commitment, which 

leads to reinforcing trust (Sarkar et al., 2001). Moreover, joint problem solving encourages 

trust building and commitment (Claro et al., 2003). Cultural fit also benefits trust building 

and joint problem solving (Barkema et al., 1996).  

The innovation and learning climate contains the articulation of knowledge (Bresman et al., 

1999) and the availability of both financial as non-financial resources for innovation (Das et 

al., 2000; Mothe et al., 2001). It appears that for a healthy innovation and learning climate, 

knowledge should be articulated clearly and that there should be sufficient availability of 

resources. These findings are in line with Vanhaverbeke et al. (2007), who argue that SMEs 

suffer a severe lack of resources that causes underinvestment in research. In comparison to 

large multinational firms, SMEs have lower cash flows to self-finance R&D projects (Rogers, 

2004). Therefore, SMEs may find the availability of sufficient resources vital for the 

innovation and learning climate. 

Finally, the management and organizational climate consists of three variables; task 

definition (Gomes-Casseres, 1996), clear decision-making process and an alliance capability 

(Draulans et al., 2003; Kale et al., 2002).  

There are some limitations to the operationalization of our framework. The first limitation 

is that the framework was operationalized by using a sample consisting of Dutch firms, with 

the majority being SMEs. It could be possible that using a sample of larger firms more (of 

perhaps other) items load higher for each construct. Moreover, the data used in this 

chapter is not normally distributed. This might indicate respondent bias during the process 

of data collection. To test for common method bias, the Harman's one factor test and the 

multimethod factor test were carried out. These tests, however, did not reveal any clear 

signs of common method bias.  

 

Now that our framework has been validated, each construct can be used in the following 

chapters for the regression analyses. In the next chapter, the framework will be tested. By 

using PLS multivariate regression analysis, the impact on the four climate constructs on 

multi partner alliance performance will be explored.  
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Chapter four 

Exploring the antecedents of multi partner alliance 
performance 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Summary 

 

In the previous chapter, factor analysis was carried out to validate our measurement 

instrument. The factor analysis revealed five, separate constructs: four climate constructs 

and one construct measuring multi partner alliance performance. In this chapter, the focus 

lies on exploring the impact of the four climates on multi partner alliance performance.  

The same sample (170 Dutch SMEs in 32 different multi partner alliances) has been used for 

the analysis. Using PLS regression, the empirical analysis in this chapter finds support for 

the impact of financial, relational, management and organizational climates on alliance 

performance. Moreover, our findings indicate that smaller firms experience higher levels of 

multi partner alliance performance compared to larger firms. Our results also show that 

group membership is negatively related to alliance performance, possibly indicating that 

social cohesion has a negative influence on multi partner performance. Additionally, this 

chapter finds that different antecedents have explanatory power when using different 

alliance performance measures. Our findings have implications for current theory and 

managerial practice. 
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4.1 Introduction 

 

In chapter two of this thesis, the theoretical framework was described. This framework 

consisted of the financial, relational, innovation and learning and management and 

organizational climate. The previous chapter empirically validated the existence of the 

different climates (and their underlying elements). In this chapter, the relationship 

between the climates and multi partner alliance performance is tested using regression 

analysis. In the next paragraph, the hypotheses resulting from chapter two are summarized 

(see table 4.1). 

4.2 Overview hypotheses 

 

Hypotheses Expected sign

1 A healthy financial climate has a positive effect on multi partner alliance performance +

2 A healthy relational climate has a positive effect on multi partner alliance performance +

3 A healthy innovation and learning climate has a positive effect on multi partner alliance performance +

4 A healthy management and organizational climate has a positive effect on multi partner alliance performance +  

Table 4.1: Overview hypotheses chapter four 

 

In the next paragraph, the methodology of this chapter is described. 

4.3 Methodology 

 

Sample and data 

 

The same sample was used as in the chapter three, consisting of 170 Dutch SMEs, active in 

different 32 multi partner alliances. 

 

Operationalization 

 

For each climate in our framework, the underlying elements which resulted from the factor 

analysis in chapter three were translated to single item indicators. The methodological 

considerations and limitations are also described in the previous chapter. The constructs 

used in the analysis are mentioned in table 4.2. 
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Table 4.2: Overview of constructs of chapter four 

 

Operationalization multi partner alliance performance:  

 
Scholars (Venkaratman et al., 1986; Mohr et al., 2001) have claimed that assessing 

performance can be a conceptually challenging task. Performance is a latent construct 

which one cannot measure directly (Venkaratman et al., 1986). Researchers have used 

different ways to capture this construct; either by using non-perceptual indicators (such as 

patents, or revenues) or by deploying perceptual measures, such as expectations, the 

realization of goals or the achievement of goals and learning (Hamel, 1991). 

In this thesis, perceptual indicators of performance are used for several reasons. First of 

all, the alliances in our sample have not realized their objectives yet. Second, the alliances 

in our sample are positioned in different stages of the alliance lifecycle. In addition, each 

alliance differs in its objectives (De Rond et al., 2004). Using perceptual measures enables 

us to measure performance of multi partner alliances in different phases and with different 

objectives. Perceptual indicators can give a reasonable proxy of non-perceptual 

performance; Geringer et al. (1991) show that there is a strong correlation between 

perceptual indicators and non-perceptual indicators.  

In this study, alliance performance is calculated as a latent variable consisting of 

perceptual indicators for each respondent (n=170). The indicators measure a respondent's 

perception with regards to various aspects of performance for the respondent's firm (= firm 

level) and the firm's perception about the performance of the alliance for the firms of the 

alliance partners (= group level). 

Several indicators were selected on a firm level to measure alliance performance. The 

realization of individual objectives is captured by the first indicator, similar to Arino (2003) 

and Hatfield (1994). Second, the expectations with regards to the realization of the firms' 

financial returns (R.O.I.) are expressed in the second indicator in line with Arino (2003). 

Concept Item Source

Financial climate: Financial agreements Williamson, 1985

Financial commitment Browning et al., 1995

Acceptable financial risks Mothe et al., 2000; Browning et al., 1995

Relational climate: Trustworthiness Barney et al., 1994

Faith (competence based trust) McAlister, 1995

Social commitment Cullen et al., 2000

Joint problem solving Claro et al., 2003

Cultural fit Ireland et al., 2001

Innovation and learning climate: Articulation of knowledge Bresman et al., 1999

Financial resources Browning et al., 1995

Non-financial resources Mothe et al., 2000

Management and organizational climate: Task definition Doz et al., 1998

Clear decision-making process Bamford et al., 2003

Alliance capability De Man, 2005

Multi partner alliance performance: Overall satisfaction Geringer et al., 1991; Arino, 2003

Expectation of realization objectives of partners Arino, 2003

Expectation of realization R.O.I. of partners Lin et al., 1998

Expectation of realization firm objectives Arino, 2003

Expectation of realization R.O.I. Lin et al., 1998

Expectation of learning Doz et al., 1998

Control variables: Alliance membership Hundley et al., 1998; Gulati et al., 2000

Alliance phase Spekman et al., 1998; Doz et al., 1998

Firm size Sarkar et al., 2001

Industry Sarkar et al., 2001; Gulati et al., 2000

Prior cooperative experience with alliance group members Chung et al., 2000; Garcia et al., 2003

Multi partner alliance experience Barkema et al., 1997; Garcia et al., 2003

Alliance size Dyer et al., 2000

Alliance type Koza et al., 2000
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Finally, the expectation of the firm that it will learn from the alliance is used as a third 

proxy. According to Doz (1996), successful alliances go through cycles of learning. 

Moreover, Doz et al. (1998) claim that learning is a key objective for alliances. This 

suggests that learning is an import part of alliance performance.  

According to Anderson et al. (1990), alliance performance should be also measured on 

group level because two (or more) independent firms are involved in one frontier. Hence, 

alliance success depends on the jointly perception of all partners. Thus, the first indicator 

is the expectation of realizing mutual goals (Arino, 2003). The second indicator on group 

level is the expectation of financial returns for all partners (Lin et al., 1999), as alliance 

success is often reported as leading to some kind of financial return for partner firms 

(Arino, 2003). In this thesis, the perception of financial returns (R.O.I.) is used.  

Next to indicators on a group level, one item was added to measure the overall satisfaction 

of the partner on the multi partner alliance (Geringer et al., 1991; Arino, 2003; Saxton, 

1987).  

To summarize, multi partner alliance performance is operationalized in this thesis by using 

three indicators on firm level, two indicators on group level and one overall performance 

measure.  

 

The following control variables have been used (see Appendix D): 

 

Control variables: 

 

Alliance membership: 

Some multi partner alliances may perform better or worse than others. In chapter one, the 

example of the R&D consortium of MIPS was mentioned (Hwang et al., 1997). Each member 

firm tried to promote their own technical standard. This resulted in a 'slippery slope' for the 

alliance, as members could not agree on one common standard. As a result, the entire 

alliance collapsed and a common standard was not achieved. On the contrary, the 

Prominent multi partner alliance as described in chapter one (De Man, 2006) is an example 

in which all members seem to benefit from the cooperation, resulting in increased levels of 

individual performance of each member. In addition, literature on social cohesion also 

shows the differential effect of group membership on individual alliance member 

performance. For instance, Hundley et al. (1998) find that the cartel-like properties of 

Japanese business alliances (Keiretsus) actually reduce competitiveness by creating a lock-

in effect (Gulati et al., 2000). Firms can become entrapped in social networks, limiting 

their flexibility and locking them out of new partners or knowledge (Gulati et al., 2000).  

Moreover, Rowley et al. (2000) argue that being part of a highly connected alliance network 

in the semiconductor industry negatively impacts firm performance. However, other 

scholars argue that these strong ties benefit firm performance positively. Strong ties 

between firms are the result of trust and commitment, which can also lead to more 
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opportunities for member firms. Strong ties are associated with the exchange of high-

quality information and tacit knowledge. Uzzi (1996) observed in his study of the New York 

apparel industry that firms participating in strong ties were able to exchange fine-grained 

knowledge. Based on a deeper understanding of a partner’s operations, tacit knowledge is 

more readily transferred across organizational boundaries, which are blurred by close 

contact (Rowley et al., 2000). 

Therefore, membership of an alliance could have both a positive and a negative effect on 

alliance performance. To control for this effect, a control variable ‘alliance membership’ 

was added to the regression. Each alliance was coded. Each member of every alliance was 

assigned an 'alliance membership' code.  

 

Alliance phase: 

Alliances have different phases in their lifecycle (Spekman et al., 1998; Doz et al., 1998). 

Prior research on dyadic alliances found that performance differs across the lifecycle (Jap, 

2007). Performance in alliances when firms are still seeking mutual ground (the pre-

formation phase) might be lower compared to alliances that are past this phase (the post-

formation phase). Doz et al. (1998) state that the initial context of an alliance seldom 

encourages cooperation. Managers will most likely find themselves in unfamiliar territory. 

Alliance partners may differ in assumptions, attitudes and expectations about the alliance 

as well as private fears about their role it (Kelly et al., 2002). Furthermore, cultural 

differences can create an initial distance between parties. Moreover, Buchel (1999) argues 

that sense making is critical to the early stages of the alliance, because it reduces 

ambiguity, legalized cooperation and facilitates action. Thus, the phase in the alliance 

lifecycle could affect alliance performance.  

Our sample consists of alliances either in the pre-formation phase or in the post-formation 

phase (see chapter one). A control variable ‘alliance phase’ was formulated to control for 

this effect. Alliances in the pre-formation phase were assigned the code '1' and alliances in 

the post-formation phase were assigned the code '2'. 
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Firm size: 

Larger companies might display higher levels of alliance capability than smaller firms and 

thus have higher scores in alliance performance. Kale et al. (2002) illustrate that large 

firms have special dedicated alliance management offices. Hence, large firms might be 

more effective in knowledge absorption and learning from alliances, which may enhance 

alliance performance. Therefore a dummy variable was added to control for the effect of 

firm size. This procedure was also used by Sarkar et al. (2001), Doz et al. (2000) and 

Garcia-Canal et al (2003). Firm size was measured by asking the number of employees: 

o 0-50 

o 50-100 

o 100-500 

o 500< 

 

Industry: 

To control for sectoral bias, a dummy variable for industry was included (Sarkar et al., 

2001; Gulati et al., 1999). 

 

Prior cooperative experience with alliance group members: 

Garcia-Canal et al. (2003) claim that joint ventures created by partners that have 

previously maintained satisfactory cooperative relationships start off with high levels of 

relational quality. Group members who have cooperated with each other on a previous 

occasion may have gone trough successful learning cycles (Doz et al., 1998). Hence, this 

reduces the relational investments needed at the beginning of new cooperation projects, 

which may translate in to higher alliance performance levels. To control for collaborative 

experience between alliance group members, the dummy variable ‘prior cooperation' was 

created, consistent with Chung et al. (2000) and Garcia-Canal et al (2003). Firms that 

stated that they had no previous experience with alliance group members were coded '1' 

and firms that did have prior experience were coded '2'. 

 

Multi partner alliance experience: 

Firms with experience in multi partner alliances may have learned how to increase the 

innovative output of future alliances. Garcia-Canal et al. (2003) consider that a company’s 

(favorable) experience in the management of alliances enhances the exploitation and 

internal diffusion of the partners’ knowledge in subsequent alliances, as well as the 

capacity to manage the relationship with these partners. Likewise, Barkema et al. (1997) 

conclude that a company’s prior experience in domestic JVs lengthened the life of 

international JVs. Therefore the control variable ‘alliance experience’ has been included, 

similar to Garcia-Canal et al (2003). Firms that stated that they had no previous experience 

with multi partner alliances were coded '1' and firms that did have prior experience were 

coded '2'. 



 

 73 

 

Alliance size: 

A control variable was created for alliance group size. The logic behind this step is that 

each new member brings additional complexity (Park et al., 1996) for effective alliance 

management. An increase in members increases the need for coordination, as each new 

member may increase the chance of conflicting interests between firms in the alliance. 

Hence, an increase in possible conflicting interests could negatively impact alliance 

performance. 

 

Alliance type: 

The sample consists of managers active in two types of multi partner alliances. The first 

type are learning alliances (Koza et al., 2000). These alliances were aimed at sharing 

knowledge and learning. The second type of alliance are business alliances (Koza et al., 

2000) aimed at exploiting the competences of each partner to create new products or 

technologies. According to Koza et al. (2000), these two types of alliances are subject to 

different mechanisms due to their difference in characteristics. Hence, these alliances 

could have differential dynamics which could affect alliance performance. Knowledge 

sharing alliances were coded '2' and business alliances were coded '1'. 

 

Now that the variables of this chapter are explained, the next paragraph will describe the 

analysis techniques for this chapter. 

 

Regression analysis: PLS 

According to Marsh et al. (1998), if sample sizes are below 200, caution must be made to 

use Structural Equation Modeling techniques such as LISREL (Fornell et al., 1982) for 

validating constructs. For sample sizes below this threshold, an alternative causal modeling 

approach called Partial Least Squares (PLS) has been widely used as the appropriate 

technique (Hulland, 1999). Therefore, SmartPLS was used for the regression analysis. PLS 

software has also been used in prior alliance research (Sarkar et al., 2001; Fornell et al., 

1990). 

In addition, PLS does not make any distributional assumptions; therefore traditional 

parametric tests are inappropriate. The empirical test of our measurement in the previous 

chapter revealed that the variables do not have a normal distribution. By using traditional 

regression analysis, one of the key assumptions would be violated; linear regression 

demands that the variables have a normal distribution (Hair et al., 2005). Because PLS does 

not make assumptions concerning the distribution, this rule is not violated. 

 

Model goodness of fit 

LISREL and other covariance structure analysis modeling approaches involve parameter 

estimation procedures which seek to reproduce the observed covariance matrix. In 
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contrast, PLS has as its primary objective the minimization of error (or maximizing the 

variance explained) in all endogenous constructs. Thus, the degree to which any PLS model 

accomplishes this objective can be determined by examining the Rsquare values for the 

dependent constructs. PLS does not calculate fit scores. Model fit scores are based on the 

assumption that the estimated model parameters are chosen in attempt to minimize the 

difference between the observed and the reproduced covariance matrices. This assumption 

is not warranted for PLS (Hulland, 1999). 

 

To determine the significance of the paths, a bootstrapping procedure was applied (Sarkar 

et al., 2001). A bootstrapping method of sampling with replacement was used and standard 

errors computed on the basis of 500 bootstrapping runs. 

 

The next paragraph presents the analysis of this chapter. 
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4.4 Analysis 

 

Table 4.3 (Appendix C) shows the correlation matrix of the different variables. Inspection 

of this matrix shows that the climate constructs are positively related to alliance 

performance.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 4.4: Regression results (models I-V)6 

                                                 
6 Adjusted Rsquare values and Standard Error values were calculated in SPSS. First, latent variabele correlations 
were calculated in PLS. These values were imported into SPSS to calculate the adjusted Rsquare values and the 
Standard Error values. 
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Model I FC 0,22 0,21 0,89 (0.46)**** 5,88

Model II FC 0,37 0,37 0,80 (0.19)*** 2,56

RC (0.48)**** 5,98

Model III FC 0,39 0,38 0,79 (0.18)** 2,11

RC (0.44)**** 4,32

ILC (0.13)* 1,42

Model IV FC 0,40 0,38 0,78 (0.14)* 1,60

RL (0.40)**** 3,52

ILC (0.09) 1,04

MOC (0.15)* 1,54

Model V FC 0,48 0,44 0,75 (0.19)** 2,07

RL (0.35)**** 3,40

ILC (0.09) 0,93

MOC (0.19)** 1,94

Alliance membership (-0.14)** 2,02

Alliance experience (-0.02) 0,21

Alliance phase (0.14)** 1,77

Alliance size (0.06) 0,91

Alliance type (-0.02) 0,25

Firmsize (-0.17)*** 2,65

Industry (-0.01) 0,23

Prior cooperation (-0.04) 0,47

Path coefficients (t-values) Respondents: n=170 FC: Financial climate

 *p <0.1; **p < 0.05 Multi partner alliances: n=32 RC: Relational climate

 ***p <0.01; ****p < 0.001 ILC: Innovation and learning climate

MOC: Management and organizational climate

FC: Financial climate

RC: Relational climate

ILC: Innovation and learning climate

MOC: Management and organizational climate



 

 76 

 

Two types of regression models are made. The first type consists of five models in which 

the independent variables of our framework were regressed with our construct of ‘multi 

partner alliance performance’. The second series of regression models are computed using 

the different measures of multi partner alliance performance as dependent variables. By 

doing so, a more detailed perspective on the impact of the antecedents of our framework 

on alliance performance can be examined. 

 

Regression results with the overall multi partner alliance performance construct 

 

The first model contains only the financial climate and explains 21% of multi partner 

alliance performance. Subsequently, adding the relational climate increases the adjusted 

Rsquare by 16% (model two) to 37%. The third model adds the innovation and learning 

climate. According to these results, the innovation and learning construct adds 1% variance 

to model two (adjusted Rsquare 38%). Model four includes all four climate constructs. The 

final model (five) contains all constructs in addition to the dummy variables. This procedure 

resulted in the highest adjusted Rsquare solution (44% explained variance). In model V, the 

relational construct appears to have the largest effect on alliance performance compared 

to the other constructs. This effect is strongly significant (p.<0.001) and has the largest 

beta coefficient (0,35). In model five, all climate constructs have a significant effect on 

alliance performance, with the exception of the innovation and learning construct. Hence, 

when using our overall multi partner alliance performance construct, the final model 

explains 44% variance and contains three climates: the financial, relational and the 

management and organization. Therefore, hypothesis 1, 2 and 4 are supported based on 

these outcomes. 

 

Control variables 

 

When using the overall performance construct, alliance membership is negatively related to 

performance. This might indicate the presence of a group effect affecting the individual 

performance of each member.   

Second, alliance phase has a positive effect on alliance performance, indicating that firms 

that have passed the initial formation phase enjoy higher levels of performance. No effect 

was found for prior cooperation. A possible explanation is the way this control variable was 

operationalized. To measure the level of prior cooperation on performance, respondents 

were asked "Did you have prior cooperative experiences with your partners?"  

Finally, the control variable firm size has a negative effect on alliance performance, which 

indicates that smaller firms are more effective in multi partner alliance management than 

large firms.  
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Regression analysis by using different performance measures 

The previous regression analysis explored the impact of the independent variables on the 

construct ‘multi partner alliance performance’, which was a latent variable. This variable 

consists of our six different performance measures: two items measured alliance 

performance on group level, three items measure alliance performance on firm level and 

one item measures the overall satisfaction of a respondent for the alliance performance. 

Six additional regression models were created to test the impact of our framework on the 

different alliance performance measures (table 4.5). Two additional models integrating the 

group level performance measures and firm level performance measures respectively were 

also carried out7, leading to similar results. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 4.5: Regression results (models V-XI) 

 

                                                 
7 Two additional regression models were built to test for the impact of the climate constructs on multi partner 
alliance performance on two different levels: the first level is group level, using two items for performance: 
"expectation of mutual objectives" and "expectation of realizing R.O.I. for all partners". This model explained 40% 
(unadjusted) variance and consisted of three significant climate variables: the financial, relational and the 
management and organizational climate. The second model contained the items "expectation of realizing firm 
objectives", "expectation of realizing firm R.O.I." and "expectation of firm learning". This model explained 44% 
(unadjusted) variance and consisted of the climate variables which were also significant at the first model. 
Hence, it appears that measuring performance on the different levels delivers similar results. 

Model # V VI VII VIII IX X XI

Dependent variable
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R
N
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Variable level: Group & Unknown Group level Group level Firm level Firm level Firm level

Firm level

Independent variables:

FC (0.19)** (0.10) (0.15)** (0.15)* (0.20)** (0.20)** (0.10)

RC (0.35)**** (0.44)**** (0.27)*** (0.30)*** (0.19)** (0.24)*** (0.22)**

ILC (0.09) (0.04) (0.10) (0.04) (0.28)** (0.06) (-0.11)

MOC (0.19)** (0.00) (0.02)* (0.19)** (0.16)* (0.11) (0.29)***

Alliance membership (-0.14)** (0.06) (-0.17)*** (-0.22)*** (-0.16)*** (-0.14)** (0.00)

Alliance experience (-0.02) (0.05) (0.04) (-0.18) (0.02) (-0.14)* (-0.05)

Alliance phase (0.14)** (0.21)*** (0.18)** (-0.02) (0.19)** (-0.05) (0.15)**

Alliance size (0.06) (0.00) (0.05) (0.04) (-0.02) (0.08) (0.18)

Alliance type (-0.02) (0.08) (0.05) (-0.07) (0.05) (-0.10)** (0.04)**

Firmsize (-0.17)*** (-0.13)** (-0.22)**** (-0.11)** (-0.15)** (-0.07) (-0.13)*

Industry (-0.01) (-0.03) (-0.01) (-0.07) (0.04) (-0.09) (0.13)

Prior cooperation (-0.04) (-0.04) (-0.07) (-0.12) (-0.00) (-0.02) (0.09)

Rsquare 0,48 0,34 0,38 0,38 0,42 0,33 0,24

Adjusted Rsquare 0,44 0,30 0,33 0,34 0,37 0,28 0,18

Standard Error 0,75 0,84 0,82 0,82 0,80 0,85 0,90

Path coefficients (t-values) Respondents: n=170 FC: Financial climate

 *p <0.1; **p < 0.05 Multi partner alliances: n=32 RC: Relational climate

 ***p <0.01; ****p < 0.001 ILC: Innovation and learning climate

MOC: Management and organizational climate
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Overall satisfaction measure (model VI): 

The relational climate is the only construct from our framework which is significant in this 

model. The significant effect of ‘alliance phase’ on 'overall satisfaction' indicates that multi 

partner alliances which have past the start-up phase enjoy higher levels of overall 

satisfaction.  

 

Group level measures of performance (models VII-VIII): 

The measures on group level (expectation of reaching partner objectives and expectation of 

R.O.I. for all partners) show that the financial, the relational and the management and 

organizational climate have a significant effect. Interestingly, for the expectation that all 

member firms will realize R.O.I., the effect of the financial climate is less strong than the 

relational climate (p. <0.1 vs. p. <0.01). The relational climate has the strongest influence, 

with p. <0.01, possibly indicating that managers use the relational climate to assess if all 

other members will gain financially from the alliance. Also alliance membership is 

significant in both of the group models. 

 

Firm level measures of performance (models IX-XI): 

The expectation of a firm that its firm objectives will be realized (model IX) is positively 

influenced by all four constructs of our framework. All antecedents are significant at p. < 

0.05, while the management and organizational climate is slightly less significant at p. < 

0.1. Hence, the perception of the realization of firm level objectives is influenced by the 

four different climates. This positively affects the expectance that partners believe their 

objectives for participating in the alliance are realized. The effect of the innovation and 

learning construct is evident at p.<0.05, thus giving support that with 95% confidence, this 

construct has an impact on the expectance that an alliance member will realize firm 

objectives. Model IX also shows that firm size is negatively related to alliance performance. 

As firm size increases, the chance that a firm enjoys a healthy alliance performance 

decreases. 

 

The expectation of a firm that R.O.I. will be realized (model X) is positively influenced by 

the financial and relational climate. In this model, alliance type has a negative effect. 

Hence, firms in business alliances have lower expectations that the alliance will lead to 

financial results compared to firms in learning alliances. While this might sound not logical, 

there is a possible explanation for this observation. Possibly, the majority of these firms 

participated in multi partner alliance on previous occasions and had negative experiences. 

The previous chapter demonstrated that most of the respondents of our sample (60%) did 

have prior multi partner experience. While it is not clear if these experiences were 

satisfactory, the managerial complexity concerning these groups (Gomes-Casseres, 1996) 

could have lead to difficulties in value appropriation (Vanhaverbeke et al., 2006). 

Moreover, alliance experience is slightly significant (p.<0.1) and has a negative coefficient, 
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possibly indicating that firms with prior multi partner experience tend to have slightly 

lower expectations of realizing R.O.I. . The complexity of managing a multi partner alliance 

(Gomes-Casseres, 1996) resulting in negative experiences could be the reason why firms 

with earlier experience have lower expectations. Finally, in model (XI), the independent 

variables are regressed on the expectation that a firm will learn from the alliance. The 

analysis shows that the expectation of learning is enhanced by a healthy relational and the 

management and organizational climate. A structured decision-making process, having a 

clear task division and members with alliance capability also increases the perception that 

interfirm learning will occur. Moreover, in model XI, alliance phase affects the expectation 

of learning.  

 

Patterns and differences across the regression models in table 4.5: 

Interestingly, the relational climate is significant across all regression models with the 

different performance measures. These findings indicate that in multi partner alliances, 

relational elements such as trust, social commitment, joint problem solving and cultural fit 

are important factors for explaining performance, supporting social exchange theory (Das et 

al., 2003). 

Furthermore, the control variable ‘firm size’ is also significant in five of all six models. The 

(negative) effect of ‘firm size’ in almost every model indicates that small firms are more 

effective in multi partner alliance management. 

It also appears that there is no clear pattern between measuring performance on firm level 

or individual level can be detected; the adjusted Rsquare values all range between 0,37 

and 0,18 and the significance levels of the paths do not appear to be significantly stronger 

on either group or firm level.  

The adjusted Rsquare values of the different performance measures are the highest for 

‘realization firm objectives’, while the lowest adjusted Rsquare is seen when the 

independent variables are regressed with ‘expectation to learn’ (18%). 

In addition, the analysis finds that the effect of 'alliance membership' is significant, thereby 

supporting earlier literature that multi partner alliances can differ in performance (see for 

instance Hwang et al., 1997).  

Summarized, the regression analysis with using different performance measures indicates 

that by using different performance measures, different climates show significance. The 

model with the highest explained variance is the model with 'realization firm objectives’ 

(37%) and contains all four climate constructs. However, when the overall performance 

measure is used in the analysis, only the relational, financial and management and 

organizational climate are positively related to performance. A more detailed reflection on 

the findings in this chapter is described in the next paragraph (conclusion and discussion). 

The results from the hypotheses testing are summarized in table 4.6. 
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Table 4.6: Results of the hypotheses testing chapter four 

4.5 Conclusion and discussion 

 
The goal of this chapter was to explore the impact of the four climates on multi partner 

alliance performance. While empirical, large scale alliance research has primarily focused 

on dyadic alliances, this study embraces the perspective that a climate approach (rooted in 

organizational psychology) enhances multi partner alliance performance. According to the 

analysis, three interorganizational climates are positively related to multi partner alliance 

performance when performance is measured using our multi partner alliance construct. 

These climates are the financial, the relational and management and organizational 

climate. All four climates are positively related to multi partner alliance performance, 

when performance is measured by the expectation that firm objectives will be realized.  

The relational climate is the only climate which affects alliance performance across the 

different performance indicators, supporting social exchange theory (Das et al., 1998; Dyer 

et al., 1998). 

The analysis also shows that the phase in the alliance life cycle affects alliance 

performance. Alliances which are beyond the initial start-up phase experience higher levels 

of alliance performance. Our findings are consistent with Kelly et al. (2002) and Spekman et 

al. (1998), who argue that alliances require a certain amount of time to grow.  

Our results also indicate that firm size has a negative effect on alliance performance. This 

seems to contrast the existing belief in literature that large firms are better at using 

alliances. Prior research found that large multinationals have dedicated alliance 

management resources leading to higher levels of alliance performance (Kale et al., 2002; 

Draulans et al., 2003). Our results however demonstrate that smaller firms are able to 

experience higher levels of alliance performance compared to larger firms. Gomes-Casseres 

(1998) gives a possible explanation: "When the firms are small relative to their rivals and 

to their market, they tend to use alliances to gain economies of scale and scope; when 

they are large in relative terms, they avoid alliances." (Gomes-Casseres, 1998: 33) Possibly, 

larger firms (due to their increased market power) have less incentive to join multi partner 

alliances, which may result in less positive expectations and thus lower levels of 

performance. 

Our data finds does not find support for a positive effect of prior experience in managing 

multi partner alliances on performance. Also, no empirical support was found for an effect 

of prior cooperative experience between partners on alliance performance, similar to 

Garcia-Canal et al. (2003), who also did not find empirical support for this relationship. 

However, a limitation in the way prior cooperative experience was operationalized exists, 

Hypotheses Results

1 A healthy financial climate has a positive effect on multi partner alliance performance Supported

2 A healthy relational climate has a positive effect on multi partner alliance performance Supported

3 A healthy innovation and learning climate has a positive effect on multi partner alliance performance Not supported

4 A healthy management and organizational climate has a positive effect on multi partner alliance performance Supported
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because it was not specified whether a respondent had experience with either one or all 

members in the group.  

According to the regression outcomes, industry membership did not have any effect on 

alliance performance. This might be explained by two effects which, in combination, could 

neutralize each other. A positive effect of industry membership on alliance performance 

could be the result of social embeddedness of firms in the same industry. Firms in the same 

industry often have similar ways of doing business (Gulati et al., 2000), which could 

strengthen their social cohesion. However, firms in the same industry are also potential 

competitors (Gomes-Casseres et al., 2003). This could negatively affect alliance 

performance, because partners may not trust each other. These two effects combined 

could be the reason that industry membership does not affect multi partner alliance 

performance. 

This study also reveals that – depending on which performance indicator is used – different 

antecedents are able to deliver explanatory value. Comparison of the different regression 

models shows that there is a clear difference among the different performance measures 

concerning the Rsquare and the explanatory variables. All four climate constructs explain 

variance but only when performance is measured by the expectation of realizing firm 

objectives. On the contrary, the relational climate is the only climate which has an effect 

on the overall satisfaction of the respondents. This might indicate that multi partner 

alliance performance encompasses multiple dimensions. Venkatraman et al. (1986) argue 

that performance is multi dimensional construct. Arino (2003) illustrates the complexity of 

measuring alliance performance. Arino (2003) claims that alliance satisfaction may reflect 

both outcome performance (such as the realization of goals) and process performance 

(viewed during their pattern of interaction). Hence, overall satisfaction may both include 

the perception of the relationship and the operational alliance performance at one point of 

time, but also the perception that long term goals will be realized. 

4.6 Managerial implications 

 
This study offers lessons for alliance managers responsible for managing multi partner 

alliances. This chapter showed that four climates affect performance in multi partner 

alliances. Each climate demands a different role for the manager (Spekman et al., 1998; 

Poulymenakou et al., 2004).   

First of all, the financial climate requires alliance managers to act as 'accountants' or 

'lawyers'. One of the key dangers in these large cooperative groups is the danger of free-

riding and opportunism of members. Alliance managers should create contractual (legal) 

boundaries to prevent this from occurring. The acceptability of financial risks should be 

closely monitored in addition to the willingness of partners to solve financial problems. It is 

also important that managers also focus on creating effective mechanisms for value 

appropriation. If the group rents are not distributed fairly, partners become dissatisfied 

which could decrease commitment (Vanhaverbeke et al., 2006). 
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Second, the relational climate demands that the alliance manager is also able to act as a 

'relational therapist'. His (or hers) responsibility is to build and maintain trust and social 

commitment in the group. The manager has to create the right trust building atmosphere 

and be aware of possible feelings of distrust among members, due to free-riding of other 

forms of opportunism. The alliance manager should actively monitor the commitment of 

each partner. Priorities among members could change due to changes in strategy or 

external events (Das et al., 2000). In addition, if groups do not meet very often, it becomes 

difficult for member firms to track if there are no obstacles at their partners which could 

undermine their commitment.  

Third, healthy multi partner alliances have the need for a strongly developed management 

and organizational climate, meaning that all tasks should be defined properly. Every 

member should have a clear understanding of the responsibilities of other members. A 

healthy organizational climate also means that the manager should organize the meetings 

effectively; the process of decision-making should be clear to all members. Moreover, a 

healthy management and organizational climate requires that each partner has an adequate 

level of alliance capability. If this is not present, the firms might have difficulties 

internalizing or diffusing knowledge which could be necessary for the alliance. Alliance 

managers can assess whether alliance members have mechanisms to diffuse knowledge 

about cooperation into their own organization. Examples are alliance capability tests (see 

Draulans et al., 2003) to benchmark the firm’s alliance capability. Alliance managers should 

therefore also be able to fulfill the role of an ‘organizer’. 

  

Next to these different roles, this chapter offers additional lessons for managers. Alliance 

managers are benefited by using alliance management tools as was suggested in chapter 

two, but specific for multi partner cooperation. The usage of performance monitoring 

indicators is an example (Draulans et al., 2003). Regular evaluations should not only focus 

on the financial health but also on the social and organizational climate in the alliance. Do 

partners still trust each other? Are the cultural and gaps not becoming too wide? Are all 

tasks and responsibilities clearly defined? Closing possible expectation gaps is crucial (Doz 

et al., 1998). Hence, alliance management for multi partner alliances demands an ongoing, 

active role of managers to unlock and capture its potential value.  

The findings from this chapter could suggest that performance in multi partner alliances is 

a multidimensional construct. Managers should therefore measure both process and 

outcome indicators. Furthermore, this chapter offers insight which parameters should be 

given attention by alliance managers who are interested in raising in different performance 

measures. If alliance managers wish to increase overall satisfaction, then the relational 

climate should be the focus. Improving trust and social commitment, crossing cultural 

differences and stimulating joint problem solving translate into a higher satisfaction of 

alliance members. Alliance managers dedicated to improve the perception that all parties 

will realize R.O.I. should give attention to the financial or the relational climate.  
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4.7 Limitations and further research 

 

This study contains a number of limitations. First of all, the sample in this study consists 

primarily of SMEs. SMEs are likely to have less organizational resources devoted to 

innovation and learning compared to large firms; Kale et al. (2002) show that in some 

instances large firms have dedicated alliance staff departments make the value 

appropriation of alliances and diffusion alliance specific knowledge internally more 

effective. This could explain why the construct ‘innovation and learning’ offers little 

explanatory power in the models.  

Second, the questions used to measure the elements of the climates contained single item 

indicators. While other scholars have also used single item indicators when creating higher 

level reflective indicators (see for instance, Doz et al., 2000) having more than one 

question to measure its different elements decreases the chance for measurement errors. 

A third direction for future research lies in the operationalization of the construct ‘multi 

partner alliance performance’. Our construct was based on measures of satisfaction and 

expectations of the future from the viewpoint of each respondent. While prior research has 

shown a correlation between perceptual performance measures and non-perceptual 

measures (Geringer et al., 1991), it could be interesting to measure the alliance 

performance afterwards by using different indicators. Previous scholars have used patents 

(Hagedoorn et al., 2002) or turnover (Rowley et al., 2000) as outcome indicators. While 

previous literature using the same (cross-sectional) research design (and also applying PLS) 

has been accepted in literature (see for instance Staples et al., 1999), our ability to draw 

strong causal inferences is limited. 

Also, future research may specify the degree of prior cooperative experience of an alliance 

member with the other members, which was not measured in our study.  

In addition, this study showed that the different performance measures capture different 

elements of performance. Overall satisfaction could encompass both process and outcome 

variables (Arino, 2003) while the rest of our measures might be viewed as outcome 

variables. Further research could shed more light on the differences between the measures.  

Our results suggest that the phase in the alliance cycle affects performance. Alliances 

which are past the pre-formation phase have higher levels of performance compared to 

alliances in the post-formation phase. It remains unclear if the four climates in our model 

have different level of impact on alliance performance during the different alliance cycle 

phases. Exploring the differential impact of the antecedents in the alliance phases could 

create more insight into the dynamics of our model. 

Finally, a last limitation is that dynamics between the climates were not investigated. The 

observation that both the financial as the relational climate explain performance could 

suggest a positive association between financial and social governance. Poppo et al. (2002) 

found that both formal and relational contracting explain dyadic exchange performance and 

that both types positively influence each other. Further research is needed to investigate 
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the relationship between these two constructs in a multi partner context. In the following 

chapter, an attempt will be made to explore the interaction between the different 

climates. 
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Chapter five 

The association between formal governance and social 

governance in multi partner alliances 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Summary 

 

In the previous chapter, the analysis revealed that both formal and social governance 

mechanisms are positively related to alliance performance in multi partner cooperation. 

In this chapter, formal governance (viewed from a financial and the management and 

organizational climate perspective) are hypothesized to be positively related to social 

governance (viewed from a relational climate perspective) in multi partner alliances. Using 

a sample of 170 SMEs in 32 multi partner alliances, our findings indicate a positive 

association between formal and social governance. A healthy financial climate benefits the 

development of a healthy relational climate by limiting opportunistic behavior and lowering 

ambiguity, thus enhancing trust and social commitment. Furthermore, a strong 

management and organizational climate stimulates positive initial conditions, by creating a 

clear task definition and decision-making process, which additionally benefits a strong 

relational climate. On the other hand, the presence of a healthy relational climate might 

create acceptance of the usage of both financial and organizational governance 

mechanisms. Managers of multi partner alliances should therefore be aware of the positive 

dynamics between these governance modes. 
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5.1 Introduction 

 

Chapter one showed that multi partner alliances are difficult to manage. An increased risk 

of free riding, increased transaction costs and possible conflicting interests threaten 

optimal value creation in the group. It is therefore important to understand which 

governance modes should be implemented to prevent multi partner alliance failure. 

 

Concerning governance modes in exchange relationships, scholars make the distinction 

between 'formal' and 'social' (also called 'relational') governance (Poppo et al., 2002). 

Formal governance emphasizes the use of formalized mechanisms, such as a legally-binding 

agreement or a contract to govern the interfirm partnership (Lee et al., 2006; Garcia-Canal 

et al., 2003). Relational-based governance, on the contrary, highlights the role of social 

mechanisms, such as mutual trust and social commitment in the alliance governance 

process (Das et al., 2002; Jones et al., 1997). 

 

Interestingly, literature on dyadic alliances has devoted clear attention towards the 

relationship between these opposing governance modes. One the one hand, several scholars 

hold a 'substitution' perspective and claim that either formal or social governance should be 

preferred. Transaction Cost Economic scholars such as Williamson (1985) claim that due to 

the risk of opportunism, firms should make formal agreements to prevent alliance failure. 

In contrast, social exchange protagonists (Das et al., 2002; Jones et al., 1997, Dyer et al., 

2003) argue that social governance mechanisms, such as trustworthiness and social 

commitment, are essential to maximize alliance profits (Dyer et al., 2003). Thus, according 

to the substitution perspective, alliances should be managed using either formal or social 

governance mechanisms. Several scholars of the substitution perspective even claim that 

using formal governance might lead to resistance and distrust towards partners, thus 

negatively impacting relational governance mechanisms (Ghoshal et al., 1996). 

On the other hand, another group of scholars disagrees with this view and argues that 

formal and social governance positively influences each other and in combination, create a 

stronger foundation for the alliance. Formal governance may limit opportunism by providing 

boundaries, thus stimulating the development of social mechanisms such as trust (Das et 

al., 1998). Social governance might also enhance formal governance, as it creates more 

acceptance towards usage of formal control in alliances (Das et al., 1998). Recently, 

scholars have begun to empirically test the interaction between these governance modes 

(in dyadic alliances) using large scale databases (Lee et al., 2006), leading to findings which 

may have a greater external validity compared to previous literature. 

Strikingly, literature on governance modes in multi partner alliances has not experienced 

the same level of progress. Current literature seems to be biased towards a substitution 
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perspective. Gomes-Casseres (1996), Doz et al. (1998), Garcia-Canal et al. (2003) and 

Bamford et al. (2003) adopt the view that formal governance mechanisms are essential for 

managing multi partner alliances. Das et al. (2002) and Jones et al. (1997) disagree with 

these notions and argue that social mechanisms are to be preferred.  

In contrast, Vanhaverbeke et al. (2006) argue - conceptually, not empirically- that multi 

partner alliances require both formal governance mechanisms (such as value distribution 

rules) and social governance mechanisms (social commitment) and suggest that these 

mechanisms actually complement each other. According to this view, social and formal 

governance mechanisms are positively related to each other. Unfortunately, this 

proposition remains untested in current literature, thus indicating a clear void in theory. In 

this chapter, an attempt is made to contribute to theory by examining the association 

between formal and social governance in multi partner alliances. In the next paragraph, 

the theoretical background of this chapter is described. 

5.2 Theoretical background 

 

The previously mentioned void in literature can be linked to a broader theoretical debate 

on the role of governance modes in exchange relationships. Previous literature has 

distinguished two opposing views concerning the right set of governance mechanisms in 

alliances. The first view regards formal and social governance as substitutes (Dyer and 

Singh, 1998; Adler, 2001). In particular, authors have claimed that relational governance 

reduces transaction costs by "replacing contracts with handshakes" (Adler, 2001). Dyer and 

Singh (1998) argue that informal self-enforcing agreements which rely on trust ‘often 

supplant’ the formal controls characteristic of formal contracts. Other scholars adopting 

this 'substitution' perspective go even further and argue that the one governance form 

might even undermine the development of the other form; these scholars argue that formal 

governance is negatively associated with social governance. Formal contracts may signal 

distrust of your exchange partner and by undermining trust, encourage, rather than 

discourage, opportunistic behavior (Das et al., 1998; Ghoshal et al., 1996). In addition, a 

continued reliance on formal control mechanisms over time may sow the seeds of alliance 

dissolution. Ring and Van de Ven (1994) point out that as interorganizational relationships 

mature, formal control mechanisms increase the probability of conflict and foster an 

atmosphere of distrust between partners. Evidence exists that the use of rational controls 

adversely affects the feelings of both the controller and the controllee concerning their 

relationship (Goshal et al., 1996). Goshal et al. (1996) claim that for the controller, 

negative feelings arise from "the dilemma of the supervisor", which is the situation when 

the use of surveillance, monitoring and authority led to management's distrust of employees 

and perception of an increased need for more surveillance and control. For the controllees, 

the use of rational control signals that they are neither trusted nor trustworthy to behave 

appropriately without such controls. Enzle and Anderson (1993) found that surveillance that 
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is perceived as controlling threatens the controllee's personal autonomy and decreases his 

or her intrinsic motivation. Similarly, Baker, Jensen and Murphy (1988) argue that intrinsic 

motivation and commitment are reduced as extrinsic rewards are increased and that lost 

motivation and commitment are not restored if the extrinsic rewards are later taken away. 

Hence, rational controls not only reduce motivation and commitment, but controls could 

also damage the self-perception of the controllee (Lepper and Greene, 1975). Thus, the 

school of 'substitution' is convinced that formal and social governance should be viewed as 

substitutes. Within this view, a group of scholars claims that the association between these 

two governance mechanisms is negative. 

 

Despite arguments for viewing relational governance and formal governance as substitutes, 

the logic for viewing them as supplements is also receiving support from scholars 

(Mustakallio et al., 2004; Poppo et al., 2002). The second view concerning the appropriate 

governance mechanisms in alliances views formal and relational governance as 

'supplements' (also called 'complements'), not as substitutes. In settings where hazards are 

severe, the combination of formal and informal safeguards may deliver greater exchange 

performance than either governance choice in isolation. Poppo et al. (2002) show that 

managers couple their increasingly customized contracts with high levels of relational 

governance and vice versa. The presence of clearly articulated contractual terms, remedies 

and processes of dispute resolution as well as relational norms of flexibility, solidarity, 

bilateralism and continuance may inspire confidence to cooperate in interorganizational 

exchanges. Formal agreements specify contingencies, adaptive processes and controls likely 

to mitigate opportunistic behavior and thereby support relational governance. However, 

customized contracts do not guarantee the intent of mutuality, bilateralism and 

continuance when conflict arises. Relational governance complements the limits of 

contracts by fostering continuance of the exchange and entrusting both parties with 

mutually agreeable outcomes (Poppo et al., 2002). According to Poppo et al. (2002) the 

process of developing complex contracts positively affects future exchange performance 

through the development of social relations (i.e., relational governance) as well as 

complements relational governance through the formal specification of limits and 

expectations. Summarized, this opposing view on the interaction between governance 

modes argues that formal governance may actually benefit relational governance and vice 

versa. 

 

In this chapter, the second perspective is adopted to study governance modes in multi 

partner alliances, for the following reasons. First, empirical research on dyadic exchange 

relationships has found that formal and social governance actually supplement each other 

(Poppo et al., 2002). Formal governance is needed to create boundaries and set safeguards 

against opportunistic behavior. Prior research has also found that the presence of social 

elements such as trust actually make formal mechanisms more effective (Das et al., 1998). 
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Das et al. (1998) argue that social mechanisms decrease resistance towards formal control. 

Hence, the presence of social mechanisms brings harmony to the controller-controllee 

relationship (Das et al., 2001). Furthermore, Vanhaverbeke et al. (2006) claim that 

effective management of value constellations (which is another synonym) needs an 

integrative approach, combining both formal and social governance mechanisms. A lack of 

formal agreements concerning value appropriation could actually decrease social 

commitment (Vanhaverbeke and Cloodt, 2006) suggesting a positive association between 

these governance modes. 

 

Therefore, in this chapter, the view is adopted that formal governance and relational 

governance are positively associated with each other in multi partner cooperation. In the 

next paragraph, the conceptual framework of this chapter is presented. 

5.3 Conceptual framework 

 

In this chapter, formal and social governance are approached from a climate approach 

(Anderson et al., 1998). In this chapter, formal governance is divided into two forms of 

formal mechanisms: mechanisms which concern key financial issues (the financial climate) 

and mechanisms related to management and organizational issues (the management and 

organizational climate). From a formal governance perspective, multi partner alliances 

offer an additional risk of opportunistic behavior. One of the key challenges mentioned 

earlier is the increased danger of free-riding behavior of partners. Traditionally, formal 

governance has emphasized the presence of rules and written agreements to prevent 

opportunism. However, in multi partner alliances, the complexity of value creation requires 

an effective value distribution strategy (Vanhaverbeke and Cloodt, 2006). Moreover, multi 

partner alliances (such as R&D consortia) are often accompanied by large financial 

investments. This might suggest that management of financial issues is important in multi 

partner cooperation that it should not be ignored. Financial governance entails elements 

such as formal agreement, proper value appropriation, commitment towards financial 

issues and acceptability of financial risks. In the hypotheses of this chapter, each element 

and its importance will be described in more detail. 

 

In addition, due to the complexity of coordination of activities, there is also a clear need 

for an organizational governance mechanism. The group has to have some way of making 

joint decisions and of coordinating the actions of members (Gomes-Casseres, 1996: 126). 

Furthermore, without appropriate organizational governance, a collection of firms cannot 

be expected to formulate and execute a consistent strategy. This chapter suggests that a 

second form of formal governance should be created, referring to 'organizational 

governance', consisting of the perceptions of the alliance members concerning the 
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management and the internal organization of the alliance (such as division of tasks, 

decision-making process and alliance capability).  

 

In this chapter, the governance modes will be researched using a climate approach. 

Financial governance shall be viewed from a financial climate approach and organizational 

governance shall be viewed from an organizational climate perspective. Moreover, 

relational governance is viewed from a relational climate approach. Figure 5.1 illustrates 

these concepts.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 5.1: Governance viewed from a climate approach 

 

Summarized, two forms of formal governance are distinguished in this chapter (financial 

and organizational governance) in addition to relational governance. This chapter will adopt 

a climate approach to create a more comprehensive insight into perceptions of alliance 

members concerning key governance issues. In the next paragraph, the hypotheses of this 

chapter are described. 
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The association between the financial climate and the relational climate 

 

The financial climate refers to the perceptions of alliance members concerning key 

financial issues. The factor analytical procedure in chapter three indicated that the 

financial climate consists of financial agreements, financial commitment and acceptable 

financial risks. Financial agreements concern agreements about value appropriation. 

Financial commitment is the commitment of partners concerning the financial issues in the 

alliance. A third element of the financial climate is the level of financial risks for 

participating in the alliance, which should be acceptable for the partners. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 5.2: The association between the financial climate and the relational climate 

 

The financial climate and the relational climate affect each other in various ways. First the 

effect of the financial climate on the relational climate is described. Second, the effect of 

the relational climate on the financial climate is discussed.  

 

A well developed financial climate may enhance the relational climate (see figure 5.2) in 

various ways. The use of financial agreements creates barriers for opportunistic behavior of 

partners. As stated earlier, multi partner alliances face a special type of opportunism 

called free-riding. Das et al. (2002) claim that in multi partner alliances, there is a natural 

tendency for free-riding. Managers should therefore make agreements beforehand, which 

makes partners more accountable for their performance. This gives less room for 

opportunistic behavior which could undermine the relational climate. Moreover, if partners 

feel that partners are unreliable, they will feel less committed to make the alliance a 

success. Sitkin (1995) suggests that legalization, in terms of "reliance on formal rules and 

standardized procedures" (Sitkin, 1995: 189), can facilitate "the development, diffusion, 

and constructive institutionalization of trust in organizational settings" (1995:187). 

Furthermore, financial agreements provide firms a track record; firms that will perform 

successfully are rewarded with trust and social commitment from partners (Das et al., 

1998). In addition, financial agreement on fair value distribution reduces ambiguity and 

enhances social commitment towards fulfilling the cooperative goals (Vanhaverbeke and 

Cloodt, 2006).  
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The second element of the financial climate is the willingness to solve financial problems in 

the alliance, i.e. demonstrate financial commitment. Financial commitment might also 

enhance social commitment and trust. If partners show that they are willing to solve 

financial problems, it clearly sends a message to partners that are willing to stay involved 

in the alliance. This might also start a cycle of reinforcing trust and social commitment 

(Cullen et al., 2000).  

The acceptance of financial risks is the third element of the financial climate. Risks are 

acknowledged as critical factors in management research (Das et al., 2001). Especially 

financial risks are particularly important in multi partner alliances, because multi partner 

alliances (such as R&D consortia) demand high risk and large upfront investments (Mothe et 

al., 2001; Browning et al., 1995). If the financial risks are acceptable for partners, it is 

likely to enhance the willingness of partners to stay involved the alliance thus benefiting 

social commitment. 

 

Besides the positive influence of the financial climate on the relational climate, the 

relational climate may also enhance the financial climate. Relational governance helps 

partners to improve their contract (Poppo et al., 2002). As a close relationship is developed 

and sustained, lessons from the prior period are reflected in revisions of the contract. 

Exchange experience, patterns of information sharing and evolving performance 

measurement and monitoring may all enable greater specificity (and complexity) in 

contractual provisions. As a consequence, relational exchanges may gradually promote 

more complex formal contracts, as mutually agreed upon processes become formalized.  

Second, to have effective formal control over partners, a certain amount of trust is 

required (Das et al., 1998). If firms are lacking in trust or social commitment, firms will 

question their partner's motive and might give the impression that control is needed for 

advancing someone's private interests rather than the common alliance interest. Das et al. 

(1998) argue that trust makes control mechanisms more effective. Therefore, social 

mechanisms could benefit the financial climate. 

 

Thus, the financial climate and the relational climate might enhance each other (Poppo et 

al., 2002), leading to the following proposition: 

Hypothesis 1: The financial climate and the relational climate are positively associated 

with each other. 
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The effect of the management and organizational climate on the relational climate 

A management and organizational climate consists of the individual perceptions of the 

alliance members concerning the management and the internal organization of the 

alliance. The factor analysis from chapter three revealed that this climate contains three 

elements; a clear division of tasks, a clear decision-making process and an alliance 

capability. Task division concerns agreement on the organization of duties in the group. A 

clear decision-making process means that members have a good insight in the way decisions 

are made in the group. Alliance capability is the way firms learn, internalize and internally 

diffuse information about alliances (Draulans et al., 2003; Kale et al., 2002). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 5.3: The relationship between the management and organizational climate and the 

relational climate 

 

The management and organizational climate is positively related to the relational climate 

(figure 5.3) in several ways.  

The first way is by enhancing social commitment among partners. A clear division of tasks 

creates clarity in the alliance. By creating more understanding, each partner knows how 

and which tasks are divided. A gap in mixed expectations is therefore reduced and 

ambiguity is lowered. Previous research has found that in situations with ambiguity, social 

commitment to make the alliance a success decreases (Das et al., 2001). Hence, by 

creating more clarity, there is more room for trust and social commitment to develop.  

Next to a clear task division, it is important that partners have a clear insight into the 

decision-making process within the alliance. A clear decision-making process makes 

partners feel they are taken seriously because the process itself is open for discussion (De 

Man et al., 2006), thus enhancing social harmony in the alliance. A transparent decision-

making process creates space for ongoing communication which improves understanding 

and decreases conflicts. The processes used to reach strategic decisions positively affect 

social commitment, attachment and trust of individual team members (Korsgaard et al., 

1995). 

Finally, a well developed alliance capability may positively influence the relational climate. 

Firms with well developed alliance capabilities are more likely to have learned how to 

manage cooperative ventures. Firms with an alliance capability often spend more energy on 
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making the relationship a success by deploying various alliance capability mechanisms 

(Draulans et al., 2003), such as alliance training, alliance specialists and alliance 

evaluation. By using these mechanisms, a mutual satisfactory outcome may increase 

(Draulans et al., 2003). Therefore, the likelihood increases that the social relationship 

between the partners is strengthened. 

 

The relational climate might also benefit the management and organizational climate. As 

previously mentioned, a certain amount of trust is essential to accept formal control (Das 

et al., 1998); in order to accept the process of decision-making and division of tasks, having 

a healthy relational climate could create more acceptance towards such organizational 

governance mechanisms. 

 

Summarized, the management and organizational climate and the relational climate are 

positively related to each other. The following hypothesis can be formulated: 

Hypothesis 2: The management and organizational climate and the relational climate are 

positively associated with each other. 

5.4 Methodology 

 

Sample and data 

The same sample was used as in the chapter three, consisting of 170 Dutch SMEs, divided 

into 32 multi partner alliances.  

 

Operationalization 

In the previous chapter the final items for each construct after factor analysis were 

reported. Each construct was translated into a number of measurable items using a survey. 

The operationalization can be summarized in table 5.1. 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 5.1: Concepts and operationalization chapter five 

Concept Item Source

Financial climate: Financial agreements Williamson, 1985

Financial commitment Browning et al., 1995

Acceptable financial risks Mothe et al., 2000; Browning et al., 1995

Dynamic business planning Koza et al., 2000

Financial goals Doz et al., 1998

Relational climate: Trustworthiness Barney et al., 1994

Faith (competence based trust) McAlister, 1995

Social commitment Cullen et al., 2000

Joint problem solving Claro et al., 2003

Cultural fit Ireland et al., 2001

Management and organizational climate: Network orchestrator Lorenzoni et al., 1995

Strategic fit Douma et al., 2000

Task definition Doz et al., 1998

Clear decision-making process Bamford et al., 2002

Alliance capability De Man, 2005

Control variables: Alliance membership Hundley et al., 1998

Alliance phase Spekman et al., 1998; Doz et al., 1998

Firm size Sarkar et al., 2001

Industry Sarkar et al., 2001; Gulati et al., 2000

Prior cooperative experience with alliance group members Chung et al., 2000; Garcia et al., 2003

Multi partner alliance experience Barkema et al., 1997; Garcia et al., 2003

Alliance size Dyer et al., 2000

Alliance type Koza et al., 2000
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Control variables 

The following control variables are included in the analysis. Chapter four and Appendix D 

contain a description how these variables were measured. 

 

Alliance membership: 

The relational climate could also be influenced by group effects, such as social cohesion in 

the group. Social network theory dictates that firms who have strong social ties enjoy a 

strong sense of trust and commitment (Gulati et al., 2000). Thus, a strong social cohesion in 

the group could lead to a healthier relational climate. An additional variable to control for 

this membership effect was included. 

 

Alliance phase: 

Alliances have different phases in their lifecycle (Spekman et al., 1998; Doz, 1996). In the 

pre-formation phase (before formal commitment of partners has been established), the 

relational climate may still be in its infancy when the alliance contains members which 

have not cooperated with each other before; cultural distances also may exist and the 

members might be engaged in the process of trust building, which sometimes takes 

considerable time (Gulati et al., 2000).  

When the alliance performs well for each partner and progresses to the post-formation 

phase, the relational climate is likely become stronger. Trust is build and partners are more 

motivated to make sure the alliance is a success. Therefore, the phase of the alliance could 

affect the relational climate. A dummy variable ‘alliance phase’ was formulated to control 

for this effect. 

  

Industry: 

Firms that cooperate in the same industry might be more compatible than firms from 

different industries which could positively influence the relational climate. These firms 

have a greater similarity of doing business (Chatman et al., 1994). This may decrease 

possible miscommunication or conflicts as a result of different corporate cultures which 

could otherwise negatively influence the relational climate. Therefore a dummy variable 

for industry was added. 

 

Firm size: 

In addition, a control variable was included to control for differences in firm size. Variances 

in firm size may reflect differences in company culture which in turn could affect the way 

the alliances are able to build formal and social governance. For instance, SMEs are often 

characterized as flexible, short term focused firms (Chen et al., 1995). On the other hand, 

large firms are often perceived as bureaucratic (Mintzberg, 1979). This clash of company 

cultures could therefore impact the way firms trust each other, build commitment and 
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communicate. These differences might also make it more difficult for firms to accept 

formal mechanisms. 

 

Prior experience with alliance group members: 

Gulati et al. (1999) show that prior joint ventures experience between firms enhances the 

possibility of their additional joint venture formation. Garcia-Canal et al. (2003) claim that 

joint ventures created by partners that have previously maintained satisfactory cooperative 

relationships start off with high levels of relational quality. Group members who have 

cooperated with each other on a previous occasion may have gone trough successful 

learning cycles (Doz, 1996). Hence, this reduces the relational investments needed at the 

beginning of new cooperation projects. In addition, the presence of positive prior 

cooperative experience might make the usage of formal governance mechanisms more 

acceptable. Thus, to control for collaborative experience between alliance group members, 

the dummy variable ‘prior experience' was created, consistent with Chung et al. (2000) and 

Garcia-Canal et al. (2003). 

 

Multi partner alliance experience: 

Firms that gained experience in multi partner alliances may have learned how to manage 

future alliances. Garcia-Canal et al. (2003) consider that a company’s (favorable) 

experience in the management of alliances enhances the exploitation and internal diffusion 

of the partners’ knowledge in subsequent alliances, as well as the capacity to manage the 

relationship with these partners. Likewise, Barkema et al. (1997) conclude that a 

company’s prior experience in domestic JVs lengthened the life of international JVs. In 

contrast, it could also be possible that firms who previously cooperated in multi partner 

alliances but that experienced negative experiences could be cautious. They might have 

been treated opportunistically by partners, which could make it difficult for them to trust 

their partners and to expect social commitment from their partners. Thus, previous multi 

partner alliance experience could have both a positive as a negative impact on the 

relational climate. Therefore the control variable ‘alliance experience’ has been included, 

which is also in line with the procedure of Garcia-Canal et al. (2003). 

 

Alliance size: 

The number of alliance members could impact the way the relational climate develops.  

Alliances with a small number of partners could build the relational climate faster than 

alliances with a great number of partners. Building trust and commitment demands 

vulnerability and the sharing of knowledge. As the group becomes larger, chances for free-

riding increase (Dyer et al., 2000; Das et al., 2002), which may act as a barrier for partners. 

Moreover, the larger the group, the more difficult communication becomes (Gomes-

Casseres, 1996). This might make creating formal agreements on financial and 
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organizational issues also more difficult. To control for this effect, a variable 'alliance size' 

was included. 

 

Alliance type: 

The sample of this chapter consists of managers active in two types of multi partner 

alliances. The first type are learning alliances (Koza et al., 2000). The second type of 

alliances are business alliances (Koza et al., 2000) aimed at exploiting the competences of 

each partner to create new products or technologies. Alliance type could affect the 

relational climate. One could argue that in business alliances, partners firms have a clear 

goal, often accompanied with (high risk) asset specific investments of partners. This 

requires some degree of trust between the partners. On the other hand, exchanging 

knowledge (in learning alliances) may also require some amount of trust (Grant et al., 

2004). A control variable 'alliance type' was therefore included in the model. 

 

The following two hypotheses are tested in this chapter (table 5.2). 

 

 

 

Table 5.2: Overview hypotheses 

5.5 Analysis 

 

All constructs were tested on multicollinearity (see chapter three). No signs of 

multicollinearity were detected. Furthermore, the items for each climate construct display 

positive levels of convergent validity and discriminant validity. The methodological 

considerations and limitations are also described in chapters three and four. 

 

Correlation and regression analysis was used to determine the association between formal 

governance (as measured by the financial and management and organizational climate) and 

social governance (the relational climate). In previous research on the relationship between 

formal and social governance in alliances using a cross-sectional dataset, regression analysis 

has been used (Poppo et al., 2002). For the regression analysis, Partial Least Squares (PLS) 

regression was used, for the same arguments as mentioned in chapter four. 

 

Correlation analysis: 

According to the correlation matrix (Appendix C, table 5.3), the financial climate and the 

management and organizational climate are positively related to the relational climate (p. 

<0.01). 

Hypotheses Expected Sign

1 The financial climate and the relational climate are positively associated +

2 The management and organizational climate and the relational climate are positively associated +
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Regression results 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 5.4: Regression results chapter five 

 

Table 5.4 shows the regression results of this chapter. The first model contains the financial 

climate which is regressed on the relational climate. Model I has an adjusted Rsquare of 

0.31, indicating that in roughly a third of all examined cases, the financial climate is able 

to explain the variance in the relational climate (p.<0.001). 

Model II includes the management and organizational climate and increases the explained 

variance by 7%, totaling 38%. In model II, both the financial and management and 

organizational climate are strongly significant at p. <0.001. 

Model III (see figure 5.4) includes both climates in addition to the control variables. Model 

III gives the highest adjusted Rsquare solution, i.e. 40%. This model indicates that the 

financial and management and organizational climate, in combination with alliance phase, 

alliance experience and firm size are positively associated with the relational climate. In 

this model, alliance phase is significant (p. <0.05), meaning that alliances that are passed 

the pre-formation phase tend to have a higher level of relational climate. Alliance 

experience in model III is not very significant (p. <0.1). This effect means that there is a 

(small) positive effect of having alliance experience on increasing levels of the relational 

climate. Finally, model III shows a slightly (negative) effect of firm size on the relational 

climate, which could indicate that as firm size increases, the strength of the relational 

climate decreases. Moreover, the beta coefficient in Model III is the strongest for the 

financial climate (0,45), indicating that the financial control (containing elements such as 
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Model I FC 0,33 0,31 0,49 (0.57)**** 7,65

Model II FC 0,41 0,38 0,46 (0.42)**** 5,00

MOC (0.33)**** 4,21

Model III FC 0,45 0,40 0,46 (0.45)**** 5,11

MOC (0.36)**** 4,52

Alliance membership (-0.01) 0,08

Alliance experience (0.16)* 1,48

Alliance phase (0.18)*** 2,41

Alliance size (-0.06) 0,81

Alliance type (0.05) 0,85

Firmsize (-0.09)* 1,50

Industry (0.04) 0,57

Prior cooperation (0.10) 1,05

Path coefficients (t-values) Respondents: n=170 FC: Financial climate

 *p <0.1; **p < 0.05 Multi partner alliances:n=32 RC: Relational climate

 ***p <0.01; ****p < 0.001 MOC: Management and organizational climate
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financial governance, financial commitment and acceptable financial risks) has the 

strongest effect on the relational climate. 

Model III shows that the beta coefficients of the financial and the management and 

organizational climates become stronger after including the control variables (of which 

alliance phase is the most significant control variable). This could indicate that the effect 

of these climates on the relational climate increases as the alliance passes from the pre-

formation phase to post-formation phase.  

Support was also found for the impact of the financial climate on the relational climate; 

the t-value was highly significant (p. <0.001). In addition, the beta coefficient of the 

financial climate was the strongest among all independent variables, including all control 

variables. Therefore, hypothesis one is supported. 

The findings from the regression analysis support the notion that the management and 

organizational climate enhances the relational climate (the effect was significant at p. 

<0.001), thus giving support for hypothesis two.  

 

Thus, according to these results, the main proposition of this chapter (“formal governance 

is positively associated with social governance”) is supported. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 5.4: Model III: The effect of the financial and management and organizational 

climate on the relational climate 

 

While the regression results could indicate a positive impact of the financial and 

management and organizational climate on the relational climate, the relational climate 

impact could also impact the financial and management and organizational climate. Das et 
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al. (1998) argue that a minimum level of trust is required for any economic transaction. The 

implementation of control mechanisms requires some form of trust (Das et al., 2001). 

Hence, formal governance works better according to Das et al. (2001) if there is trust and 

social commitment between partners. The presence of social mechanisms (measured by 

trust) makes formal mechanisms more effective (Das et al., 1998). Therefore, In line with 

the perspective of Poppo et al. (2002), an additional model was created with a reverse 

relationship between the climates. More specifically, in this model (IV), both the financial 

and management and organizational climate are regressed on the relational climate. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 5.5: Model IV: The effect of the relational climate on the financial climate and the 

management and organizational climate 

 

Model IV (figure 5.5) shows that the relational climate could also affect both other types of 

climate. The relational climate also explains 31% variance in the financial climate, which is 

logical because regression is a way to express the association between a (group of) 

independent variable(s) and a dependent variable (Agresti et al., 1997). 

Additionally, the relational climate explains 26% of the management and organizational 

climate.  Hence, the relationships in model IV may (indirectly) be in line with the notion of 

Das et al., (2001) that a positive relational climate has a positive effect on implementing 

formal governance mechanisms, which are manifested in the financial and the management 

and organizational climate. Due to the methodological limitation of our dataset (both 

dependent as independent variables were measured at the same moment in time), the 

direction of the paths remains a topic for future research. The final model is presented in 

the next paragraph. 
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Final model: 

The previous regression results indicate that the financial climate is positively related to 

the relational climate. Financial agreements, financial commitments and acceptable 

financial risks mitigate opportunistic behavior among members while benefiting the 

development of social governance in multi partner cooperation. In addition, model IV 

explains that the interaction also might work the other way around. A healthy relational 

climate may actually enhance further development of formal control (Poppo et al., 2002). 

Hence, model V (see figure 5.6) illustrates both possibilities: formal governance influences 

relational governance and vice versa. In the final model, the relational climate positively 

benefits when the alliance moves to the post-formation phase. The fact that firms have had 

prior multi partner cooperative experience additionally enhances the relational climate. 

Firm size has a (slightly) negative effect on the relational climate.  

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 5.6: Model V: Final model of this chapter 

 

The results of the hypotheses testing of this chapter are shown in table 5.5. 

 

 

 

Table 5.5: Results of the hypotheses testing chapter five 

 

Hypotheses Results

1 The financial climate and the relational climate are positively associated Supported

2 The management and organizational climate and the relational climate are positively associated Supported
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5.6 Conclusion and discussion 

 

The motivation for this study was a gap in theory concerning the relationship between 

formal and social governance in multi partner alliances. Our results contribute to theory, 

because the association between formal and social governance has not been empirically 

tested in a multi partner context. Implementing formal (financial) mechanisms may 

decrease opportunism and give room for the development of a healthy relational climate. 

Installing management and organizational mechanisms (such as task division and decision-

making rules) creates clarity which lowers the chance of interfirm conflict. Proper formal 

governance structures may enhance the relational climate, because objective rules and 

clear measures help institute a track record for a partner that has done their job well (Das 

et al., 1998). Clearly articulated clauses that specify punishments also limit the gains for 

opportunistic behavior (Poppo et al., 2002). Moreover, failing to contractually specificy the 

elements of cooperation is an incentive for short-run cheating and lowers expectations 

(Baker et al., 1988). In addition, the presence of trust, social commitment and joint 

problem solving might actually decrease the resistance of partners towards formal control.  

Our findings do not give support for the notions of Provan and Skinner (1989) and Park and 

Russo (1996), who claim that the exercise of formal control rights may give way to low 

commitment by those partners whose levels of control are weak. Therefore, our results 

could not find support for the notion of Lee et al. (2006) that formal governance is 

negatively associated with relational governance in multi partner alliances. The fear that 

formal governance is related to distrust or negative levels of commitment could not be 

grounded according to our results.  

This chapter also found that multi partner alliances which are past the initial start-up phase 

have a stronger relational climate, consistent with Doz (1996), Spekman et al. (1998) and 

Das et al. (2001), who argue that building trust and social commitment require time to 

develop. Hence, this also may explain why alliance membership has no significant effect on 

the relational climate, as 44% of the multi partner alliances in our sample were still in the 

pre-formation phase. 

Furthermore, smaller firms tend to have a healthier relational climate. However, the 

significance of firm size on the relational climate was not very strong (p. <0.1), thus one 

must be cautious in explaining this effect. 

No differences were found between different types of multi partner alliances (i.e. learning 

and business alliances). It appears that in multi partner cooperation - regardless of its goal – 

providing formalization and structure benefits the social quality in the group. This is in line 

with previous research findings in which group based cooperation was studied, such as 

knowledge sharing networks (Dyer et al., 2000). 

Also, prior cooperation with members did not have an effect on the relational climate. This 

finding could be explained by the argument of Garcia-Canal et al. (2003), claiming that 

firms keep a "natural incentive for maintaining free-rider behavior" (Garcia-Canal et al., 
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2003: 749). Firms in multi partner alliances might be alert for this behavior, even though 

they are partnering with firms they have cooperated before. Another explanation could be 

a limitation in the survey set up. It was not specified whether a respondent had prior 

cooperative experience with either one or all members in the group. Hence, it is not 

possible to state with how many partners a firm had prior experience. 

Prior experiences with multi partner cooperation did have a slightly significant effect on 

the relational climate, which may indicate that SMEs that have learned from previous multi 

partner cooperation experience higher levels of relational quality. This finding is in line 

with Barkema et al. (1996) who also found that prior dyadic alliance experience positively 

affects future alliance experiences. Furthermore, this finding might indicate that SMEs that 

invest in capturing lessons learned from previous multi partner ventures will have a 

stronger relational climate in their multi partner alliances. However, the significance of 

this relationship was not very strong (p. <0.1), thus more research is needed to create a 

better understanding. 

The analysis showed no effect of industry similarity on the relational climate. It was 

hypothesized that actors from the same industry have a stronger cultural fit, positively 

enhancing the relational quality among partners.  However, the absence of any effect could 

be explained by two reasons that – when combined – might have a neutralizing effect on 

each other. One the one hand, the fact that partners from the same industry cooperate 

could indicate some level of co-opetition, which negatively affects the relational climate, 

as conflicting interests make it difficult to build trust and commitment (Cullen et al., 

2000). On the other hand, industry similarity can work as glue that binds companies that 

face the same industry effects. For instance, the SEMATECH example (Browning et al., 

1995) demonstrates that American semiconductor firms faced a common threat of Japanese 

invaders. Chapter one also illustrated the multi partner cooperation of Prominent, in which 

Dutch tomato cultivators were commonly threatened by a massive defection of German 

customers. This exogenous threat benefited the relational climate in this multi partner 

cooperation. Therefore, the negative effect of industry similarity (conflicting interests and 

competition) in combination with the positive effect of the same industry (common 

interests) could have a 'zero' net effect on the relational climate. 

The possibility might exist that formal and social governance in multi partner alliances have 

a reinforcing effect on each other in time. A minimum level of trust between parties is 

needed from the start of the cooperation, or people will not accept strict rules, regulations 

and other behavior control mechanisms. However, because opportunism and ambiguity is 

always on the lure (Williamson, 1985), the alliance should install formal mechanisms at 

some point of time. Also, installing formal goals helps to reinforce the relational 

mechanisms: if partners are able to achieve their expectations, trust and social 

commitment is strengthened (Doz, 1996), which may in return lead to more acceptance for 

formal mechanisms. Hence, there might be a reinforcing pattern between the different 

climates (see figure 5.7).  
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Figure 5.7: Hypothesized relationship between formal governance and relational 

governance in multi partner alliances 

5.7 Managerial implications 

 

The findings of this chapter offer several implications for business practitioners. The results 

suggest that formal and social governance are positively related to each other. Having 

formal governance creates boundaries for opportunistic behavior and decreases ambiguity 

concerning tasks and value distribution which enhances partner commitment and trust 

building. In addition, a healthy relational climate might also positively affect formal 

governance: in order for partners to accept regulatory mechanisms and procedures, there 

should be a certain amount of trust to start with, or partners show resistance and 

disapproval of these formal mechanisms. Therefore, alliance managers should be aware of 

the possible interrelatedness of applying these two governance styles. 

Some managers might fear that implementing formal mechanisms may lead to distrust or 

less commitment between partners. Our results indicate that a strongly developed formal 

governance structure appears to be unrelated to decreasing levels of the relational climate. 

Of course, managers should always take the context and point of time into consideration 

and not blindly implement control mechanisms.  
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5.8 Limitations and further research 

 

A causal direction between formal governance and relational governance could not be 

investigated due to methodological limitations. To determine the causal relationship 

between variables Agresti et al. (1997) mentions three important criteria. First of all, there 

must be some kind of association. The regression analysis has shown that this association 

exists and that it is a positive one. Secondly, one should demonstrate that the cause 

precedes the effect during time. This could not be demonstrated, because the research 

design for this chapter was build on a cross-sectional survey setup (t=1). As previous 

literature suggests (Jap, 2007) collecting longitudinal quantitative survey data from a large 

pool of respondents from alliances is a difficult task. Past research in organization science 

has accepted the use of a similar cross-sectional research design (i.e. measuring both 

antecedents and performance at the same time), see Staples et al. (1999). Critical scholars 

argue that cross-sectional research is subject to common method bias (Podsakoff et al., 

2003). However, the statistical tests from chapter three did not find strong evidence of 

common method variance. The third criterion is that alternative explanations for the 

association between the dependent variable and the independent variables should be 

eliminated.  Hence, a second limitation of this study is that there are multiple explanations 

for the relationship among the variables. Formal governance might positively impact social 

governance, but also the other way around. Future research using a longitudinal design 

could give a better insight into the dynamics between the climates. More specifically, 

conducting longitudinal case studies (in line with Doz, 1996) would be suited to create a 

better understanding; a limitation of this approach is that fewer cases can be analyzed, but 

that the dynamics concerning each case can be examined in more detail (Yin, 2003). 
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Chapter six 

Antecedents of multi partner alliance performance in 
the pre-formation and post-formation phase 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Summary 

 

This chapter explores whether performance in different phases in the lifecycle of a multi 

partner alliance can be explained by different antecedents. Using two samples of 76 and 94 

multi partner alliance members in the pre-formation and post-formation phase, the results 

indicate that performance is influenced by a mix of different climates dependent on the 

phase in the lifecycle. A healthy relational climate and a management and organizational 

climate enhance performance in the initial steps of the multi partner cooperation, to start 

a trust building cycle, to set boundaries and decrease ambiguity. In the post-formation 

phase, a healthy relational climate is positively related to performance, in addition to a 

healthy financial climate to limit opportunism and conflicts. Moreover, a healthy innovation 

and learning climate benefits alliance performance by providing sufficient resources and by 

clearly articulating knowledge in the innovation process. Our findings also suggest that 

different combinations of formal and social governance enhance performance in the pre-

formation and post-formation phase. Finally, the data from this chapter indicates that the 

interaction between formal (financial) and social governance negatively affects alliance 

performance in the post-formation phase.
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6.1 Introduction 

 

In chapter four, the antecedents of multi partner alliance performance were examined. 

One of the results of the analysis of that chapter was that multi partner alliances in the 

post-formation phase enjoyed a higher level of alliance performance compared to the pre-

formation phase. This is in line with previous research suggesting that effective alliance 

management should not neglect the dimension of time in the alliance process. Doz et al. 

(1998), Hoffmann et al. (2001) and Spekman et al. (1998) argue that alliances go through 

different stages, each requiring different points of managerial attention. Jap (2007) finds 

that depending on the phase in the alliance process, different antecedents have a 

differential effect on performance. Thus, according to findings on dyadic alliances, 

adopting a dynamic perspective leads to an improved understanding of the antecedents of 

alliance performance. 

 

However, if one examines current literature on multi partner alliances and its possible 

antecedents for a healthy performance, a number of voids become visible. 

 

The first void is that most scholars have examined the antecedents of performance for 

multi partner alliances from a static perspective, neglecting the dimension of time (Das et 

al., 2002; Jones et al.; 1997) argue that social mechanisms are key for performance in multi 

partner cooperation, but do not specify when these mechanisms should be preferred in the 

alliance process. Also, Garcia-Canal et al. (2003) states that formal mechanisms are to be 

preferred in multi partner cooperation and also neglect the aspect of time. This is striking, 

as empirical studies on bilateral alliances show that different antecedents impact alliance 

performance, depending on the phase in the lifecycle (Hoffmann et al., 2001; Jap, 2007). 

 

Second, existing contributions concerning a dynamic perspective of antecedents of multi 

partner alliance performance are mostly conceptual or single case based and lack empirical 

validation. For instance, Gomes-Casseres (1996) and Doz et al. (1998) explain several steps 

for managing multi partner alliances, but do not give theoretical or empirical support for 

their propositions. Heikkinen et al. (2006) describe the formation process of R&D consortia, 

but remain limited to a single case study. Vanhaverbeke et al. (2006) also describe a 

dynamic model for managing multi partner alliances (value constellations), but remain 

limited to a single case study in the biotech industry. 

 

Third, as was discussed in chapter four, scholars have used mono-theoretical perspectives 

to explore the antecedents of multi partner alliance performance, while more recent 

literature suggests that understanding multi partner alliance management requires 'a multi 
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dimensional approach' (Vanhaverbeke and Cloodt, 2006). In more than one occasion 

scholars seem to prefer to approach the antecedents of multi partner alliance performance 

from either formal governance (Garcia-Canal et al., 2003; Gomes-Casseres, 1996) or social 

governance (Das et al., 2002; Jones et al., 1997). 

 

Therefore, in this chapter, an attempt is made to broaden our understanding of the 

dynamics in multi partner alliances. The focus in this chapter lies on examining whether 

different antecedents can explain multi partner alliance performance in different stages in 

the alliance lifecycle by integrating various theories. In the next paragraph, the theoretical 

background for this chapter is discussed followed by the conceptual framework which will 

be tested. 

6.2 Theoretical background and conceptual framework 

 

The previous paragraph explained that a dynamic perspective on the antecedents of multi 

partner alliance performance could contribute to theory. Previously, literature on the 

dynamics in interorganizational cooperation has distinguished four different approaches 

(Ring et al., 1994). Hence, if a dynamic perspective is adopted in this chapter, it is 

important to understand the various approaches within this dynamic perspective.  

 

According to the lifecycle perspective, events change in a life cycle model with a unitary 

sequence (following single sequences of stages or phases), which is cumulative 

(characteristics acquired in earlier stages are retained in later stages) and conjunctive 

(stages are related such that they derive from a common underlying process). The lifecycle 

advocates that the trajectory to the final end state is preconfigured and requires a specific 

historical sequence of events. Alliance studies using a lifecycle approach are for example 

Spekman et al. (1998), Kanter (1994), Murray and Mahon (1993). 

A different perspective is teleological theory, assuming that purpose or goal is the cause for 

guiding movement of an entity. This view claims that development of an organizational 

entity proceeds toward a goal or and end state. The entity is purposeful and adaptive. 

Proponents of this theory view development as a repetitive sequence of goal formulation, 

implementation, evaluation and modification of goals based on what was learned or 

intended by the entity. Unlike lifecycle theory, teleology does not prescribe a necessary 

sequence of events or specify a path depended trajectory. The teleological approach has 

similarities with systems theory. Once an entity attains its goal, it could change again, 

because goals are socially reconstructed and enacted based on past actions (Weick, 1979). 

Importantly, theories that rely on a teleological process cannot specific trajectory 

development of an entity. Doz et al. (1998) and Zajac et al. (1993) provide dyadic alliance 

research using this approach. 
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A third school, the dialectical perspective, assumes that an organizational entity exists in a 

pluralistic world of colliding events, forces or contradictory values that compete with each 

other for domination and control. Dialectional process theory explains stability and change 

by the balance of power between opposing entities. This theory does not assure that 

dialectical conflicts produce equilibrium. Dialectical theory focuses more on the conflict 

due to conflicting interests. Das et al. (2000) and De Rond et al. (2004) provide examples of 

dyadic alliance studies using the dialectical approach. 

The fourth approach is an evolutionary perspective. This perspective, similar to biological 

evolution, argues that changes proceed through a continuous cycle of variation, selection 

and retention. Variations are often viewed to emerge by blind or random chance.  Evolution 

theory explains change as a recurrent, cumulative and probabilistic progression of 

variation, selection and retention of organizational entities. This perspective claims that 

one cannot predict which entity will survive or fail; the overall population persists and 

evolves through time, according to specified population dynamics (Hannan and Freeman, 

1977). Reuer et al. (2002) and Gulati et al. (1999) have used this approach for examining 

dynamics in alliances. 

 

Interestingly, previous research on multi partner cooperation has mostly incorporated a 

teleological perspective or to lesser degree a dialectical approach; few scholars have 

examined the antecedents of multi partner alliance performance using a lifecycle 

approach. Adopting a lifecycle approach may shed more light on the influence of certain 

antecedents on performance in time more precisely, as scholars have found that alliance 

performance in dyadic alliances is determined by different factors across different stages in 

the lifecycle (Hoffman et al.; 2001; Spekman et al., 1998). Recently, Jap (2007) found that 

different antecedents have a differential impact on alliance performance across the 

lifecycle of the cooperation. 

 

This leads to an important void in theory. A lifecycle approach in a multi partner context 

has not been empirically explored yet. This is an important gap, as Spekman et al. (1998) 

argue that "attempts at cross-sectional alliance research should incorporate an 

examination of alliances taken at different points in time so that there exists some 

variance across life cycle stages" (Spekman et al., 1998: 766). More knowledge concerning 

the antecedents in different stages in the alliance process could therefore deliver an 

important contribution to theory. More (empirical) research on multi partner cooperation 

"would be quite beneficial and would contribute much to our base of knowledge" (Spekman 

et al., 1998: 766). The absence of large scale empirical research using a lifecycle approach 

on this topic could be due to the extreme difficulty of gathering large scale longitudinal 

data on alliances in various life stages, as pointed out by Jap (2007). 
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Hence, the potential findings resulting from using a lifecycle approach could enable 

practitioners to manage multi partner alliances more effectively, which is an important 

managerial gap in alliance literature (Bell et al., 2006). 

 

Therefore, this chapter will focus on empirically testing different antecedents for different  

stages in the lifecycle of the multi partner alliance. 

 

In this chapter, two important phases in the alliance process will be investigated, derived 

from research of Doz et al. (2000); the pre-formation (before formal commitment has taken 

place) and post-formation (after partners have found common ground and formal 

commitments have been exchanged). The pre-formation phase is an important distinctive 

phase, as multi partner cooperation may endure substantial difficulties during this phase, 

thus creating a need for set-up strategies (Vanhaverbeke and Cloodt, 2006). In this phase, 

members may still be searching for new partners. Some partners may have prior 

cooperative experience. Group membership should be designed to create an optimal mix of 

complementary assets and skills (Gomes-Casseres, 1996). In the pre-formation phase, 

partners begin to sort/shape their mutual expectations of the alliance (Spekman et al., 

1998). Firms are looking for common ground (Doz et al., 1998), translating into common 

objectives. This phase is very difficult, as firms can experience pre-formation difficulties 

because of possible conflicting interests (Vanhaverbeke et al., 2006). Due to these 

difficulties, the pre-formation phase can take quite long to finalize. In SEMATECH, this 

phase lasted for one year (Browning et al., 1995). If this process is not completed 

successfully, (which was the case with SEMATECH's original plan) partners must redefine 

their common ground. An effective network coordinator can be the triggering entity to help 

firms proceed to the next stage (Doz et al., 2000). Also, a common threat (caused by 

governmental regulation or competition) could trigger the firms to commence this pre-

formation phase (Browning et al., 1995; Doz et al., 2000). After the pre-formation phase, 

some partners may have left the alliance because of a lack of fit. Often, this phase is 

concluded with formal commitments that signal social commitment of partners to make the 

alliance a success (Doz et al., 1998). Doz et al. (2000) find that R&D consortium members 

increase its involvement as members' expectations become more positive. Therefore, the 

pre-formation phase results into a number of partners who are committed to proceed to the 

next phase, which is the post-formation phase of the alliance. 

 

The second phase in our framework is the post-formation phase of the multi partner 

cooperation. During this phase, the focus lays on further development of the strategy and 

integration/coordination of complementary business activities so that the alliance can 

leverage the anticipated gains derived from the alliance (Spekman et al., 1998). In this 

phase, firms have more interaction compared to the previous phase. If the alliance leads to 

satisfactory intermediate results, the relationship is strengthened. However, if partners are 
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not satisfied, the relationship may face pressure. Scholars also argue that in this phase, 

governance of the multi partner cooperation is crucial (Vanhaverbeke and Cloodt, 2006; 

Doz et al., 1998; Dhanaraj et al., 2006). During this phase, the alliance may develop new 

product or process innovations or enter new markets. It is also possible that members 

realize that in order to improve the performance of the group, new partners are essential. 

Hence, during the multi partner cooperation, members can vary in their membership timing 

(Lavie et al., 2007). Furthermore, Jap (2007) shows that the relational quality and path 

dependence is strengthened in this phase. Due to possible asset specific investments 

(Williamson, 1985) in the pre-formation phase, firms face switching costs which acts as a 

potential barrier for exiting the cooperation. 

 

Summarized, in this chapter, the focus lies on two broadly defined phases in the alliance 

lifecycle. This chapter will test the effect of climates of multi partner performance using a 

set of 170 firms from various industries. By using a large dataset of different multi partner 

alliances, our approach could benefit theory because “extant work (on alliances) that does 

exist tends to be more descriptive and qualitative of nature” (Spekman et al., 1998: 767). 

By empirically testing the effect of different antecedents on alliance performance in 

different stages of the lifecycle, using a large scale dataset could lead to results with a 

greater validity. 

 

The framework that will be used in this chapter contains the climates from chapter four. 

The first climate is the financial climate, referring to the key financial issues in the 

alliance. The second climate is the relational climate, which are the most important issues 

concerning the relational quality of the partners. Next to the financial and relational 

climate, multi partner alliance performance is positively influenced by a healthy innovation 

and learning climate. The fourth climate which is beneficial for alliance performance is the 

management and organizational climate. This climate entails the most important issues 

regarding the coordination and management of group activities. Therefore, in this chapter, 

four separate climates which are beneficial for multi partner alliance performance are 

distinguished. In the next paragraph, hypotheses are formulated concerning the effects of 

the four climates on alliance performance in the pre-formation and post-formation phase. 
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Hypotheses 

 

The effect of the financial climate on alliance performance in different stages in the 

lifecycle 

 

The financial climate refers to the key financial issues in the alliance, concerning financial 

agreement upon a fair division of costs and profit, financial commitment of partners and 

acceptable financial risks.  

One could argue whether the financial climate has a positive effect on alliance 

performance in the pre-formation phase. The employment of strict rules and objectives in 

the very early stages of the cooperation could send the message to partners that they do 

not have the autonomy to decide what works best (Das et al., 1998). Furthermore, focusing 

too much on financial issues on the short term (such as financial risks) could distract the 

attention towards long term objectives. In addition, in the pre-formation phase, partners 

that have not cooperated earlier with each other are not likely to contribute financial 

commitments because of the risk of opportunism. Also, close monitoring of behavior tends 

to generate tension that makes partners more skeptical of each others' approaches (Das et 

al., 1998), which could especially be magnified when partner are still getting acquainted 

with one and other. Early signaling of distrust may set a cycle of distrust into motion in the 

relationship which could lead to alliance dissolution (Cullen et al., 2000). 

 

When the alliance moves from pre-formation to post-formation, the financial climate is 

likely to have a positive effect on alliance performance. As was stated earlier, when the 

alliance progresses to the post-formation phase, partners have found common ground and 

contributed formal commitments.  

Once common ground has been defined, it is not uncommon for firms in multi partner 

alliances to become financially involved in the value creation of the group (Vanhaverbeke 

and Cloodt, 2006). R&D consortia such as SEMATECH exemplify that financial commitments 

are required to achieve superior results.  

In addition, during this phase, risks for free riding increase, because exchanges often 

become non-generalized (Das et al., 2002). Hence, what firm A gives to firm B is not 

automatically responded by all other firms. This ambiguity concerning the social exchanges 

of partners may create the right circumstances for opportunistic behavior of partners 

(Garcia-Canal et al., 2003). Therefore, creating formal governance mechanisms that focus 

on financial agreements can act as a safeguard for this behavior; it sends a clear signal to 

partners that opportunism is not tolerated. Also, during this phase, value created in the 

group should be distributed fairly (Vanhaverbeke and Cloodt, 2006). If this is not the case, 

members will feel dissatisfaction and exit the cooperation. 

Moreover, once the alliance is in the post-formation phase, financial risks may increase 

because of changed market circumstances (Das et al., 1998). If partners do not assess the 
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acceptability of financial risks of each partner, partners may become less involved or 

motivated to make the alliance a success, thereby negatively influencing alliance 

performance.  

Thus, a healthy financial climate is important in the post-formation phase of the alliance. 

Therefore, hypothesis one can be formulated as the following: 

Hypothesis 1: A healthy financial climate has a positive effect on alliance performance in 

the post-formation phase in the lifecycle. 

 

The effect of the relational climate on alliance performance in different stages in the 

lifecycle 

 

The second climate is the relational climate, containing issues with regards to the 

relational quality between the partners. The relational climate consists of trust 

(trustworthiness and faith), social commitment, joint problem solving and cultural fit. It is 

hypothesized that in the pre-formation phase in the alliance lifecycle, the relational 

climate benefits alliance performance.  

 

A certain minimum level of interfirm trust is indispensable for any strategic alliance to be 

formed and to function (Das et al., 1998). Because it is impossible to monitor every detail 

in most exchanges, firms must always have a minimum level of trust. A certain minimum 

level of trust is believed to be an essential element in structuring interfirm alliances (Das et 

al., 2001). In addition, one of the key factors for the success of SEMATECH was the initial 

presence of trust (Browning et al., 1995). Therefore, trust can be seen as a vital element in 

the pre-formation phase. 

Next to trust, the willingness of partners to make the alliance a success (social 

commitment) in an early stage can also benefit alliance performance. In the pre-formation 

phase, seeking common ground might not be an easy process (Doz et al., 2000). Partners 

may have different, conflicting viewpoints and might be hesitant to communicate their 

interests. If partners are willing to invest time and effort to overcome these obstacles to 

make the alliance a success, alliance performance increases. 

Moreover, cultural fit is likely to benefit alliance performance in the first phase. Firms 

differ in values and "views of the world" (Hoffmann et al., 2001), which could trigger 

misunderstandings and thus conflicts between cooperating firms. Successful alliances try to 

bridge these misfits (Douma et al., 2000), thereby enhancing alliance performance. 

Next to trust and social commitment and cultural fit, a joint problem solving logic in the 

pre-formation phase is likely to benefit alliance performance. If partners start with the 

same problem solving logic in the cooperation, partners feel involved from the start which 

also increases their sense of responsibility. Thus, a healthy relational climate contributes to 

alliance performance in the pre-formation phase of the multi partner cooperation, resulting 

in the following hypothesis: 
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Hypothesis 2a: A healthy relational climate positively influences alliance performance in 

the pre-formation phase in the lifecycle. 

 

Next the positive effect of the relational climate on alliance performance in the pre-

formation phase, this effect may also be present in the post-formation phase. As the 

cooperation progresses, chances for free-riding increase (Das et al., 2002). Exchanges will 

increase and because they are often not generalized in multi partner exchanges, it will 

become ambiguous if some firms only receive knowledge but do not contribute fairly. 

Hence, exchange partners are uncertain whether they will receive benefits (Das et al., 

2002). Formal contracting cannot monitor all these exchanges, thus social mechanisms such 

as trust play an important role in this phase (Poppo et al., 2002). 

 

In the post-formation phase of the cooperation, social commitment remains beneficial for 

alliance performance. Doz (1996) shows that successful alliances go through cycles in which 

partners continuously make irreversible commitments. In addition, in this phase, 

unexpected problems could rise. If partners are faced with difficulties but succeed in 

solving these problems, this may trigger a self enhancing cycle of (social) commitment 

building (Cullen et al., 2000). In addition, if the group applies joint problem solving when 

dealing with problems, a mutually satisfactory solution may be reached for every 

contingency and consequently add to relationship success (Claro et al., 2003).   

Furthermore, cultural fit will also be of importance in the post-formation phase of the 

cooperation. Not all cultural differences may manifest in the pre-formation phase. Some 

differences might become visible in the pre-formation phase. Partners may show "more of 

themselves" after they have grown accustomed to each other. Future problems may be 

mitigated if partners overcome these cultural differences in the pre-formation phase, 

thereby positively benefiting alliance performance (Ireland et al., 2002).  

Hence, the relational climate will also be important in the post-formation phase of the 

alliance, suggesting the following hypothesis: 

Hypothesis 2b: A healthy relational climate positively influences alliance performance in 

the post-formation phase in the lifecycle. 

 

The effect of the innovation and learning climate on alliance performance in different 

stages in the lifecycle 

 

This climate concerns key issues with regards to innovation and learning in the alliance. It 

consists of articulation of knowledge and sufficient financial and non-financial resources for 

the innovation process. 

In this chapter, the proposition is adopted that the innovation and learning climate has a 

positive effect on alliance performance, but only in the post-formation phase. 
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In the pre-formation phase, partners are still exploring the possibilities to create common 

ground (Doz et al., 2000). Initial trust may exist, but when parties are not strongly familiar 

with each other, it is not uncommon for ties among members to be weak (Dyer et al., 

2000). In such instances, firms are unlikely to clearly articulate which knowledge they or 

their partners seek in the alliance. It also might be too early for firms to determine 

whether there are sufficient financial or non-financial resources in the alliances to realize 

innovation. Therefore, the innovation and learning climate (as defined as the combination 

of financial and non-financial resources and articulation of knowledge) is not expected to 

have an impact in the pre-formation phase of a multi partner alliance. 

In the post-formation phase of the cooperation, the innovation and learning climate should 

have a positive effect on performance of the group. The process of innovation takes place 

in this phase, which could lead to new product and process innovations. In alliances aimed 

at learning and innovation, the articulability of knowledge, or the extent to which 

knowledge can be verbalized, written, drawn or otherwise articulated affects knowledge 

transfer success (Bresman et al., 1999). By sharing their individual experiences and 

comparing their opinions with those of their colleagues, alliance members can achieve an 

improved level of understanding of the causal mechanisms intervening between the actions 

required to execute a certain task and the performance outcomes produced. Organizational 

processes are often subject to significant causal ambiguity with respect to their 

performance implications (Lippman et al., 1982) and particularly so in rapidly changing 

environmental contexts. Higher-level cognitive efforts and a more deliberate collective 

focus on the learning challenge can help to penetrate the ambiguity—although some part of 

it always persists. Articulation efforts can produce an improved understanding of the new 

and changing action-performance links and therefore result in adaptive adjustments to the 

existing sets of routines or in enhanced recognition of the need for more fundamental 

change. Hence, articulation of knowledge improves learning in the alliance. Articulating the 

required knowledge in the communication process therefore has a positive impact on 

alliance performance.  

 

The need for sufficient (non-financial) resources is also present in this phase in the alliance. 

Deriving from the Resource Based view of the firm (Barney, 1991; Das et al., 2000), 

alliances require the right amount of resources.                                                                       

The precise mix of members should depend on the competences of each alliance (Gomes-

Casseres, 1996) and the alliance objectives. Researchers often stress the value of 

complementary alignment in the success of alliances (Deeds and Hill, 1996; Harrigan, 1985). 

The reason is that, in such an alignment, partners bring in something unique and non-

redundant to the alliance, so that the overall resource base of the alliance becomes 

stronger (Hill and Hellriegel, 1994). Furthermore, additional surplus and wasteful resources 

will not contribute to the collective strengths of an alliance (Das et al., 2000). In multi 

partner alliances, non-financial resources can exist of specific material assets or tacit 
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capabilities, such as the deployment of personnel (Mothe et al., 2001), machines or 

production facilities, but also technical skills (Browning et al., 1995), as multi partner 

alliances are often aimed at developing new products and technologies (see chapter one). 

Therefore, multi partner alliances often require sufficient non-financial resources for 

innovation. 

 

Next to articulation of knowledge and the presence of non-financial resources, it is also 

important to have sufficient financial resources in the alliance to enhance innovation and 

learning. Mothe et al. (2001) go a step further and claim that financial involvement is 

critical in the creation of (network) resources (see chapter two). In multi partner alliances 

focused on technology transfer, such as R&D consortia, new equipment and technology has 

to be financed. Thus, sufficient financial resources are necessary to maintain satisfactory 

alliance performance. 

 

Therefore, the innovation and learning climate is likely to enhance alliance performance in 

the post-formation phase, which leads to the next hypothesis: 

Hypothesis 3: A healthy innovation and learning climate positively influences alliance 

performance in the post-formation phase in the lifecycle. 

 

The effect of the management and organizational climate on alliance performance in 

different stages in the lifecycle 

 

The management and organizational climate refers to building blocks of the internal 

organization of the group, such as a clear task division, a clear decision-making process and 

adequate alliance capability of partners. A healthy management and organizational climate 

is likely to positively influence alliance performance in both phases.  

 

The first element of this climate is a clear task division among alliance members. If tasks 

are not clearly defined, it could lead to ambiguity in the alliance (Doz et al., 2000) which 

could undermine alliance performance. Firms may have different expectations about the 

responsibilities of partners. An absence of task definition could lead to behavior which 

deviates from expectations, possibly negatively affecting satisfaction of partners. To 

prevent the gap in expectations, firms should implement a clear task definition in the 

beginning of the alliance, which is the pre-formation phase. However, this definition of 

tasks could also be important in the post-formation phase, as new partners may enter the 

alliance (Lavie et al., 2007). New partners may also have different expectations concerning 

responsibilities. To align the expectations between existing and new members to prevent 

ambiguity, defining the tasks in the post-formation should also enhance alliance 

performance. 
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Second, a healthy management and organizational climate contains a clear process of 

decision-making in the alliance. Clarity in the decision-making process is important, 

because a lack of it can lead to ambiguity among members. If decision-making is not clearly 

defined, it may become vague how decisions are made. Partners may feel isolated or 

ignored and could question whether they truly have influence on the actions required to 

achieve alliance objectives, thus negatively impacting their satisfaction. Moreover, if new 

partners join the alliance, they may not be aware of the process of decision-making. Lavie 

et al. (2007) show that in large multi partner alliances, new members may enter the group 

during different moments in time. This may lead to ambiguity among members and 

undermine alliance performance. Hence, clarity in the decision-making process could be 

important in both the pre- and post-formation phase.  

 

The third element is the level of alliance capability of the alliance partners. Alliance 

capability could have a positive impact on alliance performance in both the pre- and post-

formation phase. Alliance capability is the way firms learn, internalize and internally 

diffuse information about alliances (Draulans et al., 2003; Kale et al., 2002). Firms with 

well equipped alliance capabilities may be more effective in the art of cooperation, which 

could translate into higher alliance performance in the pre-formation phase. This logic 

might also be applicable in the post-formation phase.  

 

Thus, the management and organizational climate has a positive effect on alliance 

performance in both the pre-formation and the post-formation phase, which leads to the 

following two hypotheses: 

Hypothesis 4a: A healthy management and organizational climate positively influences 

alliance performance in the pre-formation phase in the lifecycle. 

 

Hypothesis 4b: A healthy management and organizational climate positively influences 

alliance performance in the post-formation phase in the lifecycle. 
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The interaction between formal and social governance in multi partner alliances 

 

In the previous chapter, the theoretical debate concerning the interaction between 

governance modes was discussed. Summarized, according to the substitution perspective, 

either formal (Garcia-Canal et al., 2003) or social governance (Das et al., 2003) should be 

implemented. In contrast, the complementary view (Poppo et al., 2002) argues that both 

governance modes have a reinforcing effect on each other and that the combination of both 

enhances alliance performance. Chapter five found a positive association between formal 

(viewed from the financial and management and organizational climate) and social 

governance (the relational climate). However, chapter five did not examine the effect of 

their interaction on multi partner alliance performance. Previous literature suggests that 

both formal and social governance enhance alliance performance in dyadic exchanges 

(Poppo et al., 2002), but ignores to explore whether the interaction between these 

governance modes benefits multi partner alliance performance.  

 

In the pre-formation phase, the interaction between the relational climate and the 

management and organizational climate might enhance alliance performance. In this phase, 

the relational climate could benefit the acceptance of task divisions and procedures (the 

element of the management and organizational climate). This is important, as members 

may feel hesitant to accept formal mechanisms (Ghoshal et al., 1996), especially in the 

early stages of the cooperation. On the other hand, a healthy management and 

organizational climate decreases possible ambiguity about task divisions. Ambiguity 

concerning task division could lead to distrust among members. As distrust is therefore 

minimized, it enhances the development of trust in the alliance. Thus, the relational 

climate and the management and organizational climate might complement each other, 

translating into higher levels of alliance performance. This leads to the following 

hypothesis: 

Hypothesis 5a: The relational climate and the management and organizational climate 

complement each other in the pre-formation phase, which positively influences alliance 

performance. 

 

In the post-formation phase, it is hypothesized that the relationship between the relational 

climate and the financial climate is positive. For members to accept the usage of financial 

agreements and to commit themselves financially, partners should be convinced that their 

partners will not abuse their intentions. Hence, this requires trust and social commitment 

(elements of the relational climate). The financial climate has a positive effect on the 

relational climate as well, as it provides boundaries to prevent opportunism in the alliance. 

In addition, the willingness to solve financial problems and the acceptability of financial 

risks stimulate cooperative behavior which positively benefit further development of 

trustworthiness and social commitment. Moreover, Poppo et al. (2002) argue that financial 
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elements such as contracts act as norms of behavior for their partners. If partners are able 

to live up to these norms, they could be rewarded with a stronger relational climate.  

These arguments suggest a positive interaction between the relational and the financial 

climate, which could enhance alliance performance and thereby leading to the next 

hypothesis: 

Hypothesis 5b: The relational climate and the financial climate complement each other in 

the post-formation phase, which positively influences alliance performance. 

 

In the next paragraph, the methodology of this chapter is described. 

6.3 Methodology 

 

Sample and data 

Previous (large scale) empirical studies using life cycle theory have mentioned the difficulty 

of obtaining longitudinal data to examine process dynamics across phases (Jap, 2007). 

Therefore, the sample strategy as carried out by Jap (2007) was followed, in which a cross-

sectional approach is adopted. In this approach, each alliance is classified in a specific 

phase. The same sample was used as in chapter three, consisting of 170 Dutch SMEs, active 

in 32 different multi partner alliances. This sample is divided into two sub samples. 76 

respondents originated from 15 different multi partner alliances in the pre-formation 

phase. Next to these respondents, our sample consisted of 94 respondents from 17 different 

multi partner alliances in the post-formation phase. 

 

Operationalization 

For each climate in our framework, the underlying elements which resulted from the factor 

analysis in chapter three were translated to single item indicators. The methodological 

considerations and limitations are also described in chapter three and chapter four. 



 

 120 

 

Summarized, the constructs for this analysis consist of the following elements (table 6.1): 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 6.1: Concepts and operationalization chapter six 

 

Next to the main constructs, a number of control variables were included. These control 

variables are the same which have been used in the previous chapters, but are extended to 

deal with the dynamics in the alliance process. For more information about the way these 

variables were measured, see chapter four and Appendix D. 

 

Alliance membership: 

As described in the previous chapters, alliance membership could affect alliance 

performance of the individual members both positively or negatively. Some multi partner 

alliances perform better than others. Literature on social cohesion shows the differential 

effect of group membership on individual alliance member performance (Hundley et al., 

1998; Gulati et al., 2000). 

Firms in the pre-formation phase of multi partner cooperation could enjoy a positive effect 

of membership effects, such as social cohesion, if they had prior, positive cooperative 

experience with each other.  

Firms in the post-formation phase of a multi partner alliance could enjoy both positive and 

negative affects due to social cohesion, because the ties between actors require time to 

develop and foster (Gulati et al., 2000). If strong ties are developed in time, this could lead 

to a positive effect on performance or negative effects due to lock-in effects (Rowley et 

al., 2000). 

Alliance membership could therefore impact alliance performance of member firms both 

positively and negatively in the post-formation phase. To control for the effect of social 

cohesion, the control variable 'alliance membership' was included in the regression model. 

 

 
Concept Item Source

Financial climate: Financial agreements Williamson, 1985

Financial commitment Browning et al., 1995

Acceptable financial risks Mothe et al., 2000; Browning et al., 1995

Relational climate: Trustworthiness Barney et al., 1994

Faith (competence based trust) McAlister, 1995

Social commitment Cullen et al., 2000

Joint problem solving Claro et al., 2003

Cultural fit Ireland et al., 2001

Innovation and learning climate: Articulation of knowledge Bresman et al., 1999

Financial resources Browning et al., 1995

Non-financial resources Mothe et al., 2000

Management and organizational climate: Task definition Doz et al., 1998

Clear decision-making process Bamford et al., 2003

Alliance capability De Man, 2005

Multi partner alliance performance: Overall satisfaction Geringer et al., 1991; Arino, 2003

Expectation of realization objectives of partners Arino, 2003

Expectation of realization R.O.I. of partners Lin et al., 1998

Expectation of realization firm objectives Arino, 2003

Expectation of realization R.O.I. Lin et al., 1998

Expectation of learning Doz et al., 1998

Control variables: Alliance membership Hundley et al., 1998; Gulati et al., 2000

Alliance phase Spekman et al., 1998; Doz et al., 1998

Firm size Sarkar et al., 2001

Industry Sarkar et al., 2001; Gulati et al., 2000

Prior cooperative experience with alliance group members Chung et al., 2000; Garcia et al., 2003

Multi partner alliance experience Barkema et al., 1997; Garcia et al., 2003

Alliance size Dyer et al., 2000

Alliance type Koza et al., 2000
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Firm size: 

FIrm size affects alliance performance (as discussed in chapter four). However, existing 

literature is not clear on the nature of this effect in the lifecycle. Therefore, to control for 

the effect of firm size on alliance performance, a control variable was created. 

 

Industry: 

The controle variable 'industry' was created to control for the effect of industry similarity 

on alliance performance. Industry similarity might have a positive and negative effect on 

alliance performance. On the one hand, firms in the same industry could be competitors. If 

firms have too many conflicting interests, performance decreases. Hwang et al. (1997) 

illustrate that this negative effect increases in time, ending up in a downward spiral. Thus, 

in both phases, industry similarity could decrease alliance performance. 

On the other hand, industry similarity could actually enhance alliance performance, 

because a similarity in cultures and objectives strengthens social cohesion. De Man (2006) 

illustrates that firms from the same geographical area have strong social ties due to 

historical tradition of cooperation. This has been an important driver of successful 

cooperation in the Dutch Agri-Food industry (De Man, 2006; Vanhaverbeke et al., 2007). 

This positive effect of industry could enhance alliance performance in both phases.  

 

Prior cooperation: 

Firms with prior (positive) cooperative experiences with the same members of the alliance 

are likely to have higher levels of relational quality (Garcia-Canal et al., 2003). This effect 

is expected to be positive in both the pre-formation and post-formation phase. If prior 

cooperative experiences were positive, firms will start the (renewed) cooperation with a 

healthy alliance performance. If expectations are met and midterm goals have been 

realized, these successes may trigger a trust building cycle (Doz et al., 1998), thus also 

benefiting alliance performance in the post-formation phase. Thus, to control for 

collaborative experience between alliance group members, the dummy variable 'prior 

experience' was created, consistent with Chung et al. (2000) and Garcia-Canal et al. (2003). 

This effect is hypothesized to be positively related to alliance performance in both phases. 

 

Multi partner alliance experience: 

Firms that gained experience in multi partner alliances may have learned how to increase 

the innovative output of future alliances. Garcia-Canal et al. (2003) consider that a 

company’s (favorable) experience in the management of alliances enhances the 

exploitation and internal diffusion of the partners’ knowledge in subsequent alliances, as 

well as the capacity to manage the relationship with these partners. Likewise, Barkema et 

al. (1997) conclude that a company’s prior experience in domestic JVs lengthened the life 

of international JVs. Therefore the control variable 'alliance experience' was included, 
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similar to Garcia-Canal et al. (2003). This experience effect could become visible in the 

beginning of the cooperation. 

 

Alliance size: 

A control variable was created for alliance group size. The logic behind this step is that 

each new member brings additional complexity for effective alliance management (Park et 

al., 1996). An increase in members translates into a greater need for coordination, as each 

member has its own interest which could conflict with other members' interests (Doz et al., 

1998). Moreover, as the number of members increases, risks of free riding also increases 

(Dyer et al., 2000).  

Alliance size could negatively affect alliance performance both in the pre-formation and 

post-formation phase. In the pre-formation phase, having a large group could slow down 

decision-making. Also a large group from the beginning increases possible conflicting 

interests, thus making mutual ground difficult (Doz et al., 1998). In the post-formation 

phase, having a large group could make it easier for firms to become free-riders, because 

social exchanges become ungeneralized after a while (Jones et al., 1997). Therefore, a 

control variable 'alliance size' was added to the regression model. 

 

Alliance type: 

Our sample consists of managers that are active in two types of multi partner alliances. The 

first one are learning alliances (Koza et al., 2000). The second type of alliance are business 

alliances (Koza et al., 2000) aimed at exploiting the competences of each partner to create 

new products or technologies. Concerning possible differences in the lifecycle of these two 

different alliance types no clear cut arguments exist. It is possible that because business 

alliances have a tangible commercial goal, initial expectations may be higher compared to 

learning alliances which tend to have less tangible and less clear cut goals than business 

alliances). This may result in higher levels of alliance of performance for business alliances 

in the pre-formation phase. To test the possible effect of alliance type on alliance 

performance, a control variable was added to the regression model. 
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Overview hypotheses 

 

The following hypotheses are derived from our conceptual framework and will be tested in 

the next paragraph (see table 6.2).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 6.2 Overview hypotheses chapter six  

6.4 Analysis 

 

Multicollinearity and validity tests were carried out in chapter three. According to these 

tests, no clear indication of multicollinearity could be detected. All constructs satisfy the 

criteria met for validity. 

 

Correlation analysis: 

Tables 6.3 and 6.4 (Appendix C) display the correlation matrixes for the pre-formation and 

post-formation phase. Inspection of these tables reveals that the climate constructs appear 

to correlate with alliance performance (p. <0.01).  

 
Regression analysis: 

Similar to the previous two chapters, PLS regression was used. See chapter three and four 

for an explanation of the methodological considerations for using PLS and methodological 

procedures. Specifically for the sample sizes in this chapter (76 respondents in the pre-

formation phase and 94 respondents in the post-formation phase), PLS is more suitable than 

path modeling software such as LISREL; LISREL is poorly suited to deal with "smaller" data 

samples (Fornell et al., 1982) and can yield improper solutions in some cases (Hulland, 

1999).  

To determine the significance of the paths, a bootstrapping procedure was applied (Sarkar 

et al., 2001). A bootstrapping method of sampling with replacement was used and standard 

errors computed on the basis of 500 bootstrapping runs. 

 

 

Alliance phase

Hypotheses
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1 The financial climate positively influences multi partner alliance performance x +

2a The relational climate positively influences multi partner alliance performance x +

2b The relational climate positively influences multi partner alliance performance x +

3 The innovation and learning climate positively influences multi partner alliance performance x +

4a The management and organizational climate positively influences multi partner alliance performance x +

4b The management and organizational climate positively influences multi partner alliance performance x +

5a The relational climate and the management and organizational climate complement each other x +

5b The relational climate and the financial climate complement each other x +
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Regression results: multi partner alliances in the pre-formation phase 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 6.5: Regression results pre-formation phase (1) 

 

Regression results 

In table 6.5, the regression results of the pre-formation phase are illustrated. Models one to 

five concern the regression results of multi partner alliance performance in the pre-

formation phase. In model one, it appears that the financial climate construct positively 

influences performance. After adding the relational climate construct in model two, it 

appears that the relational climate has a positive effect on multi partner alliance 

performance. When the model is extended by the innovation and learning construct (model 

three), no additional variance is explained. Interestingly, in model four, including the 

management and organizational climate raises the explained level of variance to 34%. 

Finally, in model five, all climate constructs in addition to the control variables realize an 

adjusted Rsquare of 0,40. In this model, two climates are significant (both at p. <0.05), 

which are the relational and the management and organizational climate, thus supporting 

hypothesis 2a and 4a. Next to these two climate constructs, alliance experience has a 
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Model I FC 0,18 0,13 0,54 (0.43)**** 5,18

Model II FC 0,33 0,29 0,48 (0.10) 0,87

RC (0.50)**** 3,73

Model III FC 0,33 0,29 0,48 (0.07) 0,54

RC (0.44)*** 2,69

ILC (0.08) 0,56

Model IV FC 0,39 0,34 0,46 (0.02) 0,13

RC (0.37)* 1,62

ILC (0.00) 0,04

MOC (0.32)*** 2,25

Model V FC 0,50 0,40 0,44 (0.07) 0,44

RC (0.41)** 1,69

ILC (-0.11) 0,65

MOC (0.33)** 1,96

Alliance membership (-0.13) 1,04

Alliance experience (-0.30)* 1,50

Alliance size (-0.17)** 1,73

Alliance type (0.21)** 1,89

Firmsize (-0.15)* 1,30

Industry (-0.01) 0,90

Prior cooperation (-0.04) 0,11

Path coefficients (t-values) FC: Financial climate Respondents: n=76

 *p <0.1; **p < 0.05 RC: Relational climate Multi partner alliances: n=15

 ***p <0.01; ****p < 0.001 ILC: Innovation and learning climate

MOC: Management and organizational climate
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negative effect on multi partner alliance performance (albeit at a low level of significance, 

p.<0.10), which could indicate that firms with multi partner experience have less positive 

expectations concerning the alliance performance compared to less experienced firms. 

Alliance type has a positive influence on alliance performance: this means that business 

alliances have higher levels of performance in the pre-formation phase than learning 

alliances. Model five8 also demonstrates that smaller firms enjoy higher levels of alliance 

performance in the initial pre-formation phase, but caution should be taken as the 

significance is not very strong (p. <0.1). Next to regressing the variables from the model on 

the alliance performance construct, the independent variables can also be regressed on the 

individual items of the alliance performance construct. This is discussed in the next 

paragraph and creates more insight about the effects of the independent variables on the 

different performance measures. 

 

                                                 
8 * An additional test was carried out with an extra dataset of 24 respondents from multi partner alliances in the 
pre-formation phase, to test for external validity (total N=100). The regression results became more robust, thus 
supporting the effects found in model V. 
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Regression results different performance indicators for multi partner alliances in the 

pre-formation phase: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 6.6: The effect of the independent variables on the individual measures of alliance 

performance in the pre-formation phase 

 

A more detailed look at the effect of the climate constructs on the individual performance 

measures can be seen in table 6.6. Similar to chapter four, the different indicators are 

coded '"group level" or "firm level". 

Overall satisfaction (model 6) can be explained best by the influence of the relational 

climate and the management and organizational climate. Interestingly, firm size is only 

significant when regressed on the expectance that mutual objectives are realized. Partners' 

expectation that financial objectives will be met is mostly determined by the relational 

climate and to a lesser extent the management and organizational climate (model 8 and 

10). 

The conceptual model displays reasonable explanatory power when regressed on 

expectations that firm objectives will be realized (model 9, adjusted Rsquare 0,43). In 

PRE-FORMATION PHASE
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Variable level: Group & Unknown Group level Group level Firm level Firm level Firm level

Firm level

Independent variables:

FC (0.07) (-0.1) (0.11) (0.02) (0.17) (0.04) (-0.13)

RC (0.41)** (0.47)*** (0.24) (0.48)** (0.17) (0.34)** (0.34)*

ILC (-0.11) (0.01) (-0.02) (-0.1) (-0.03) (-0.05) (0.02)

MOC (0.33)** (-0.03) (0.29)* (0.23)* (0.40)*** (0.22)* (0.30)**

Alliance membership (-0.13) (0.14) (-0.21)** (-0.20)** (-0.19)** (-0.08) (0.08)

Alliance experience (-0.30)* (-0.21) (0.04) (-0.26) (-0.25)* (-0.43)** (-0.03)

Alliance size (-0.17)** (-0.21)** (-0.11) (-0.11) (-0.29)*** (-0.20)* (0.25)**

Alliance type (0.21)** (0.24)** (0.12) (0.06) (0.32)*** (0.19)* (0.03)

Firmsize (-0.15)* (-0.08) (-0.25)** (-0.08) (-0.10) (-0.05) (-0.15)

Industry (-0.01) (-0.05) (-0.03) (-0.09) (-0.08) (-0.16)* (-0.005)

Prior cooperation (-0.04) (0.04) (-0.07) (0.02) (-0.04) (0.06) (0.08)

Rsquare 0,50 0,25 0,38 0,45 0,52 0,40 0,28

Adjusted Rsquare 0,40 0,12 0,27 0,35 0,43 0,29 0,14

Standard error 0,44 0,72 0,58 0,64 0,50 0,61 0,64

Path coefficients (t-values) FC: Financial climate

 *p <0.1; **p < 0.05 RC: Relational climate

 ***p <0.01; ****p < 0.001 ILC: Innovation and learning climate

MOC: Management and organizational climate
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model 9, the relational climate does not seem to have any affect on alliance performance, 

compared to the management and organizational climate.  

Firms' expectations that they will learn from the multi partner alliance is influenced by the 

management and organizational climate (model 11). 

The results from models 5 to 11 strongly support the notion that the relational and 

management and organizational climate are antecedents of alliance performance in the 

pre-formation phase. 

Next to the regression model for multi partner alliances in the pre-formation phase, the 

independent variables will be regressed on alliance performance in the post-formation 

phase hereafter. 

 

Regression results: multi partner alliances in the post-formation phase 

The previous paragraph demonstrated the regression results for multi partner alliances in 

the pre-formation phase. Next, the effect of the independent variables on multi partner 

alliance performance is analyzed for firms in the post-formation phase. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 6.7: Regression results post-formation phase (1) 

 

Table 6.7 illustrates the regression results of respondents active in multi partner alliances 

in the post-formation phase. While the financial climate positively influences alliance 
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Model XII FC 0,33 0,32 0,48 (0.58)*** 6,73

Model  XIII FC 0,48 0,45 0,43 (0.32)**** 3,40

RC (0.47)**** 5,31

Model XIV FC 0,53 0,49 0,41 (0.33)**** 3,59

RC (0.39)**** 4,05

ILC (0.22)*** 2,38

Model XV FC 0,53 0,49 0,41 (0.31)**** 3,17

RC (0.36)**** 3,44

ILC (0.19)** 2,10

MOC (0.10) 0,82

Model XVI FC 0,60 0,52 0,40 (0.35)*** 3,06

RC (0.33)*** 3,04

ILC (0.21)** 2,13

MOC (0.05) 0,52

Alliance membership (-0.16)** 1,91

Alliance experience (0.06) 0,70

Alliance size (0.03) 0,32

Alliance type (-0.09) 0,99

Firmsize (-0.12)** 2,00

Industry (-0.02) 0,20

Prior cooperation (-0.05) 0,57

Path coefficients (t-values) FC: Financial climate

 *p <0.1; **p < 0.05 RC: Relational climate Respondents: n=94

 ***p <0.01; ****p < 0.001 ILC: Innovation and learning climate Multi partner alliances: n=17

MOC: Management and organizational climate
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performance in model 12, the combination of the financial and relational climate explains 

45% of multi partner performance (model 13). Moreover, adding the innovation and learning 

(model 14) increases the explained variance to 49%. Model 15 indicates that adding the 

management and organizational climate does not enhance multi partner alliance 

performance. The final model including control variables for multi partner alliances in the 

post-formation phase (model 16) is able to explain alliance performance in 52% of the 

cases. Hence, the financial climate positively enhances alliance performance (thus 

supporting hypothesis 1), in addition to the relational climate (supporting hypothesis 2a) 

and the innovation and learning climate (giving support for hypothesis 3). No support could 

be found for the effect of the management and organizational climate on performance 

(hypothesis 4b). Next to regressing the variables from the model on the alliance 

performance construct, the independent variables can also be regressed to the individual 

items of the alliance performance construct. This is discussed in the next paragraph and 

creates more insight into the effects of the independent variables on the different 

performance measures. 
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Regression results different performance indicators for multi partner alliances in the 

post-formation phase: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 6.8: Effect of the independent variables on the individual measures of alliance 

performance in the post-formation phase 

 

Table 6.8 views the effect of the independent variables on the individual measures of 

alliance performance. Models 16-22 show that the relational and financial climate (and to a 

lesser extend the innovation and learning climate) have the strongest influence on the 

individual performance measures.  

Interestingly, the management and organizational climate has a positive effect on alliance 

group performance, but only when regressed on the expectations of firm learning in the 

group.  

 

Summarized, the results of the hypothesis testing indicate that different climates have an 

impact on alliance performance, depending on the stage in the multi partner lifecycle. In 

the initial pre-formation stage, the relational climate and the management and 
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Variable level: Dyadic & Unknown Dyadic level Dyadic level Firm level Firm level Firm level

Firm level

Independent variables:

FC (0.35)*** (0.23)** (0.25)** (0.22)* (0.33)**** (0.33)** (0.32)***

RC (0.33)*** (0.47)**** (0.33)*** (0.27)** (0.19)** (0.20)** (0.18)**

ILC (0.21)** (0.14)* (0.22)* (0.11) (0.45)**** (0.12) (-0.001)

MOC (0.05) (0.41) (0.01) (0.12) (-0.06) (0.03) (0.30)**

Alliance membership (-0.16)** (-0.03) (-0.01) (-0.24)*** (-0.13)* (-0.21)** (0.16)

Alliance experience (0.06) (-0.08)** (0.07) (0.03) (0.11)* (-0.03) (-0.03)

Alliance size (0.03) (0.06) (-0.05) (0.05) (-0.05) (0.99) (-0.01)

Alliance type (-0.09) (0.03) (-0.13)* (-0.10) (-0.03) (-0.18)** (0.00)

Firmsize (-0.12)** (-0.11)* (-0.19)** (-0.17)* (-0.25)** (-0.10) (-0.15)

Industry (-0.02) (0.01) (-0.04) (-0.08) (0.03) (-0.09) (-0.11)

Prior cooperation (-0.05) (0.04) (-0.06) (-0.14) (0.01) (-0.04) (0.08)

Rsquare 0,60 0,48 0,44 0,43 0,54 0,42 0,31

Adjusted Rsquare 0,52 0,39 0,35 0,32 0,45 0,33 0,20

Standard Error 0,40 0,57 0,52 0,73 0,52 0,66 0,55

Path coefficients (t- values) FC: Financial climate

 *p <0.1; **p < 0.05 RC: Relational climate

 ***p <0.01; ****p < 0.001 ILC: Innovation and learning climate

MOC: Management and organizational climate
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organizational climate have a significant effect on performance. In the post-formation 

phase, the financial, relational and innovation and learning climate positively affect 

performance. The findings for both phases can be summarized in table 6.9. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 6.9: Comparison results for regression results pre-formation and post-formation 

phase 

 

Table 6.9 summarizes the regression models which contain the overall performance models 

for each phase of this study. The findings from this table support our notion that a dynamic 

perspective enhances our understanding of multi partner cooperation.      

Different climates affect multi partner overall performance, depending on the phase in the 

lifecycle. Also, the number of climates that are able to explain alliance performance 

increase as the alliance progresses towards development (two climates in the pre-formation 

phase compared to three climates in the post-formation phase). Moreover, the level of 

significance of the climates becomes stronger in the post-formation phase (two climates in 

the pre-formation phase are significant at p. <0.05, while two climates in the post-

formation phase have a significance of p. <0.01). 

Thus, these findings support our notion that multi partner alliance performance should be 

understood from a dynamic perspective and more specifically, that adopting a lifecycle 

approach enhances our understanding of the antecedents of multi partner alliance 

performance. These findings support scholars who offered conceptual but untested 

propositions with a life cycle approach in a multi partner context, such as Gomes-Casseres 

et al. (1996) and Doz et al. (1998) and also supports earlier findings in dyadic alliance 

Phase PRE-FORMATION POST-FORMATION

Dependent variable: Overall performance Overall performance

Independent variables:

FC (0.07) (0.35)***

RC (0.41)** (0.33)***

ILC (-0.11) (0.21)**

MOC (0.33)** (0.05)

Alliance membership (-0.13) (-0.16)**

Alliance experience (-0.30)* (0.06)

Alliance size (-0.17)** (0.03)

Alliance type (0.21)** (-0.09)

Firmsize (-0.15)* (-0.12)**

Industry (0.01) (-0.02)

Prior cooperation (0.04) (-0.05)

Rsquare 0,50 0,60

Adjusted Rsquare 0,40 0,52

Standard Error 0,44 0,40

Sample size: n=76 n=94

Number of multi partner alliances: n=15 n=17

Path coefficients (t-values) FC: Financial climate

 *p <0.1; **p < 0.05 RC: Relational climate

 ***p <0.01; ****p < 0.001 ILC: Innovation and learning climate

MOC: Management and organizational climate
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literature (Lavie et al., 2007; Hoffmann et al., 2001) who have adopted a lifecycle 

approach. 

 

In short, depending on the phase in the alliance process, different climates are able to 

explain alliance performance. In the conclusion of this chapter, a more comprehensive 

(theoretical) reflection on these findings is presented. 

 

The interaction between formal and social governance mechanisms 

 

The possible effect of the interaction between formal and social governance on alliance 

performance is first explored by correlation analysis and subsequently tested by the 

procedure followed by Sarkar et al. (2001) and Chin et al. (1996). Tables 6.10 and 6.11 

(Appendix C) display the correlation matrixes of the models including the interaction 

variables. According to table 6.10, in the pre-formation phase, there appears to be a 

positive relationship between the interaction variables and alliance performance. Table 

6.11 shows that the interaction variables are also positively related to alliance performance 

in the post-formation phase. 

 

For the two phases, an additional regression analysis was carried out. Following this 

procedure, the regression model without the interaction variables is compared with the 

regression model that includes the interaction variables for each phase. As in regression 

analysis, the predictor variables are multiplied to obtain the interaction terms (Sarkar et 

al., 2001). As suggested by Chin et al. (1996) the indicators are mean-centered prior to 

multiplying them. This procedure is followed first for the pre-formation phase and next for 

the post-formation phase.  
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Table 6.12: Effect of the interaction variables on alliance performance in the pre-

formation phase 

 

The baseline model is the model containing all climate constructs and the control variables 

(Rsquare 0,50). The baseline model in the pre-formation phase was compared to the model 

including the interaction variables. According to table 6.12, the interaction effects do not 

have any effect on alliance performance in the pre-formation phase. No support was found 

for a complementarity effect between the relational and the management and 

organizational climate on alliance performance in the pre-formation phase (Hypothesis 5a). 

This procedure was repeated for the post-formation phase (Table 6.13). According to these 

results, in the post-formation phase, the interaction between the financial and the 

relational climate is significant (p. <0.05), also increasing the adjusted Rsquare from 0,52 

to 0,54. In contrast to expectations, table 6.13 shows that the beta coefficient of the 

interaction effect of the financial climate and the relational climate is negative. This 

means that separately, formal and social governance in the post-formation phase enhance 

alliance performance. However, when these two governance modes are combined, their 

interaction has a negative effect on alliance performance. Thus, no support could be found 

for hypothesis 5b. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Phase PRE-FORMATION PRE-FORMATION

Dependent variable: Overall performance Overall performance

Independent variables:

FC (0.07) (-0.19)

RC (0.41)** (0.93)*

ILC (-0.11) (-0.13)

MOC (0.33)** (1.00)*

Alliance membership (-0.13) (-0.10)

Alliance experience (-0.30)* (-0.29)*

Alliance size (-0.17)** (-0.17)*

Alliance type (0.21)** (0.20)**

Firmsize (-0.15)* (-0.17)*

Industry (0.01) (-0.11)

Prior cooperation (0.04) (-0.02)

FC * RC (-0.39)

MOC * RC (-1.22)

Rsquare 0,50 0,51

Adjusted Rsquare 0,40 0,42

Standard Error 0,44 0,44

Sample size: n=76 n=76

Number of multi partner alliances: n=15 n=15
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Table 6.13: Effect of the interaction variables on alliance performance in the post-

formation phase 

 

This finding partially supports the substitution perspective (Garcia-Canal et al., 2003) of 

governance mechanisms in multi partner alliances. Surprisingly, this finding differs with 

existing literature because the data suggests that both governance modes do positively 

affect alliance performance, but when combined, alliance performance is also negatively 

influenced by their interaction. 

 

Results hypotheses testing and final models 

This study has argued that adopting a dynamic, lifecycle approach on multi partner alliance 

performance increases our understanding of alliance management in a multi partner 

context. The dynamic aspect of multi partner alliance performance and its antecedents is 

explored by testing the effect of four different climates on alliance performance in two 

different phases in the alliance lifecycle. 

 

Using PLS regression analysis, support is found for the majority of the hypotheses. Table 

6.14 demonstrates the results from the hypotheses testing. The results of the hypothesis 

testing and the final models are described hereafter. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Phase POST-FORMATION POST-FORMATION

Dependent variable: Overall performance Overall performance

Independent variables:

FC (0.35)**** (0.93)***

RC (0.33)**** (0.91)***

ILC (0.21)** (0.25)***

MOC (0.05) (0.11)

Alliance membership (-0.16)** (-0.15)**

Alliance experience (0.06)* (0.08)

Alliance size (0.03) (0.08)

Alliance type (-0.09) (-0.12)*

Firmsize (-0.20) (-0.22)**

Industry (-0.02) (0.04)

Prior cooperation (-0.05) (-0.02)

FC * RC (-1.04)**

MOC * RC (0.06)

Rsquare 0,60 0,64

Adjusted Rsquare 0,52 0,54

Standard Error 0,40 0,39

Sample size: n=94 n=94

Number of multi partner alliances: n=17 n=17
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Table 6.14: Results hypotheses testing chapter six 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 6.1: Final model of the antecedents of alliance performance in the pre-formation 

phase 

 

In the pre-formation phase (see figure 6.1), the relational and the management and 

organizational climate are positively related to alliance performance. In this phase, there 

are a number of control variables which affect alliance performance as well. Firm size and 

alliance experience have a slightly negative effect on alliance performance, suggesting that 

smaller firms and firms without prior multi partner experience have higher levels of 

alliance performance compared to larger and more experienced firms. This could be 

explained by the way performance was operationalized (one indicator measuring current 

satisfaction complemented with five indicators which measure various expectations of the 

future). Firms without experience in multi partner cooperation might have more positive 
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future expectations of the cooperation compared to more experienced firms. Possibly, 

firms that have experienced the challenges of multi partner cooperation could be more 

cautious because they could have experienced the difficulties of managing such alliances.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 6.2: Final model of the antecedents of alliance performance in the post-formation9 

phase 

 

As the alliance progresses towards the post-formation phase (see figure 6.2), the number of 

climates that impact performance increases. Multi partner alliance performance in this 

phase is positively influenced by the financial, the relational and the innovation and 

learning climate. The management and organizational climate does impact alliance 

positively, but only when measured on 'expectance of firm learning'. In the post-formation 

stage, three control variables have a negative effect on alliance performance. Similar to 

the pre-formation phase, firm size negatively affects alliance performance. In addition, 

alliance type affects alliance performance: in contrast to the pre-formation phase, learning 

alliances enjoy lower levels of performance compared to business alliances. Finally, our 

analysis revealed that in this phase, the interaction between the financial and the 

relational climate negatively affects alliance performance. Whilst the financial and 

relational climate separately are positively related to alliance performance, when 

combined, their interaction negatively impacts alliance performance. 

 

                                                 
9 Based on the condition that either one of the coefficients of the financial and relational climate is zero. 
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A more comprehensive theoretical reflection upon these findings is described in the 

conclusion of this chapter. 

6.5 Conclusion and discussion 

 

This chapter has explored whether the antecedents of performance in the pre-formation 

and post-formation phase of multi partner cooperation differ. The motivation for this study 

was a void in literature concerning the antecedents of multi partner alliance performance 

in the difference stages in the alliance process. Therefore, a dynamic view was adopted, 

with an emphasis on a lifecycle perspective (Ring et al., 1994) to create a better 

understanding of the effect of different antecedents on multi partner performance in 

different phases of the alliance process. Using a climate approach, the effect of the 

financial, relational, innovation and learning and management and organizational climates 

on performance was analyzed. According to the results, the antecedents differ in the pre-

formation and the post-formation phase. These findings might support the notion of Ireland 

et al. (2002), "that optimal governance evolves across time and through partner 

interactions" (Ireland et al., 2002: 437). The results indicate that in the early pre-formation 

phase, when partners are seeking common ground and finding the right membership mix, 

the relational climate and the management and organizational climate prove important 

antecedents of multi partner alliance performance. These findings are in line with Das et 

al. (1998), arguing that an alliance requires a minimum level of interfirm trust to function 

properly. Cooperation also requires a minimum level of social commitment to create a 

reinforcing cycle of trust and reciprocity (Doz et al., 1998). Our findings contribute to 

theory, because the findings suggest that relational governance, especially in the pre-

formation phase, positively affects multi partner alliance performance, supporting findings 

from dyadic alliance research (Lee et al., 2006). Our findings contrast earlier findings by 

Garcia-Canal et al. (2003) that social governance is not the right governance mechanism for 

multi partner cooperation. The findings of this study argue for a more 'fine-grained' 

perspective: the relational climate enhances performance when partners are still in the 

pre-formation phase, in addition to a healthy management and organizational climate 

(which can be seen as organizational governance).  

As the alliance progresses to the post-formation phase, formal financial governance 

mechanisms may become an alternative for social governance. In this phase, risks for free 

riding increase and conflicts concerning value distribution may rise (Garcia-Canal et al., 

2003; Vanhaverbeke et al., 2006). Formal financial governance creates boundaries for 

opportunistic behaviors and creates clear rules, norms and procedures (Williamson, 1985). 

In the post-formation phase, both financial governance mechanisms and social governance 

mechanisms explain alliance performance, which is in line with previous findings on dyadic 

exchanges (Poppo et al., 2002).  
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The findings from this chapter contribute to theory, because the results imply that the 

effectiveness of formal and social governance is also contingent on the phase in the alliance 

lifecycle. Previous literature has approached the discussion from a static perspective: 

scholars argued that formal and social governance always work as either supplements or 

complements. Our study finds that this discussion should not neglect the effect of timing in 

the alliance process: it is dependent on the phase in the lifecycle which governance modes 

prove to be effective. In the pre-formation phase, creating strong formal financial 

governance mechanisms may not prove to be effective for building performance, because 

members are still defining the cooperation. Formal financial governance mechanisms may 

not have an effect in this phase, because finding common ground is still 'work in progress'.  

Moreover, having a healthy management and organizational climate (organizational 

governance) brings structure to the process and reduces ambiguity further on the road. 

Hence, these findings support earlier suggestions that organizational governance design is 

important for multi partner alliances in the pre-formation phase (Gomes-Casseres, 1996; 

Doz et al., 2000).  

This study also found that the innovation and learning climate (as measured by adequate 

financial and non-financial resources and knowledge articulation) affects alliance 

performance in the post-formation phase. Hence, when the cooperation progresses, it is 

vital that firms contribute and integrate complementary resources, thus supporting the 

Resource Based View of the Firm (Das et al., 2000). Moreover, during this process, it 

becomes much clearer which innovation is targeted thus resulting in a clear articulation of 

required knowledge (Nonaka, 1994). 

This chapter also contributes to the theoretical debate concerning the substitution or 

complementarity of governance modes in alliances. It may be that substitution is 

contingent upon the development phase of an alliance. Financial and social governance 

enhance alliance performance in the post-formation phase, but their interaction negatively 

impacts alliance performance. A possible explanation could be that investing in both 

governance modes simultaneously puts a lot of strain on alliance management, negatively 

impacting alliance performance. Investing in the relational climate takes time, as building 

trust and social commitment require a lot of attention and effort (Cullen et al., 2000). 

Creating a healthy financial climate also requires energy to come to agreements and solving 

financial problems when they occur. Strictly viewed, no definitive explanation can be given 

for the negative effect of the interaction, which leaves plenty of opportunities for future 

research. 

Also, alliance size is (negatively) related to performance in the pre-formation phase. This 

means that larger groups experience lower levels of performance compared to smaller 

groups. The explanation could lie in the difficulties concerning set up strategies 

(Vanhaverbeke et al., 2006); especially when the group is large, it can be difficult to align 

interest and create common ground (Doz et al., 1998).  
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Furthermore, the regression results show that firm size is (negatively) significant in both 

phases (the effect is slightly stronger in the post-formation phase) when regressed on 

overall performance, which means that smaller firms are able to realized higher levels of 

performance compared to larger firms. This is in line with earlier empirical findings 

stressing that abnormal returns from alliances are greater for small firms compared to large 

firms (Anand et al., 2000; Sarkar et al., 2001).  

Summarized, this chapter has found that multi partner alliance performance can be 

explained using a dynamic lifecycle approach. In different stages in the lifecycle, a mix of 

different climates enhances alliance performance. In the pre-formation phase, the 

relational climate is important to create a trust building cycle in addition to a management 

and organizational climate. The latter creates organizational structure in the alliance. In 

the post-formation phase, healthy levels of innovation and learning in addition to both 

financial and social governance enhance alliance performance. However, in the post-

formation phase, the interaction between formal (financial) governance and social 

governance negatively affects alliance performance.  

This chapter is a first attempt to investigate the effects of different climates in the pre-

formation and post-formation phase of the alliance. Scholars are hereby invited to explore 

this fascinating aspect of alliance management to stimulate further theoretical 

development. 

6.6 Managerial implications 

 

The results from this chapter offer several insights for practitioners. The most important 

finding is that effective governance modes are dependent on the phase in the alliance 

process. Here lies an important role for network coordinators/alliance managers. It is 

important that managers are aware of the phase of the alliance process, because each 

phase demands a differential managerial focus. Managers are advised to continuously 

monitor in which stage the alliance is positioned. In some cases, the alliance members are 

not able to build common ground which requires them to go back to the pre-formation 

phase again. Alliance managers should therefore be aware that going back to this phase 

requires a renewed attention to the management and organizational climate: are tasks 

clearly divided, is the process of decision-making clearly formulated?  

In the initial set up of the alliance, managers should monitor whether adequate minimum 

levels of trust and social commitment are present. In addition, this phase requires that 

tasks are divided and the members have influence over the process of decision-making. 

Moreover, during this phase, the alliance managers should stimulate members to develop or 

strengthen their internal alliance capability. One of the mechanisms to realize this is 

organizing alliance training (Draulans et al., 2003; De Man, 2005). 

When the alliance manager has formed the core group and (formal) commitment is present, 

the alliance migrates to the post-formation phase. The alliance manager could install a 
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healthy financial climate, by making sure that financial agreements are made concerning 

value appropriation, financial commitment is satisfactory and that financial risks are 

acceptable for members. During this development stage, the alliance managers should also 

maintain a healthy innovation and learning climate. This means that he/she should monitor 

if the group has adequate financial and non-financial resources to realize the multi partner 

objectives. The alliance manager should also make sure that each partner knows which 

knowledge each partner requires for sufficient innovation and learning. 

The data from this study suggests that separately, the financial and the relational climate 

enhance alliance performance in the post-formation phase. However, when these two 

climates are targeted simultaneously, their interaction decreases alliance performance. 

The difficulty of effectively managing both governance modes at the same time could 

explain this effect. Managers should therefore be aware of the of this potential danger 

before their alliance ends up in a slippery slope (Hwang et al., 1997).  

6.7 Limitations and future research 

 

While this chapter offers several theoretical contributions, there are a number of 

limitations. The social change paradigm in this chapter which was chosen was lifecycle 

theory. This has helped to test the influence of different governance modes in the different 

stages in the alliance process. A limitation of this approach is that a thorough longitudinal 

understanding of the climates is yet to be understood. For instance, longitudinal case study 

research (Doz et al., 1998; Heikkinen et al., 2006) explains how antecedents evolve over 

time and interact with one and other. Due to the limitations of our data (which was cross-

sectional) longitudinal statistical analysis was not possible. If possible, researchers could 

collect data of a large sample of multi partner alliances during the different sub phases in 

the lifecycle. With such data, the effects of the climates can be explored longitudinally. 

Hence, the preliminary findings of this study open up new propositions concerning the 

effect of the different governance mechanisms on each other over time, which are 

discussed briefly. 

Positive experiences in the pre-formation phase might lead to a strengthened relational 

climate (trust is rewarded with more trust and social commitment) in the post-formation 

phase. The relational climate brings the foundation for the relationship to create the right 

atmosphere for trust building and to stimulate openness to financial governance 

mechanisms in the next phase. The presence of a healthy management and organizational 

climate in the initial stages could enhance the growth in the relational climate in the post-

formation phase: clear division of tasks and a clear process of decision-making reduce 

ambiguity and increase social commitment. Future research could test these propositions. 

Next, no distinction was made concerning sub phases in the post-formation phase. This 

phase may exist of sub phases. For instance, Spekman et al. (1995) distinguish valuing, 
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coordinating and investing as separate steps in the alliance process. Future research may 

investigate if the post-formation phase can be split into sub phases.  

Further on, the largest industry in our sample was Agro-food, which is often stated as a 'low 

tech' industry (Vanhaverbeke et al., 2007). Hence, it could be possible that the antecedents 

in the lifecycle may be different for other more high tech industries, such as 

semiconductors. For instance, in large R&D consortia, large financial resources are essential 

(Mothe et al., 2001). Hence, the innovation and learning climate could be important for 

multi partner alliances in the pre-formation phase in high tech industries.  

Future research also is encouraged to measure outcome based performance indicators of 

alliance performance, such as the actual realization of alliance objectives. 

Finally, this study has embraced the lifecycle approach. A dynamic perspective on multi 

partner alliance performance and its antecedents could also be analyzed using a dialectical 

approach (see for an application in bilateral alliances De Rond et al., 2004). 
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Chapter seven 

Conclusion 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Summary 

 

In this chapter, the answers of the sub questions are synthesized to answer the main 

research question of this thesis. This thesis contains also a number of theoretical, 

empirical, methodological and managerial implications which are described in this chapter. 

Finally, this chapter describes limitations of this thesis and avenues for future research. 
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7.1 Introduction 

 

In today's competitive landscape, firms are increasingly using outside sources to increase 

their innovative performance (Chesbrough, 2003). Next to bilateral alliances, firms are 

engaging in multi partner alliances to improve their competitive position. In high tech 

industries, one out five alliances is a multi partner cooperation. Chapter one showed that 

firms use these alliances to develop new products or services, to develop new technology 

and accessing new markets and suppliers. However, managing these alliances is not an easy 

task, as alliance managers are faced with several key challenges in their quest to create 

effective alliance performance. Due to an increased amount of partners, there is an 

increased danger of free-riding of partners. Also, having more partners could lead to more 

conflicting interests. Thus, in these alliances, a greater need for coordination and 

governance to overcome these managerial difficulties exists. 

 

Unfortunately, previous literature is not very clear concerning which factors determine 

multi partner alliance performance. Previous literature on this topic contains mostly 

conceptual thoughts and propositions but lacks empirical testing. Moreover, past research 

has approached effective multi partner alliance performance from isolated perspectives 

(such as either relational governance or formal governance). This is a serious limitation, as 

multi partner alliances demand a multi dimensional, integrated perspective (Vanhaverbeke 

and Cloodt, 2006). 

 

Therefore, in this study, an attempt has been made to answer the following research 

question: 

 

"What are the antecedents of performance of multi partner alliances?" 

 

The answer to our main research question is presented in paragraph 7.2. The 

methodological contributions can be found in paragraph 7.3. . This study offers a number of 

empirical and theoretical contributions, which are described in paragraph 7.4. The 

managerial implications of this research project are presented in paragraph 7.5, followed 

by implications for policy makers. Suggestions for further research are covered in paragraph 

7.6. To conclude, final remarks are described in paragraph 7.7. 
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7.2 Answering the research questions of this thesis 

 

In this paragraph, the main research question of this thesis is answered. This is carried out 

by first answering the sub questions of this thesis, which are then synthesized to an overall 

answer to the main research question of this study. 

 

The main question of this study was formulated as the following: 

 

 

 

Both antecedents and performance were measured by the perceptions of 170 individual 

managers from individual firms active in a multi partner alliance. This question was 

translated into three separate sub questions which tackle a part of the main research 

problem of this thesis. The first sub question was the following:  

Sub question one: what are the antecedents of multi partner alliance performance 

regardless of the alliance phase? 

The findings of our study illustrate that – if no distinction is made between of the phases in 

which the multi partner alliance is situated – different antecedents influence alliance 

performance, depending on the way performance is measured. All four climate constructs 

of our theoretical framework explain multi partner performance if performance is 

measured by the expectations that firm objectives will be realized. The theoretical 

framework of chapter three has reasonable explanatory power: almost half all variance in 

multi partner alliance performance can be explained by our framework when regressed on 

overall alliance performance. When performance is measured using an overall performance 

construct, three climates positively influence alliance performance: the relational, the 

financial and the organizational climate. The largest part of variance seems to be explained 

by the relational and the financial climate.  

 

A healthy financial climate enhances alliance performance because of various reasons. 

Greater possibilities of free riding (Das et al., 2003) require formal agreements to provide 

boundaries and to restrict opportunism. Moreover, value should be distributed fairly 

(Vanhaverbeke and Cloodt, 2006). It will be necessary to calculate benefits across the 

alliance to ensure that each member gets a return so that every participant stays 

financially committed (Vanhaverbeke et al., 2006). It is also important that firms have 

commitment to solve financial problems and that financial risks for participating in the 

alliance are acceptable (Das et al., 2001). 

 

Next to the financial climate, multi partner alliances are also positively influenced by a 

healthy relational climate. Trust and social commitment positively influence alliance 

"What are the antecedents of multi party alliance performance?" 
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performance by acting as glue for the cooperation. Through joint problem solving, a 

mutually satisfactory solution may be reached for every contingency and consequently add 

to relationship success (Dyer et al., 1998). Additionally, a healthy relational climate also 

requires firms to bridge cultural differences (Das and Teng, 2003). This may decrease 

interorganizational conflicts which can negatively affect alliance stability. 

 

Finally, multi partner alliance performance is positively enhanced by the presence of a 

healthy management and organizational climate. This construct contains a clear task 

definition, a clear decision-making process and satisfactory alliance capability of the 

member firms. Effective multi partner organization requires that that tasks are clearly 

defined and decision-making procedures are transparent, because dealing with a group of 

firms may lead to ambiguity (due to the ungeneralized nature of exchanges). Moreover, a 

healthy degree of alliance capability makes the cooperative process more effective. 

 

Chapter four found that both formal and social governance mechanisms enhance alliance 

performance. This brings up an important theoretical debate concerning the interaction 

between formal and social governance in alliances. On the one hand, a group of scholars 

argue that formal governance negatively influences relational governance: the presence of 

formal control (such as procedures and sanctions) could lead to a sense of 'distrust' among 

partners (Ghoshal et al., 1996). On the other hand, opposing scholars argue that formal 

governance mechanisms actually enhance relational governance (Poppo and Zenger, 2002): 

formal governance mechanisms limit the scope for opportunistic behavior and also bring 

organizational structure to the cooperation, which reduces ambiguity, further strengthening 

the relational climate in the cooperation. Thus, the second sub question dealt with the 

association between formal and social governance in multi partner alliances: 

Sub question two: which association exists between formal governance and social 

governance in multi partner alliances? 

 

In the second empirical study of this thesis, it was found that formal governance, as viewed 

from the financial and management and organizational climate is positively related to 

relational governance in the alliance.  

 

A healthy financial climate benefits the relational climate. Making agreements about value 

creation and creating explicit boundaries improves the relational ties among actors; thus 

enhancing interpartner social commitment, which is a requirement for effective alliance 

performance (Cullen et al., 2000; Das et al., 1998). In addition, a healthy management and 

organizational climate has an enhancing effect on the relational quality among partners. In 

the situation of a healthy management and organizational climate, partners know which 

tasks are defined and have a clear understanding of the decision-making process. This 

decreases ambiguity, thus enhancing social commitment of the partners. Moreover, a well 
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developed alliance capability present at partners is likely to strengthen a trust building 

relational climate.  

 

Chapter five also showed that relational governance could also have a positive effect on 

formal governance, because the presence of social mechanisms such as trust and social 

commitment reduce the level of resistance and brings harmony to the controller-controllee 

relationship (Das et al., 2001). Without a healthy relational climate, partners may find it 

difficult to accept (risky) outcome measures and to follow specified behavior patterns. 

Strictly viewed, a definitive causal direction between these governance modes could not be 

determined. Nonetheless, our findings contribute to theory, because support was found for 

the notion that formal and social governance in multi partner alliances are positively 

associated and not negatively. 

 

Chapter five found that firms in the post-formation phase have a healthier relational 

climate compared to firms in the pre-formation phase. In chapter four, it was found that 

firms in the post-formation phase have a higher level of alliance performance. These 

findings could suggest that depending on the alliance phase, multi partner alliance 

performance and its antecedents may differ. Thus, the dimension of time could be an 

important topic which leads to the third sub question of this study:  

Sub question three: what are the antecedents of multi partner alliance performance in the 

pre-formation phase and the post-formation phase? 

 

Chapter six covered the effect of the different climates on alliance performance in the pre-

formation and the post-formation phase. The first phase in our framework is the pre-

formation phase. In this phase, partners are seeking common ground and finding the right 

membership mix is one if their key priorities. In the pre-formation phase, the relational and 

management and organizational climate appear to have a strong positive impact on alliance 

performance, explaining half of its variance. From the start of the cooperation, a minimum 

degree of trust and social commitment of partners should exist, to create a reinforcing 

cycle of trust and reciprocity (Doz et al., 1998). Moreover, alliance partners should have a 

clear definition of the tasks to be carried out from the start. Clarity in the decision-making 

process is also important in the pre-formation phase, because a lack of it can lead to 

ambiguity among members in the rest of the process. In addition, if alliance partners 

possess a well developed alliance capability from the start of the cooperation, it might 

benefit further development of the group. These findings suggest that in the pre-formation 

phase, both the relational and the management and organizational climate enhances 

alliance performance. 

 

The second phase in our framework is the post-formation phase of the multi partner 

alliance. In this phase, the focus lays on further development of the strategy and 
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integration/coordination of complementary business activities so that the alliance can 

leverage the anticipated gains derived from the alliance (Spekman et al., 1998). 

 

Our theoretical framework appears to have the strongest explanatory power in this phase: 

more than half of alliance performance in the post-formation phase can be explained by the 

theoretical framework and control variables. Similar to the pre-formation phase, a healthy 

relational climate benefits alliance performance in the post-formation phase. As the 

cooperation progresses, chances for free-riding increase (Das et al., 2003). Exchanges will 

increase and because they are often not generalized in multi partner exchanges, it will 

become ambiguous whether some firms only receive knowledge but do not contribute 

fairly. Hence, exchange partners are uncertain whether they will receive benefits (Das et 

al., 2003). During this phase, risks for free riding increase and conflicts concerning value 

distribution may rise (Garcia-Canal et al., 2003; Vanhaverbeke et al., 2006). Formal 

financial governance limits the opportunity for opportunistic behavior and creates clear 

rules, norms and procedures (Williamson, 1985). Thus, a healthy financial climate is likely 

to have a positive effect on alliance performance in the post-formation phase. 

The results also imply that simultaneously trying to achieve healthy levels of both formal 

(financial) governance and relational governance might not maximize performance: the 

interaction between these governance modes negatively influences alliance performance. 

This finding partially supports the substitution view on alliances governance (Lee et al., 

2006).  

 

This is an important theme in this thesis. The findings in chapter five suggest that – without 

alliance performance into the equation – formal and social governance are positively 

related to each other, which scholars have adopted as the perspective of complementarity 

of governance modes (Poppo et al., 2002). In chapter six, it was found that in the post-

formation phase, formal (financial) governance and social governance separately have a 

positive impact on alliance performance. However, simultaneously pursuing a healthy 

financial and relational climate comes at a price, as their interaction negatively impacts 

alliance performance. 

 

Next to the relational and financial climate in the post-formation phase, a strong 

innovation and learning climate also enhances alliance performance. When the cooperation 

progresses from pre-formation to development, it is vital that firms contribute and 

integrate complementary resources, in line with the Resource Based View of the Firm (Das 

et al., 2000). Moreover, during this process, it becomes much clearer which innovation is 

targeted thus resulting in a clear articulation of required knowledge (Nonaka, 1994). Thus, 

depending on the phase in the alliance lifecycle, a mix of different climates positively 

benefits multi partner alliance performance.  
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In both phases, the relational climate is clearly related to a positive alliance performance, 

supporting social exchange theory (Das et al.; 2000; Dyer et al.; 2003).  

 

Now that the sub questions of this thesis have been answered, it is possible to answer the 

main research question of this thesis:  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 answering the research questions of this thesis, this thesis contains several 
methodological contributions which are discussed next. 
 
 
 

7.3 Methodological contributions 

 

This study offers several methodological contributions. First, our study shows that PLS 

modeling is a valuable application for studying multi partner alliances. Previously, PLS 

regression modeling has been used in research on global strategy (Johansson et al., 1994), 

global integration (Birkinshaw et al., 1995) and dyadic alliances (Fornell et al., 1990; Sarkar 

et al., 2001). Our study is a first attempt to use PLS to study the antecedents of multi 

partner alliance performance. 

 

Second, the construct of multi partner alliance performance has been operationalized using 

a number of different items. The results from the factor analytical procedure (chapter 

three) and additional internal validity PLS tests support our conceptualization of multi 

partner alliance performance.  

In addition, our data collection strategy has resulted in a return rate which was almost 

three times as high as rates of other scholars (68% versus 23% by Garcia-Canal et al., 2003). 

One of the main reasons for this success could lie in the cooperative approach with the 

'gatekeepers' of our final respondents; the alliance managers who facilitated the multi 

Multi partner alliance performance can be explained by different interorganizational 

climates; the financial, relational, management and organizational climate (and to a lesser 

extent the innovation and learning climate) enhance alliance performance in multi partner 

cooperation. Depending on the way performance is measured, different climates (and 

control variables) are positively related to multi partner alliance performance.  

Furthermore, formal governance (viewed by the financial and management and 

organizational climate) is positively associated with social governance (viewed by the 

relational climate).  

The most effective configuration of healthy interorganizational climates is also contingent 

on the phase in the lifecycle of the cooperation. In the pre-formation phase, the relational 

and management and organizational climates have the strongest positive impact on alliance 

performance. In the post-formation phase, both a healthy financial and relational climate 

in addition to a healthy innovation and learning climate are positively related to multi 

partner alliance performance. In the post-formation phase, combining financial and 

relational governance might prove to be difficult, as their interaction has a negative effect 

on alliance performance. 
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partner alliances were offered a free health scan of their alliance if the group members 

returned sufficient data. This strategy has been applied to the majority of our respondents  

and has, in our opinion, been one the main reasons for this high return rate. While previous 

research on multi partner alliances could have been lacking due to the difficulties of 

obtaining enough data on each group member, our data collection strategy could be applied 

in further research on other (group based) topics in management science as well. 

 

An additional contribution lies in the application of using a climate approach for 

interorganizational relationships. Climate constructs (in management science literature) 

have mostly been applied to individual employee perceptions in organizations of climate 

(Denison, 1996) or – from a multi person perspective - been applied to groups within the 

same organization (Anderson et al., 1998). This study has applied a climate approach to 

measure interorganizational climates in a multi partner alliance context. The climate 

approach was also used to operationalize formal and social governance (see chapter five). 

Formal governance was divided into financial governance (focusing on the key financial 

issues of the cooperation) and organizational governance (emphasizing the organizational 

structure and procedures of the alliance and subsequently into the financial climate and 

the organizational climate. Previous literature has viewed formal governance with a clear 

emphasis on making agreements. In this study, the concept of formal governance 

encompasses a broader set of behavior.  

 

Finally, in order to test the differential effects of the climates on performance across 

various stages in the lifecycle of a multi partner alliance, the sample was split into two sub 

samples covering the pre-formation phase and the post-formation phase. For each sample, 

different regression models were build. This procedure could be used by other researchers 

in future research to explore the antecedents of performance in other lifecycle stages as 

well. Hence, this procedure is a first attempt to improve our understanding of the 

differential effect of the phases in lifecycle on multi partner alliance performance. Next to 

the methodological contributions, this thesis also offers several empirical and theoretical 

contributions which are discussed hereafter. 

 

7.4 Empirical and theoretical contributions 

 

This thesis offers a number of empirical and theoretical contributions which have been 

discussed earlier in this thesis, which can be synthesized and summarized accordingly. The 

first empirical contribution is empirical data on trends in multi partner alliance activities 

using a sample of high tech firms (using the MERIT CATI database) and Dutch SMEs. The 

results from the MERIT CATI database show that over a 20 year period, the number of multi 
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partner alliances has remained fairly stable. The data presented on registered SME multi 

partner activity shows a clear increase by >700 %.  

 

An additional empirical contribution of this study lies in our examination of multi partner 

alliances in the pre-formation phase. Previous research has not paid considerate attention 

to the pre-formation situation of multi partner alliances. While scholars have presented 

(empirically untested) managerial blueprints to design multi partner alliances (Gomes-

Casseres, 1996; Doz et al., 1998), little empirical data is found in literature on the specifics 

of the pre-formation phase. Our study shows that in the pre-formation phase, a healthy 

relational and management and organizational climate enhance alliance performance. 

 

A theoretical contribution of this thesis lies in the finding that in multi partner alliances, 

the optimal configuration of governance modes is also dependent on the alliance phase. In 

the pre-formation phase, both the relational climate and the management and 

organizational climate both enhance alliance performance. In the post-formation phase, 

separately, the financial and the relational climate are positively related to alliance 

performance. However, when both governance modes are implemented simultaneously in 

the post-formation phase, their interaction negatively impacts alliance performance. This 

could mean that – when alliance performance is taken into the equation – formal (financial) 

governance and relational governance act as substitutes in the post-formation phase. Our 

findings could suggest that the answer to the debate concerning complementarity (Poppo et 

al., 2002) or substitution (Lee et al., 2006) of governance modes in alliances is contingent 

upon the alliance phase.  

 

The finding that the governance mechanisms differ across the lifecycle of the cooperation 

might also (partially) explain differential outcomes in previous literature on antecedents of 

cooperative performance. For instance, Poppo et al. (2002) and Lee et al. (2006) find 

different outcomes with regards to the effects of formal and social governance on 

performance in bilateral exchange relationships. These scholars do not control for phase of 

the lifecycle in their analysis.  

 

In addition, this study also supports the notion that SMEs differentiate from 'large' firms 

(Bougrain et al., 2002). The resource base of the partner (indicated by firm size) was 

negatively related to alliance performance. It may well be that size and resource base 

factors are significant in determining alliance outcome quality in relationships 

characterized by widely differing power positions (Weaver et al., 1998), supporting 

resource dependency theory.  

 

Closely related to the previous contribution, our findings also contribute to knowledge on 

SMEs and open innovation on an interfirm level (Vanhaverbeke, 2006). Previous literature 
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has mainly focused on the multi partner activities of large firms. Hence, little is known on 

SMEs using multi partner alliances (Van de Vrande, De Jong, Vanhaverbeke & De 

Rochemont, 2009). This is an important void, as in most economies, SMEs generate two-

thirds of private sector employment and are the principal creator of jobs (OECD, 2005). Our 

findings show that SMEs use multi partner alliance cooperation for typical "open innovation" 

purposes (Chesbrough et al., 2003), such as the co-development of new products, services 

and technology. 

 

Next to these empirical and theoretical implications, this thesis also contains a number of 

implications for managerial practice and policy makers. The next paragraph will elaborate 

on this topic. 

7.5 Managerial and policy implications 

 

This thesis offers several implications for managerial practice. First of all, this study shows 

that almost half of the variance in multi partner alliance performance can be explained by 

climate constructs. Managers are therefore advised to monitor these climates by using 

alliance management tools. Previous tools have been developed for dyadic alliances (Kale 

et al., 2002). Managers are advised to use tools which cover the specific multi partner 

performance antecedents, such as the Cluster Radar (De Rochemont et al., 2007). Chapter 

one described the managerial difficulties which make these alliances more difficult to 

manage than dyadic ones. 

 

Furthermore, each climate demands a different role for the manager (Spekman et al., 

1998; Poulymenakou et al., 2004). A healthy financial climate requires that alliance 

managers fulfill the role of 'accountants' or 'lawyers'. Alliance managers should create 

contractual (legal) boundaries to prevent free riding and misunderstandings. Managers 

should also monitor the acceptability of financial risks in addition to the willingness of 

partners to solve financial problems. Managers should also focus on creating effective 

mechanisms for value appropriation to make sure group rents are distributed fairly 

(Vanhaverbeke et al., 2006). 

Managers should also maintain a healthy relational climate, similar to a 'relational 

therapist'. His (or hers) responsibility is to enhance the development of trust and social 

commitment between the members. The manager has to create the right trust building 

atmosphere and be aware of possible feelings of distrust among members, due to free-

riding of other forms of opportunism. Next, the alliance manager should actively monitor 

the level of social commitment of each partner towards the alliance. Due to changes in 

strategy or external events (Das et al., 2000), priorities among members could change. If 

groups do not meet very often, it becomes difficult for member firms to track if there are 
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no obstacles at their partners which could undermine their social commitment. Hence, 

maintaining social commitment is an important task for alliance managers.  

 

Alliance performance is also benefited by a healthy innovation and learning climate. The 

alliance manager needs to design the alliance in such a matter that the right mix of 

resources and capabilities is continuously blended (Gomes-Casseres, 1996). The alliance 

manager can also be viewed as an 'engineer' of the alliance design. Assessing if the alliance 

contains sufficient financial and non-financial resources is one of these design tasks. To 

enhance innovation and learning, the alliance manager should also make sure knowledge is 

clearly articulated in the alliance. Each partner should know which knowledge is required 

by each partner to make the cooperation a success. 

 

Next to the previous described climates, multi partner alliance performance is enhanced by 

a well developed management and organizational climate. Tasks should be defined properly 

to create clarity. Every member should know exactly the responsibilities of all other 

members. A healthy organizational climate means that the process of decision-making 

should be clear to all members. Furthermore, a healthy organizational climate requires that 

each partner has an adequate level of alliance capability. Alliance managers can assess the 

quality of their alliance management by using alliance capability tests (see Draulans et al., 

2003). Alliance managers should therefore also be able to fulfill the role of an ‘organizer’. 

 

The results of this study also suggest that alliance managers should pursue these different 

roles depending on the phase of the alliance. In the pre-formation phase, there is a clear 

need for trust building and creating organizational structure. In the post-formation phase, 

managers can enhance performance by targeting the financial, relational and management 

and organizational climate. These different roles might require different qualities of 

alliance management in each phase. In the pre-formation phase, there is a need for a 

'relational therapist' and an 'organizer'. The alliance manager should be someone who can 

handle ambiguity and uncertainty and feel comfortable with creating organizational 

structure, but without pressuring financial issues. Ideally, the alliance manager in this 

phase should also be sensitive to feelings of (dis)trust and social commitment.  

In the post-formation phase, being a relational therapist is still valuable to maintain a 

healthy social foundation in the group. The alliance manager might also fulfill the role of 

accountant or lawyer and also an engineer for innovation and learning. These roles demand 

that alliance managers do not have difficulties with monitoring financial or innovation 

related issues in the group. 

Hence, depending on the role which should be pursued in each phase, a different mix of 

roles could enhance alliance performance. If it is not possible to find these qualities in one 

individual manager, the alliance could consider assigning different alliance managers for 

each phase. Based on findings in literature from organizational lifecycle theory, companies 
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tend to require, different managerial styles as they grow and that accordingly the 

entrepreneur must either undergo a style change to become a true manager or be replaced 

by someone more congenial to bureaucratic managerial systems (Smith et al., 1983). 

 

Finally, the results from chapter six showed that the interaction between formal (financial) 

governance and social governance has a negative effect on performance in the pre-

formation phase. This could mean that trying to implement both governance modes at the 

same time goes at the expense of either one or the other. Possibly, in this phase, trying to 

implement both requires a lot of energy and management attention. Alliance managers 

might consider accessing managerial support from other third parties. 

 

This thesis also contains suggestions for governmental institutions, aiming to improve the 

level of innovation by implementing a "cluster approach" (Porter et al., 1990). First, our 

study finds that a mix of different climates positively enhances alliance performance. The 

fact that the interaction between formal and social governance is negatively related to 

alliance performance could indicate that the "internal" alliance managers of these alliances 

may find it difficult to fulfill all these tasks effectively, as SMEs are characterized by a lack 

of resources (Weaver et al., 1998). Governmental institutions could play a role in this 

situation by offering support to SMEs. 

 

Moreover, the findings from chapter one illustrate that managing multi partner cooperation 

is not an easy task. To improve the success rate of multi partner alliances to increase 

innovation in a region or country, governmental institutions might consider organizing or 

stimulating alliance management workshops for SMEs to stimulate the exchange of best 

practices among these firms. As was stated earlier, this study finds that governance modes 

(and alliance performance) differ across stages in the alliance lifecycle. Governmental 

institutions that financially support such alliances (for instance, by deploying innovation 

vouchers, see Peutz et al., 2007), should therefore take into account that depending on the 

phase, different mechanisms enhance alliance performance. Thus, governmental 

institutions might demand that depending on the phase, the alliance needs to provide or 

ensure that these mechanisms are managed effectively. If the alliance is lacking such 

internal resources, governmental institutions could consider supporting the alliance with 

additional facilitation or by requiring the involvement of neutral third party. 

 

Next to managerial and policy implications, this thesis also contains a number of 

recommendations for further research, in addition to several limitations. These two issues 

will be described the next paragraph. 
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7.6 Future research and limitations 

 

Future research could further examine how performance is related to the realization of the 

objectives of the alliance. Scholars are encouraged to adopt a longitudinal perspective. 

Using non-perceptual outcome indicators, such as patents (Hagedoorn et al., 2002) or 

turnover (Rowley et al., 2000) could broaden our understanding of the effectiveness of our 

framework on actual outcomes of the cooperation. However, scholars should be aware that 

not all goals are comparable for all firms. Hence, De Rond et al. (2004) argue that 

"performance cannot be considered as an objective attribute of an alliance. Even with 

contractually specified milestones, different actors can legitimately entertain diverse 

views on performance and how it ought to be measured" (De Rond et al., 2004: pp. 66). 

Some firms could have the clear goal of realizing financial results, while other firms could 

have formulated 'learning' as a key goal. Preferably, a mix of perceptual indicators 

measuring goal realization and (if possible) some type of non-perceptual outcome indicators 

should be measured. This longitudinal approach could also investigate the interaction 

between the climates in the different lifecycle phases. 

 

The empirical analysis found that the interaction between the financial climate and the 

relational climate negatively relates to alliance performance. Future research might find a 

more comprehensive explanation behind this effect. 

 

The social change paradigm in this study was lifecycle theory. This has helped to test the 

effect of different governance modes on alliance performance in the different stages in the 

alliance process. A dynamic perspective on multi partner alliance performance and its 

antecedents could also be analyzed using a dialectical approach (Das et al., 2000). From 

this approach, the tension between cooperation and competition (De Rond et al., 2004) 

could be regressed on cooperative performance. Next to these avenues for further 

research, this thesis contains a number of limitations, which are described hereafter. 

 

The key motivation of this study was a lack of theoretical and empirical knowledge on the 

antecedents of performance of multi partner alliance. A first attempt was made to fill this 

void by collecting a dataset of 170 firms active in 32 multi partner alliances. While this 

study offers new insights on the antecedents of performance of multi partner alliances, the 

research design of this study does contain several limitations which limit the external 

validity of its results.   

 

One of the limitations of this study is that our sample contains firms active in multi partner 

alliances that receive some form of external facilitation from a neutral third party (which 

was Syntens in most of the cases). While Syntens does not have any financial interest in 

these alliances and strictly acts as a neutral third party there is always the possibility that 
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alliance performance is influenced by this party. Hence, the findings of this study should be 

viewed in the context of multi partner alliances which are facilitated by a neutral third 

party. 

 

A limitation of this study is that multi partner alliance performance was measured on the 

individual respondent level. Whilst advances have been made in research of groups from 

other related disciplines such as marketing (De Jong et al., 2004) such as multi level 

modeling, the current study does not permit the usage of this particular technique. Multi 

level modeling requires that the independent variables or dependent variables reflect the 

lowest level (firm level) or highest level of analysis (group level). In this study, both 

independent and dependent variables in this study measure constructs on both firm and 

group level. Using multi level modeling would therefore lead to inproper measurements. 

 

The majority of our sample consisted of SMEs. The characteristics of SME could have 

influenced the outcome factor analytical procedure. Using a broader sample of large firms 

could lead to different items of our climate constructs.  

 

Additionally, chapter three revealed ambiguity concerning the classification of the 

measurement model of this study. Future research should aim to design constructs with less 

ambiguity. 

 

Another limitation concerns possible response bias. The alliance members in our sample had 

to fill in their perceptions regarding the performance. A consequence of using self-reported 

data, particularly in the case of the outcome variables, is that such an approach could 

introduce a common response bias across constructs (Staples et al., 1999). While the 

statistical tests could not find clear evidence of common method bias (Podsakoff et al., 

2003), future research should find ways to decrease the potential of common method bias. 

Related to this issue, future research might include measuring performance some time after 

the antecedents. This could contribute to a more causal inference on the relationship 

between the independent variables and multi partner alliance performance.  

 

Our sample consisted of Dutch firms. Using a sample of firms from different geographical 

areas could increase the external validity of its results. Previous research has found that 

there are national and regional cultural groupings that affect the behavior of societies and 

organizations and that are very persistent across time (Hofstede, 1984). It would therefore 

be interesting to explore the effect of having different cultural backgrounds in a group on 

multi partner alliance performance.  

 

Moreover, the questions used to measure the elements of the climates contained single 

item indicators. While others have also used single item indicators when creating higher 
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level reflective indicators in this context (Doz et al., 2000) and other scholars have applied 

using single indicators in earlier research on consortia (Mothe et al., 2001) having more 

than one question to measure its different elements decreases the chance for measurement 

errors. 

 

In addition, the items of the questionnaire measured perceptions of respondents of 

behavior of their firm or behavior of the partners. This is a limitation of this study. To 

increase internal validity, future research should operationalize the items more consistently 

to avoid differences in measurement levels. With regards to external validity, the 

conclusions of this thesis are based on scores on firm level and not on group level. In the 

future, researchers may try more advanced statistical procedures from other disciplines 

such as multi level modeling to create more comprehensive models to test the antecedents 

of performance for the entire multi partner alliance. 

 

In this thesis, a cognitive schema approach towards climate was adopted (Anderson et al., 

1998), measuring individual perceptions of alliance members of the cooperation. It is also 

possible for researchers to use a shared perceptions approach. However, the difficulty 

faced by researchers adopting the latter approach has been to attain consensus over 

criteria for minimum levels of agreement sufficient to indicate that perceptions are truly 

shared amongst members of an organization or organizational subunit (Payne, 1990). 

Nonetheless, "the cognitive schema and the shared perceptions approaches are, in 

principle, compatible with one another and are thus not mutually exclusive" (Anderson et 

al., 1998: p. 236). From a pragmatic point of view, the shared perceptions approach 

requires an extensive set of data, as the variable level moves to the group level instead of 

firm level (as was used in this thesis). 

 

Another direction for future research lies in the effect of research institutions on alliance 

performance. Policy is increasingly focusing on stimulating multi partner alliances which 

include research institutions and private parties, to improve the flow of R&D and academic 

knowledge to society. Future research could examine the governance mechanisms of such 

alliances.  

 

It could also be interesting to compare the performance of 'government supported or 

engineered' multi partner alliances with 'emergent' ones (without governmental support) 

(Doz et al., 2000). In this study, this distinction was not made.  

 

Future research focusing on improving the just mentioned limitations could lead to results 

with a greater internal and external validity concerning the antecedents of performance in 

multi partner cooperation.  



 

 156 

 

7.7 Final remarks 

                                                                                                                                                                        

This study has researched the antecedents of performance in multi partner cooperation and 

has used different viewpoints in its examination. Performance was explored using different 

indicators, the interaction between the antecedents was analyzed and the antecedents and 

their effect on performance were explored from a dynamic perspective. Alliance 

performance (dependent on how it is measured) in multi partner cooperation is positively 

influenced by different climates. These antecedents also differ in the various stages in the 

alliance process. In the pre-formation phase, the relational climate in addition to a healthy 

management and organizational climate prove important antecedents of multi partner 

alliance performance. In the post-formation phase of the alliance, the relational, financial 

and innovation and learning climate enhance alliance performance.  

Both formal and social governance enhance alliance performance in multi partner alliances. 

In the post-formation phase, simultaneously managing both governance modes might prove 

to be difficult, as their interaction has a negative impact on alliance performance.  

All these findings suggest that effective multi partner alliance management demands 

different roles pursued by alliance managers, also depending on the phase of the alliance. 

 

To conclude, in this era of open innovation (Chesbrough, 2003), multi partner alliances are 

becoming increasingly important. Multi partner alliances offer a number of important 

advantages for organizations; offering access to new knowledge, technology and financial 

resources to improve their competitive position (De Rochemont et al., 2007). However, 

creating effective value creation and value capturing in these constellations is a difficult 

process (Vanhaverbeke and Cloodt, 2006). This study offers the first large scale empirically 

based research on the antecedents related to alliance performance in multi partner 

cooperation.  

These insights can benefit alliance managers to improve the success of their multi partner 

alliance. Scholars are invited to follow up a number of challenging avenues for further 

research which were presented in this thesis. By doing so, our understanding of an 

important field in the area of management science can be broadened. 
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Appendix A: Questionnaire 
 
 

Financial climate
Financial agreements
Financial commitment
Acceptable financial risks
Dynamic business planning
Clear financial goals

Financial climate
Financial agreements
Financial commitment
Acceptable financial risks
Dynamic business planning
Clear financial goals

Relational climate
Trustworthiness
Social commitment
Faith
Joint problem solving
Cultural fit

Relational climate
Trustworthiness
Social commitment
Faith
Joint problem solving
Cultural fit

Innovation and learning climate
Open-mindedness
Communication
Knowledge sharing

Articulation of knowledge

Learning intent
Customer involvement
Financial resources
Non-financial resources

Innovation and learning climate
Open-mindedness
Communication
Knowledge sharing

Articulation of knowledge

Learning intent
Customer involvement
Financial resources
Non-financial resources

Management and organizational climate
Network orchestrator
Task definition
Clear decision-making process
Alliance capability
Strategic fit

Management and organizational climate
Network orchestrator
Task definition
Clear decision-making process
Alliance capability
Strategic fit

Multi partner alliance performance
Overall satisfaction
Expectation realization mutual goals
Expectation R.O.I. for all partners
Expectation realization firm objectives
Expectation realization firm R.O.I.
Expectation of firm learning

Multi partner alliance performance
Overall satisfaction
Expectation realization mutual goals
Expectation R.O.I. for all partners
Expectation realization firm objectives
Expectation realization firm R.O.I.
Expectation of firm learning

Main constructs and underlying
variables

Main constructs and underlying
variables

• Agreements about a reasonable division of costs and profit between partners have been made

• Partners are committed to solve any financial problem in this alliance

• The financial risks for participating in this alliance are acceptable

• The business planning of this alliance is adjusted regularly to changes in the environment

• Clearly formulated financial goals for this alliance have been set

• Agreements about a reasonable division of costs and profit between partners have been made

• Partners are committed to solve any financial problem in this alliance

• The financial risks for participating in this alliance are acceptable

• The business planning of this alliance is adjusted regularly to changes in the environment

• Clearly formulated financial goals for this alliance have been set

• My partners are treating me fairly

• My partners are committed to make this cooperation a success

• My partners do not have internal or external obstacles to make this alliance a success

• Unexpected problems are solved jointly

• Differences in (company) cultures of partners are bridged effectively

• My partners are treating me fairly

• My partners are committed to make this cooperation a success

• My partners do not have internal or external obstacles to make this alliance a success

• Unexpected problems are solved jointly

• Differences in (company) cultures of partners are bridged effectively

• New ideas are always welcomed in our alliance

• (Technical) communication between partners occurs without problems
• The degree of knowledgde which is shared between me and my partners is sufficient

• My partners know exactly which knowledge I need from them

• My partners are willing to learn from the experiences in this alliance

• We have sufficiently tested if there is an actual market demand for the output of our alliance

• Sufficient non-financial resources are available in this alliance achieve the desired innovation

• Enough financial resources are available in this alliance to achieve the desired innovation

• New ideas are always welcomed in our alliance

• (Technical) communication between partners occurs without problems

• The degree of knowledgde which is shared between me and my partners is sufficient

• My partners know exactly which knowledge I need from them

• My partners are willing to learn from the experiences in this alliance

• We have sufficiently tested if there is an actual market demand for the output of our alliance

• Sufficient non-financial resources are available in this alliance achieve the desired innovation

• Enough financial resources are available in this alliance to achieve the desired innovation

• In this alliance, there is a clear orchestrator among the participants

• The tasks and responsibilities of each partner are divided clearly

• Decision making in this alliance is clearly formulated

• Each partner has internally aligned the responsibilities for cooperating in the alliance effectively

• This alliance offers a large contribution to the strategic position of my company

• In this alliance, there is a clear orchestrator among the participants

• The tasks and responsibilities of each partner are divided clearly

• Decision making in this alliance is clearly formulated

• Each partner has internally aligned the responsibilities for cooperating in the alliance effectively

• This alliance offers a large contribution to the strategic position of my company

• How satisfied are you about the overall performance of the alliance?

• I expect that the mutual goals of this alliance will be realized

• I expect that this alliance will lead to R.O.I. for all partners

• I expect that the objectives of my firm to participate in this alliance will be realized

• I expect that this alliance will lead to R.O.I. for my organization

• I expect that my organization will learn from this alliance

• How satisfied are you about the overall performance of the alliance?

• I expect that the mutual goals of this alliance will be realized

• I expect that this alliance will lead to R.O.I. for all partners

• I expect that the objectives of my firm to participate in this alliance will be realized

• I expect that this alliance will lead to R.O.I. for my organization

• I expect that my organization will learn from this alliance

OperationalizationOperationalization
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Appendix B: Output statistical tests chapter three 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 3.2: Kolgomorov Smirnov test of normality 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 3.3: Descriptive statistics of the constructs 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 3.4: KMO and Bartlett's test 

Kolmogorov  

Constructs Smirnov Test N Sig.

FC
2,03 170 0,001

RC 1,69 170 0,006

ILC 1,45 170 0,030

MOC 2,56 170 0,000

Performance 1,74 170 0,005

FC: Financial climate

RC: Relational climate

ILC: Innovation and learning climate

MOC: Management and organizational climate

Test Output

Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin 0,8847

measure of sampling adequacy

Bartlett's Test of Sphericity

Chi-Square 2289,083

Degrees of freedom 406

Significance 0,000

Constructs

M
o
d
u
s

M
e
d
ia
n

A
v
e
ra
g
e

FC 4,0 4,0 3,8

RC 4,0 3,8 3,8

ILC 4,0 3,7 3,6

MOC 4,0 4,0 3,7

Performance 4,0 3,8 3,8

FC: Financial climate

RC: Relational climate

ILC: Innovation and learning climate

MOC: Management and organizational climate
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Table 3.5: Total variance explained 

Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings

Component

T
o
ta
l

%
 o
f V

a
ria
n
c
e

C
u
m
u
la
tiv
e
 %

T
o
ta
l

%
 o
f V

a
ria
n
c
e

C
u
m
u
la
tiv
e
 %

1,00 9,54 32,88 32,88 4,17 14,38 14,38

2,00 2,09 7,21 40,09 3,76 12,98 27,36

3,00 1,71 5,90 46,00 2,49 8,57 35,93

4,00 1,63 5,63 51,63 2,21 7,62 43,55

5,00 1,31 4,51 56,15 2,18 7,52 51,07

6,00 1,23 4,24 60,39 1,98 6,84 57,90

7,00 1,05 3,64 64,02 1,77 6,12 64,02

8,00 0,92 3,17 67,19

9,00 0,88 3,04 70,23

10,00 0,78 2,68 72,91

11,00 0,73 2,51 75,42

12,00 0,69 2,37 77,79

13,00 0,66 2,28 80,08

14,00 0,62 2,15 82,23

15,00 0,55 1,90 84,14

16,00 0,50 1,74 85,88

17,00 0,48 1,65 87,52

18,00 0,45 1,56 89,08

19,00 0,40 1,38 90,47

20,00 0,39 1,35 91,82

21,00 0,36 1,24 93,06

22,00 0,34 1,17 94,23

23,00 0,31 1,06 95,28

24,00 0,29 1,02 96,30

25,00 0,29 0,99 97,29

26,00 0,23 0,78 98,07

27,00 0,21 0,72 98,79

28,00 0,19 0,65 99,44

29,00 0,16 0,56 100,00
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Table 3.7: Variance explained in five factor solution 
 
 

 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 3.8: Test for convergent validity 

 

Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings Rotation Sums of Squared Loadings

Component

T
o
ta
l

%
 o
f V

a
ria
n
c
e

C
u
m
u
la
tiv
e
 %

T
o
ta
l

%
 o
f V

a
ria
n
c
e

C
u
m
u
la
tiv
e
 %

T
o
ta
l

%
 o
f V

a
ria
n
c
e

C
u
m
u
la
tiv
e
 %

1 7,334 36,671 36,671 7,334 36,671 36,671 3,684 18,421 18,421

2 1,780 8,899 45,570 1,780 8,899 45,570 2,901 14,505 32,926

3 1,589 7,946 53,516 1,589 7,946 53,516 2,332 11,662 44,588

4 1,311 6,554 60,070 1,311 6,554 60,070 2,136 10,682 55,270

5 1,133 5,667 65,737 1,133 5,667 65,737 2,093 10,467 65,737

6 0,823 4,114 69,851

7 0,745 3,726 73,576

8 0,656 3,281 76,857

9 0,605 3,027 79,884

10 0,558 2,791 82,675

11 0,524 2,619 85,294

12 0,440 2,202 87,497

13 0,426 2,130 89,627

14 0,403 2,013 91,640

15 0,369 1,843 93,483

16 0,354 1,768 95,251

17 0,279 1,396 96,647

18 0,253 1,264 97,911

19 0,231 1,156 99,067

20 0,187 0,933 100,000

Constructs

C
ro
n
b
a
c
h
's
 a
lp
h
a

C
o
m
p
o
s
ite
 re

lia
b
ility

FC 0,72 0,84

RC 0,81 0,87

ILC 0,67 0,82

MOC 0,75 0,86

Performance 0,88 0,91

FC: Financial climate

RC: Relational climate

ILC: Innovation and learning climate

MOC: Management and organizational 
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Table 3.9: Estimated Coefficients compared to AVE 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 3.10: The Average Variance Extracted compared to the average variance between 

the constructs 

 

Constructs

E
s
tim

a
te
d
 C
o
e
ffic

ie
n
ts

A
V
E

FC 0,14 0,64

RC 0,40 0,57

ILC 0,09 0,82

MOC 0,15 0,86

Performance 0,88 0,91

FC: Financial climate

RC: Relational climate

ILC: Innovation and learning climate

MOC: Management and organizational climate

Constructs

F
C

P
e
rfo

rm
a
n
c
e

IL
C

R
C

M
O
C

FC 0,80 0 0 0 0

Performance 0,46 0,79 0 0 0

ILC 0,32 0,37 0,78 0 0

RC 0,56 0,59 0,42 0,76 0

MOC 0,47 0,46 0,44 0,51 0,82

FC: Financial climate

RC: Relational climate

ILC: Innovation and learning climate

MOC: Management and organizational climate
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Table 3.11: Tolerance and VIF 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 3.12: Harman's one factor test  

C
o
n
s
tru

c
ts

T
o
le
ra
n
c
e

V
IF

FC 0,6394 1,5641

RC 0,5824 1,7171

ILC 0,7546 1,3252

MOC 0,6389 1,5652

FC: Financial climate

RC: Relational climate

ILC: Innovation and learning climate

MOC: Management and organizational climate

Initial Eigenvalues Extraction Sums of Squared Loadings

Component

T
o
ta
l

%
 o
f V

a
ria
n
c
e

C
u
m
u
la
tiv
e
 %

T
o
ta
l

%
 o
f V

a
ria
n
c
e

C
u
m
u
la
tiv
e
 %

1 9,62 25,99 25,99 9,62 25,99 25,99

2 3,14 8,48 34,47 3,14 8,48 34,47

3 1,99 5,39 39,86 1,99 5,39 39,86

4 1,91 5,16 45,03 1,91 5,16 45,03

5 1,72 4,65 49,68 1,72 4,65 49,68

6 1,57 4,24 53,92 1,57 4,24 53,92

7 1,31 3,53 57,46 1,31 3,53 57,46

8 1,21 3,28 60,74 1,21 3,28 60,74

9 1,17 3,16 63,90 1,17 3,16 63,90

10 1,14 3,07 66,97 1,14 3,07 66,97

11 0,99 2,68 69,65

12 0,88 2,37 72,02

13 0,77 2,08 74,10

14 0,76 2,05 76,15

15 0,68 1,84 77,99

16 0,68 1,83 79,82

17 0,61 1,66 81,48

18 0,60 1,63 83,11

19 0,58 1,58 84,68

20 0,53 1,42 86,11

21 0,50 1,34 87,45

22 0,45 1,22 88,66

23 0,43 1,17 89,83

24 0,42 1,15 90,98

25 0,38 1,02 92,00

26 0,37 1,00 93,00

27 0,35 0,94 93,94

28 0,29 0,79 94,73

29 0,28 0,77 95,50

30 0,27 0,72 96,22

31 0,26 0,70 96,93

32 0,23 0,63 97,56

33 0,22 0,60 98,16

34 0,20 0,55 98,71

35 0,17 0,47 99,17

36 0,17 0,45 99,62

37 0,14 0,38 100,00
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Table 3.13: Multifactor method test 

 
 

C
o
n
s
tru

c
t

IT
E
M

S
u
b
s
ta
n
tiv
e
 fa

c
to
r lo

a
d
in
g
s

R
s
q
u
a
re

M
e
th
o
d
 fa

c
to
r lo

a
d
in
g

R
s
q
u
a
re

FC Financial agreements 0,90 0,82 0,46 0,21

Financial commitment 0,91 0,84 0,53 0,28

Financial risk management 0,91 0,82 0,47 0,22

RC Trustworthiness 0,83 0,69 0,16 0,02

Social commitment 0,88 0,77 0,32 0,10

Faith 0,85 0,72 0,25 0,06

Joint problemsolving 0,88 0,77 0,29 0,08

Cultural fit 0,85 0,73 0,22 0,05

ILC Non-financial resources 0,92 0,84 0,56 0,31

Financial resources 0,91 0,83 0,51 0,26

Articulation of knowledge 0,92 0,84 0,56 0,32

MOC Task definition 0,92 0,84 0,56 0,31

Clear descion-making process 0,92 0,84 0,56 0,31

Alliance capability 0,89 0,80 0,41 0,17

Average 0,89 0,80 0,42 0,19

FC: Financial climate

RC: Relational climate

ILC: Innovation and learning climate

MOC: Management and organizational climate
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Table 3.14: Comparison of the formative and reflective model, based on linking the 

indicators with a consequence construct 

 

M
o
d
e
l:

F
o
rm

a
ti
v
e
 n
=
1
7
0

R
e
fl
e
c
ti
v
e
 n
=
1
7
0

Indicator weights or loadings Weights Loadings

FC: Financial agreement 0,26 ** 0,78 ****

FC: Financial commitment 0,33 ** 0,77 ****

FC: Acceptable financial risks 0,53 **** 0,76 ****

FC: Dynamic business planning -0,05 0,42 ****

FC: Clear financial goals 0,29 ** 0,48 ****

ILC: Open-mindedness 0,19 * 0,52 ****

ILC: Communication 0,21 * 0,70 ****

ILC: Knowledge sharing 0,47 *** 0,81 ****

ILC: Articulation of knowledge 0,09 0,61 ****

ILC: Learning intent 0,22 ** 0,60 ****

ILC: Customer involvement 0,08 0,51 ****

ILC: Financial resources 0,16 * 0,53 ****

ILC: Non-financial resources 0,10 0,55 ****

RC: Trustworthiness 0,25 ** 0,67 ****

RC: Social commitment 0,18 0,81 ****

RC: Faith 0,12 0,72 ****

RC: Joint problem solving 0,52 **** 0,83 ****

RC: Cultural fit 0,21 * 0,74 ****

MOC: Network orchestrator 0,27 ** 0,57 ****

MOC: Task definition 0,29 ** 0,82 ****

MOC: Clear decision-making process 0,11 0,75 ****

MOC: Alliance capability 0,14 0,60 ****

MOC: Strategic fit 0,64 **** 0,63 ****

Beta's of the paths

FC->performance 0,14 ** 0,13 **

ILC->performance 0,18 *** 0,16 **

RC->performance 0,22 *** 0,23 ***

MOC->performance 0,32 **** 0,31 ****

Other relevant measures

AVE 0,62 0,62

Rsquared 0,56 0,53
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Table 3.15: Output common factor analysis10 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 3.16: Condition indexes formative and reflective models 

                                                 
10
 Extraction Method: Principal Axis Factoring.  Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization. a  Rotation 

converged in 12 iterations. 

 

Dimension Condition Index

Formative Reflective

1 1,0 1,0

2 1,7 1,7

3 2,3 2,4

4 2,6 2,6

5 2,8 3,1

 Factor

1 2 3 4

F1  0,48   

F2  0,63   

F3  0,70   

R1 0,46    

R2 0,74    

R3 0,57    

R7 0,67    

R9 0,56    

I6    0,71

I7    0,54

I8    0,55

MOC3   0,72  

MOC4   0,71  

MOC5   0,47  
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Appendix C: Correlation matrixes 
 

 

Construct: 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 10. 11. 12. 13.
1. Financial climate 1
2. Relational climate 0.56*** 1
3. Innovation and learning climate 0.32*** 0.41** 1

4.

Management and organizational 

climate 0.47*** 0.51** 0.44** 1
5. Alliance membership 0.14 0.07 0.03 0.01 1
6. Alliance experience -0.04 -0.00 -0.10 0.06 -0.33** 1
7. Alliance phase -0.09 0.0 -0.02 -0.27** 0.15* -0.49** 1
8. Alliance size 0.05 -0.05 -0.10 0.05 0.24** -0.06 -0.12 1
9. Alliance type -0.19* -0.08 -0.07 0.04 -0.10 0.20** -0.22** 0.19* 1
10. Firmsize 0.13 -0.04 0.00 0.03 -0.02 0.28** -0.25** 0.07 0.21** 1
11. Industry -0.10 -0.09 -0.21** -0.15 -0.06 0.24** -0.35** -0.29** -0.05 0.11 1
12. Prior cooperation -0.07 -0.09 -0.03 0.01 -0.37** 0.72** -0.39** 0.03 0.23** 0.27** 0.09 1
13. Performance 0.46** 0.59** 0.37** 0.45** -0.02 -0.14 0.12 -0.01 -0.13 0.20** -0.19* -0.16* 1  

 

Table 4.3: Correlation matrix chapter four  

 

Construct 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 10. 11.

1. Financial climate 1

2. Relational climate 0.56*** 1

3.

Management and organizational 

climate 0.47*** 0.51*** 1

4. Alliance membership 0.14 0.07 0.01 1
5. Alliance experience -0.04 -0.00 0.06 -0.33*** 1

6. Alliance phase -0.09 0.0 -0.27*** 0.15* -0.49*** 1

7. Alliance size 0.05 -0.05 0.05 0.24*** -0.06 -0.12 1

8. Alliance type -0.19* -0.08 0.04 -0.10 0.20*** -0.22*** 0.19** 1
9. Firmsize 0.13 -0.04 0.03 -0.02 0.28*** -0.25*** 0.07 0.21*** 1

10. Industry -0.10 -0.09 -0.15 -0.06 0.24*** -0.35*** -0.29*** -0.05 0.11 1

11. Prior cooperation -0.07 -0.09 0.01 -0.37*** 0.72*** -0.39*** 0.03 0.23*** 0.27*** 0.09 1  

 
Table 5.3: Correlation matrix chapter five 

 
Construct 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 10. 11. 12. 13. 14.

1. Financial climate 1
2. Relational climate 0.60*** 1
3. Innovation and learning climate 0.57*** 0.53*** 1

4.

Management and organizational 

climate 0.50*** 0.57*** 0.52** 1
5. Alliance membership 0.19 0.16 0.08 0.02 1
6. Alliance experience -0.18 -0.10 -0.18 -0.06-0.36*** 1
7. Alliance size -0.22 -0.29** -0.25** -0.14 0.18 -0.09 1
8. Alliance type -0.29** -0.29** -0.24** -0.16 0.03 0.26** 0.57*** 1
9. Firmsize 0.16 -0.01 0.03 0.07 0.06 0.25** 0.15 0.23** 1

10. Industry 0.07 0.12 -0.26** -0.07 0.20 0.01 -0.03 0.00 -0.04 1
11. Prior cooperation -0.20 -0.29** -0.11 -0.14-0.39*** 0.79*** -0.02 0.29** 0.32*** -0.01 1
12. Performance 0.38*** 0.55*** 0.37*** 0.54*** -0.00 -0.25** -0.21 -0.16 -0.17 -0.07-0.31*** 0.51*** 0.60*** 1  
 
Table 6.3: Correlation matrix pre-formation phase (1) 
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Construct 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 10. 11. 12.
1. Financial climate 1
2. Relational climate 0.54*** 1

3. Innovation and learning climate 0.09 0.30*** 1

4.

Management and organizational 

climate 0.44*** 0.50*** 0.38*** 1

5. Alliance membership 0.14 -0.03 -0.03 0.08 1
6. Alliance experience -0.01 0.10 -0.07 -0.11-0.212** 1
7. Alliance size -0.27*** 0.10 0.03 0.15 0.36*** -0.18 1
8. Alliance type -0.16 0.11 0.10 0.12 -0.17 -0.04 -0.23** 1

9. Firmsize -0.04 -0.10 -0.08 -0.26** -0.09 0.06 -0.17 0.05 1
10. Industry -0.21** -0.21** -0.22** -0.38*** -0.13 0.13 -0.56*** -0.23** 0.11 1
11. Prior cooperation -0.04 0.07 0.04 -0.07 -0.29*** 0.51*** -0.02 0.04 -0.00 -0.08 1
12. Performance 0.57*** 0.62*** 0.37*** 0.49*** -0.08 0.06 0.19 -0.08 -0.23** -0.22** 0.03 1  
 
Table 6.4: Correlation matrix post-formation phase (1) 

 

Construct 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 10. 11. 12. 13. 14.
1. Financial climate 1
2. Relational climate 0.60*** 1
3. Innovation and learning climate 0.57*** 0.53*** 1

4.

Management and organizational 

climate 0.50*** 0.57*** 0.52** 1
5. Alliance membership 0.19 0.16 0.08 0.02 1
6. Alliance experience -0.18 -0.10 -0.18 -0.06 -0.36*** 1
7. Alliance size -0.22 -0.29** -0.25** -0.14 0.18 -0.09 1
8. Alliance type -0.29** -0.29** -0.24** -0.16 0.03 0.26** 0.57*** 1
9. Firmsize 0.16 -0.01 0.03 0.07 0.06 0.25** 0.15 0.23** 1

10. Industry 0.07 0.12 -0.26** -0.07 0.20 0.01 -0.03 0.00 -0.04 1
11. Prior cooperation -0.20 -0.29** -0.11 -0.14 -0.39*** 0.79*** -0.02 0.29** 0.32*** -0.01 1

12.

Financial climate * Relational 

climate 0.87*** 0.89*** 0.59*** 0.57*** 0.20 -0.16 -0.30*** -0.34*** 0.05 0.10 -0.27** 1

13.

Management and organizational 

climate * Relational climate 0.59*** 0.90*** 0.57*** 0.85*** 0.12 -0.09 -0.24** -0.25** -0.12 0.06 -0.26** 0.83*** 1
14. Performance 0.38*** 0.55*** 0.37*** 0.54*** -0.00 -0.25** -0.21 -0.16 -0.17 -0.07-0.31*** 0.51***0.60*** 1  
 
Table 6.10: Correlation matrix pre-formation phase (2) 
 

Construct 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 10. 11. 12. 13. 14.

1. Financial climate 1

2. Relational climate 0.54*** 1
3. Innovation and learning climate 0.09 0.33*** 1

4.

Management and organizational 

climate 0.44*** 0.50*** 0.38*** 1

5. Alliance membership 0.14 -0.03 -0.03 0.08 1
6. Alliance experience -0.01 0.10 -0.06 -0.11 -0.21** 1

7. Alliance size 0.27*** 0.15 0.03 0.15 0.36*** -0.18 1

8. Alliance type -0.16 0.11 0.10 0.12 -0.17 -0.04 -0.23** 1
9. Firmsize 0.06 -0.09 -0.08 -0.26** -0.09 0.06 -0.17 0.05 1

10. Industry -0.21** -0.21** -0.22** -0.38*** -0.13 0.13 -0.56*** -0.23** 0.11 1

11. Prior cooperation -0.04 0.07 0.04 -0.07-0.29*** 0.51*** -0.02 0.04 -0.00 -0.08 1

12.

Financial climate * Relational 

climate 0.87*** 0.85*** 0.25** 0.52*** 0.09 0.06 0.27*** -0.07 -0.04 -0.22** 0.00 1

13.

Management and organizational 

climate * Relational climate 0.52*** 0.85*** 0.45*** 0.86*** 0.05 -0.01 0.17 0.12 -0.21** -0.32*** 0.00 0.79*** 1
14. Performance 0.57*** 0.62*** 0.37*** 0.49*** -0.08 0.06 0.19 -0.07 -0.23** -0.22** 0.032 0.63*** 0.61*** 1  
 
Table 6.11: Correlation matrix post-formation phase (2) 
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Appendix D: Control variables 
 
Control variable Operationalization and coding

Alliance membership Each alliance was given an individual code.

Alliance phase "Please specify the alliance phase your alliance is situated in:"

pre-formation (=1)

post-formation (=2)

Firm size "Please specify how many employees your company has:"

0-50 (=1)

50-100 (=2)

100-500 (=3)

>500  (=4)

Prior cooperative experience with group members "Did you have prior cooperative experiences with your partners?"

yes (=1)

no (=0)

Multi partner alliance experience "Did you have prior multi partner alliance experience?"

yes (=1)

no (=0)

Alliance size For each alliance, all respondents were counted.

Alliance type Alliances were classified into two alliance types:

business alliance (=1)

learning alliance (=2)

Industry "Please specify your industry:"

hardware

software

communication

fmcg

health

trade 

manufacturing

education

public party/government

telecom

logistics

financial advisory

energy

agri-food

biotech

aerospace

other  
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Summary 
 

Opening up for innovation: the antecedents of multi partner alliance performance  

In today's competitive landscape, firms are increasingly using outside sources to increase 

their innovative performance (Chesbrough et al., 2006). Next to bilateral alliances, firms 

are engaging in multi partner alliances to improve their competitive position. In this thesis, 

open innovation is examined at the inter-firm level; i.e. considering the interests of more 

than two companies that are tied to each other through equity or non-equity alliances. 

More specifically, the focus of this thesis lays on multi partner alliances, which can be 

described as the following: 

 

"A multi partner alliance is a collective, voluntary organizational association with more 

than two members, with common objectives, joint decision-making and shared risks, that 

interactively engage in multilateral value chain activities, such as collaborative research, 

development, sourcing, production, marketing and/or commercialization of technologies, 

products, or services" 

 

Existing data on multi partner alliance activity focuses on high tech industries and often 

contains a bias towards large firms. Research on multi partner alliance activity has not been 

longitudinal. Hence, it is not clear if multi partner alliances are a temporary or long-term 

phenomenon. To increase our understanding of this empirical phenomenon, newly collected 

data is presented on this topic. 

 

The analysis of the MERIT CATI database found that on average 1 out of 5 alliances is a 

multi partner cooperation. In the period 1980-2000, the number of multi partner alliances 

with more than three partners remained fairly stable. All types of multi partner alliances 

(grouped by number of participants) seem to move in the same pattern. Next to multi 

partner alliance activity in high tech sectors (which often encompasses large firms), data on 

SME multi partner activities was analyzed. In 2005, 11 newly registered multi partner 

alliances were active, while this number grew by more than 700% in 2007 to 88.  

 

Chapter one reveals that SMEs clearly participate in multi partner alliances to broaden their 

innovative scope, aiming to develop new products, services and new technology and by 

accessing resources from outside partners. 

 

Hence, multi partner alliances offer interesting benefits for partners. However, in order to 

ensure optimal value creation, one should be able to master a number of difficulties in 

multi partner alliance management. 
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A first major difficulty is the increased danger of free-riding. The creation of a public good 

(e.g., useful knowledge) has the potential for ‘free riders,’ members who enjoy the 

benefits of the collective good without contributing to its establishment and/or 

maintenance.  

A second difficulty in multi partner cooperation concerns the increased risk of potential 

conflicts; the number of dyadic relationships increases geometrically as the number of 

partners becomes larger.  

A third difficulty (as a result of the previous two difficulties) in multi partner alliances is 

that a greater number of partners also tend to introduce additional coordination and 

communication costs as a result of increased transaction costs.  

 

The results of from chapter one showed signs which reflect a greater need for more formal 

and social governance and but also more specific issues in multi partner alliance 

management.  

 

These managerial difficulties and signals from practice need to be answered by theoretical 

knowledge. However, previous literature on multi partner cooperation contains several 

evident voids concerning management of multi partner alliances. Previous literature is 

largely conceptual and views the topic from isolated perspectives. Next, the empirical 

effect of formal and social governance in multi partner cooperation has not received much 

attention. Moreover, little is known about the antecedents for a healthy multi partner 

performance in the different phases in the multi partner lifecycle.  

  

Therefore, these voids lead to the following main research question for this thesis: 

"What are the antecedents of performance of multi partner alliances?" 

 

For this thesis, a climate approach was adopted to integrate various theoretical 

perspectives.  

  

The main research question is answered by integrating the answers to three sub questions, 

derived from the voids just mentioned. Both antecedents and alliance performance were 

measured by the individual perceptions of 170 different Dutch SME firms active in multi 

partner alliances. 

 

Sub question one: what are the antecedents of multi partner alliance performance 

regardless of the alliance phase? 

 

The findings of our study illustrate that – if no distinction is made of the phase in which the 

multi partner alliance is situated – different antecedents influence alliance performance, 

depending on the way performance is measured. All four climate constructs of our 
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theoretical framework explain alliance performance if performance is measured by the 

expectations that firm objectives will be realized. The theoretical framework of chapter 

four has strong explanatory power: almost half all variance in alliance performance could 

be explained by our framework when regressed on overall alliance performance. When 

performance is measured using an overall performance construct, three types of climates 

positively influence alliance performance: the relational, the financial and the 

organizational climate, with the largest part of variance seems to be explained by the 

relational and the financial climate.  

 

A financial climate is important for various reasons. Greater possibilities of free riding (Das 

et al., 2003) require formal agreements to provide boundaries and to restrict opportunism. 

Moreover, value should be distributed fairly (Vanhaverbeke et al., 2006). It will be 

necessary to calculate benefits across the alliance to ensure that each member gets a 

return so that every participant stays financially committed (Vanhaverbeke et al., 2006). It 

is also important that firms have commitment to solve financial problems and that financial 

risks for participating in the alliance are acceptable (Das et al., 2001). 

Next to the financial climate, multi partner alliances are benefited by a healthy relational 

climate. Trust, faith and social commitment have a positive effect on alliance performance 

(Das et al., 1998; Cullen et al, 2000).  In addition, through joint problem solving, a mutually 

satisfactory solution may be reached for every contingency and consequently add to 

relationship success (Dyer et al., 1998). Additionally, a healthy relational climate also 

requires firms to bridge cultural differences (Das and Teng, 2003). This may decrease 

interorganizational conflicts which can negatively affect alliance stability. 

 

Next to the financial and the relational climate, multi partner alliances are positively 

influenced by a healthy innovation and learning climate. This climate consisted of sufficient 

financial and non-financial resources for innovation and also consisted of a clear 

articulation of the required knowledge for achieving alliance objectives. Multi partner 

alliances require the right resource alignment (Das et al., 2000). In multi partner innovation 

alliances, it is necessary that the membership mix lead to an optimal resource configuration 

(Gomes-Casseres, 1996). Moreover, knowledge sharing in these alliances involves 

communication of often tacit knowledge, which stresses the importance that all partners 

have a good understanding which knowledge is required for effective innovation and 

learning. Such articulation efforts can produce an improved understanding and result in 

adaptive adjustments to the existing sets of routines or in enhanced recognition of the need 

for more fundamental change.  

 

Finally, multi partner alliance performance is positively enhanced by the presence of a 

healthy management and organizational climate. This construct contains a clear task 

definition, a clear decision-making process and satisfactory alliance capability of the 
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member firms. Effective multi partner organization requires that that tasks are clearly 

defined and decision-making procedures are transparent, because dealing with a group of 

firms may lead to ambiguity (due to the ungeneralized nature of exchanges). Moreover, a 

healthy degree of alliance capability of partners can make the cooperation more 

productive. 

 

In the second empirical study of this thesis, an examination of the interaction between 

formal and social governance in multi partner alliances was carried out. 

 

Sub question two: which association exists between formal governance and social 

governance in multi partner alliances? 

 

Chapter five revealed that formal governance, as viewed from the financial and 

management and organizational climate, is positively related to the relational quality in the 

alliance.  

 

A healthy financial climate benefits the relational climate. Making agreements about value 

creation and creating explicit boundaries improve the relational ties among actors; thus 

enhancing interpartner commitment, which is a requirement for effective alliance 

performance (Cullen et al., 2000; Das et al., 1998). In addition, a healthy management and 

organizational climate has an enhancing effect on the relational quality among partners. In 

the situation of a healthy management and organizational climate, partners know which 

tasks are defined and have a clear understanding of the decision-making process. This 

decreases ambiguity, thus enhancing commitment of the partners. Moreover, a healthy 

alliance capability present at partners is positive for strengthening a trust building climate.  

 

The additional regression analysis of chapter five also showed the interaction between 

formal and social governance could also be the other way around. Relational governance 

could have a positive effect on formal governance, because the presence of social 

mechanisms such as trust and social commitment reduce the level of resistance and brings 

harmony to the controller-controllee relationship (Das et al., 2001). Without a healthy 

relational climate, partners may find it difficult to accept (risky) outcome measures and to 

follow specific behavior patterns. 

 

Strictly viewed, a definitive causal direction between these governance modes could not be 

determined. Formal governance could strengthen social governance, by creating boundaries 

to prevent factors that undermine a healthy relational climate (such as opportunism and 

ambiguity). On the other hand, the presence of a healthy relational climate creates 

openness towards the acceptance of controls and procedures. Nonetheless, the main 
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finding from chapter five is that the association between both governance modes is positive 

and not negative. 

Chapter five found that firms in the post-formation phase have a stronger relational climate 

than firms in the pre-formation phase. In addition, chapter four found that firms in the 

post-formation have a higher level of alliance performance. These findings could suggest 

that depending on the alliance phase, performance and its antecedents may differ. Thus, 

this aspect of time could be an important topic which leads to the third sub question of this 

study. 

 

Sub question three: what are the antecedents of multi partner alliance performance in the 

pre-formation phase and the post-formation phase? 

 

Chapter six covered the effect of the different climates on alliance performance in the pre-

formation and the post-formation phase. Similar to chapter four, the statistical results 

show explanatory power of our theoretical framework. 

The first phase in our framework is the pre-formation phase. In this phase, partners are 

seeking common ground and finding the right membership mix. In the pre-formation phase, 

the relational and management and organizational climates appear to have a strong 

positive impact on alliance performance, explaining half of its variance. From the start of 

the cooperation, there should be a minimum degree of trust and social commitment of 

partners, to create a reinforcing cycle of trust and reciprocity (Doz et al., 1998). Moreover, 

alliance partners should have a clear definition of the tasks to be carried out from the 

start. Clarity in the decision-making process is also important in the pre-formation phase, 

because a lack of it can lead to ambiguity among members in the rest of the process. In 

addition, firms with well equipped alliance capabilities may be more effective in the art of 

cooperation, which could translate into higher alliance performance in the pre-formation 

phase. 

 

The second phase in our framework is the post-formation phase of the multi partner 

alliance. In this phase, the focus lays on further development of the strategy and 

integration/coordination of complementary business activities so that the alliance can 

leverage the anticipated gains derived from the alliance (Spekman et al., 1998). Our 

theoretical framework appears to have the strongest explanatory power in this phase: more 

than half of alliance performance in the post-formation phase can be explained by the 

theoretical framework and control variables. Similar to the pre-formation phase, a healthy 

relational climate has a positive effect on alliance performance in the post-formation 

phase. As the cooperation progresses, chances for free-riding increase (Das et al., 2003). 

Exchanges will increase and because they are not always generalized in multi partner 

exchanges, it will become ambiguous if some firms only receive knowledge but do not 

contribute fairly. Hence, exchange partners are uncertain whether they will receive 
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benefits (Das et al., 2003). Social mechanisms such as trust and social commitment play an 

important role in this phase (Poppo et al., 2002). Next to the relational climate, a healthy 

alliance performance in the post-formation phase is enhanced by a healthy financial 

climate. In this phase, risks for free riding increase and conflicts concerning value 

distribution may rise (Garcia-Canal et al., 2003; Vanhaverbeke et al., 2006). Formal 

financial governance creates boundaries for opportunistic behaviors and creates clear rules, 

norms and procedures (Williamson, 1985). Next to the relational and financial climate in 

the post-formation phase, a healthy innovation and learning climate also positively 

influences alliance performance. When the cooperation progresses from pre-formation to 

development, it is vital that firms contribute and integrate complementary resources, in 

line with the Resource Based View of the Firm (Das et al., 2000). Moreover, during this 

process, it becomes much clearer which innovation is targeted thus resulting in a clear 

articulation of required knowledge (Nonaka, 1994). Thus, depending on the phase in the 

alliance lifecycle, a mix of different climates positively benefits multi partner alliance 

performance.  

 

An additional analysis was carried out to find out if the interaction between the different 

climates offers additional explanatory power concerning alliance performance. According to 

the results, the interaction between the relational and the financial climate is negatively 

related to alliance performance.  

 

If the answers on the sub questions are synthesized, the following answer to the main 

research question of this thesis can be formulated.  

 

Performance can be explained by a combination of interorganizational climates; the 

financial, relational, innovation and learning and management and organizational climate 

all positively enhance alliance performance in multi partner cooperation. Depending on the 

way performance is measured, a combination of different climates (and control variables) is 

positively related to multi partner alliance performance. When performance is measured by 

using an overall performance construct, the financial, relational and the management and 

organizational climate are positively related to a healthy alliance performance. Formal 

governance and relational governance are positively related to each other. However, the 

interaction between financial and social governance negatively impacts alliance 

performance. 

 

The most effective combination of healthy climates is also dependent on the phase in the 

lifecycle of the cooperation. In the pre-formation phase, the relational and management 

and organizational climates have the strongest impact on alliance performance, while in 

the post-formation phase, a combination of a healthy relational climate, a healthy financial 

climate in addition to a strong innovation and learning climate explain performance. Thus, 
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the factors which explain multi partner alliance performance are dependent on the 

indicators used and also on the phase in the alliance lifecycle. In both phases and across all 

indicators, the relational climate has a strong positive effect on alliance performance. 

 

This thesis offers several implications for managerial practice. First of all, this study shows 

that a large amount of variance in alliance performance can be explained by climate 

constructs. Managers are advised to monitor these climates by using alliance management 

tools. Furthermore, each climate demands a different role for the manager. Depending on 

the role which should be pursued in each phase, a different mix of roles is sufficient. These 

different roles could ask for different qualities of alliance management during each phase. 

In the pre-formation phase, there is a need for a 'relational therapist' and an 'organizer'. 

The alliance manager should be someone who can handle ambiguity and uncertainty and 

feel comfortable with creating organizational structure, but without pressuring financial 

issues. Ideally, the alliance manager in this phase should also be sensitive to feelings of 

(dis)trust and social commitment. In the post-formation phase, being a relational therapist 

is still important, to maintain a healthy social foundation in the group. However, the 

alliance manager should also fulfill the role of accountant or lawyer and also an engineer 

for innovation and learning. These roles demand that alliance managers do not have 

difficulties with monitoring financial or innovation related issues in the group. 

 

If it is not possible to find these qualities in one individual manager, the alliance could 

consider assigning different alliance managers for each phase. Based on findings in 

literature from organizational lifecycle theory, companies tend to require, different 

managerial styles as they grow and that accordingly the entrepreneur must either undergo 

a style change to become a true manager or be replaced by someone more congenial to 

bureaucratic managerial systems. In addition, the alliance manager could consider using 

external experts to fulfill these roles as well. Hence, the results from chapter six showed 

that the interaction between formal (financial) governance and social governance has a 

negative effect on performance. This could indicate the difficulty of simultaneously 

implementing both governance styles in an effective way. Therefore, alliance managers 

could consider to access outside resources to support the alliance management process. 

Furthermore, this study offers insights which parameters should be given attention by 

managers who are targeting specific outcome indicators. Alliance managers that are 

focused on increasing overall satisfaction should focus on the relational climate. Achieving 

high levels of trust and social commitment, by crossing cultural differences and encouraging 

joint problem solving may translate into a higher level of satisfaction among the different 

alliance parties.  
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Samenvatting 
 

Open gaan voor innovatie: de antecedenten van multi partner alliantie performance 

In het huidige competitieve landschap gebruiken bedrijven steeds meer externe bronnen 

om hun innovativiteit te vergroten. Naast bilaterale allianties gebruiken bedrijven multi 

partner allianties om hun concurrentie positie te versterken. In dit proefschrift wordt 

gekeken naar een specifiek aspect van open innovatie, namelijk het inter organizationeel 

niveau. Om nog specifieker te zijn, in dit proefschrift wordt gekeken naar het verschijnsel 

van multi partner samenwerking, hetgeen geformuleerd kan worden als volgt: 

 

Een multi partner alliantie is een collectieve, vrijwillige, organisatorische associatie met 

meer dan twee leden, met gezamenlijke doelstellingen, gezamenlijke besluitvorming en 

gezamenlijke risico's, die op interactieve wijze zich bezig houdt met multi laterale waarde 

keten activiteiten, zoals gezamenlijk onderzoek, ontwikkeling, productie, marketing en/of 

de commercialisatie van technologieën, producten of diensten. 

 

Bestaande empirische kennis op dit vlak is schaars. Het bleek nog onduidelijk in hoeverre 

multi partner allianties een tijdelijk fenomeen zijn of een langdurige trend. Dit onderzoek 

laat zien dat in de periode van 1980-2000, één op de vijf allianties uit high tech sectoren 

bestaan uit meer dan twee partners. Gedurende deze periode blijft het aantal multi 

partner allianties stabiel. De verschillende typen multi partner allianties (gegroepeerd naar 

aantal partners) bewegen volgens hetzelfde patroon. 

 

Naast multi partner allianties in high tech sectoren, wordt in dit proefschrift ook data 

gepresenteerd over multi partner allianties in het Nederlandse MKB (afkomstig van de 

overheidsorganisatie Syntens). In de periode van 2005 t/m halverwege 2007 is het aantal 

geregistreerde multi partner allianties met 700% gestegen. 

 

Hoofdstuk één laat zien dat MKB bedrijven in multi partner allianties participeren om hun 

innovatievermogen te verbreden, door nieuwe producten, diensten en technologieën te 

ontwikkelen en toegang te krijgen tot bronnen van externe partijen in het innovatieproces. 

  

Multi partner allianties bieden dus interessante voordelen voor organisaties. Er zijn een 

drietal management uitdagingen waarmee managers uit deze multi partner allianties 

worden geconfronteerd om optimale waarde te realiseren. De eerste uitdaging is de 

verhoogde kans op 'mee lift' gedrag van partners. De creatie van publieke kennis voor de 

groep kan leiden tot opportuun gedrag van partners, die de voordelen van samenwerking 

wel willen gebruiken maar niet zelf iets teruggeven aan de groep. 
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Een tweede uitdaging is de verhoogde kans op conflicten in de groep, aangezien er 

meerdere partijen zich in een multi partner alliantie bevinden. Een derde uitdaging 

(resulterend uit de vorige twee uitdagingen) is dat een groter aantal partners veelal extra 

coördinatie en communicatie kosten introduceren, als gevolg van verhoogde 

transactiekosten. 

 

De uitkomsten van hoofdstuk één kunnen duiden op een grotere behoefte voor meer 

formele en informele beheersing in multi partner allianties, in aanvulling op enkele meer 

specifiekere vereisten. 

 

De voorgaande uitdagingen en praktijk suggesties vragen om kennis op het gebied van multi 

partner alliantie management. Voorgaande literatuur op dit vlak bevat helaas enkele 

duidelijke hiaten. Literatuur op dit gebied veelal conceptueel van aard en benadert het 

management aspect van multi partner allianties vanuit geïsoleerde theoretische 

perspectieven. Daarnaast blijkt dat er weinig bekend is over het effect van formele en 

informele beheersmechanismen op performance in dit type alliantie. Ook is geen duidelijk 

inzicht of de antecedenten voor performance afhankelijk zijn van de fasen in het alliantie 

proces, hetgeen wel blijkt uit literatuur uit dyadische allianties. 

 

Deze hiaten in literatuur leiden tot de volgende onderzoeksvraag voor dit proefschrift: 

"Wat zijn de antecedenten van performance in multi partner allianties?" 

 

In deze studie wordt vanuit een 'klimaat' perspectief gekeken naar deze factoren. Een 

klimaat perspectief biedt het voordeel dat hiermee verschillende theoretische 

perspectieven geïntegreerd kunnen worden, hetgeen een duidelijk hiaat bleek in 

voorgaande literatuur. Zowel de antecedenten en performance zijn gemeten a.h.v. de 

individuele perceptie van 170 respondenten actief in multi partner alliances. 

 

De hoofdvraag wordt vervolgens beantwoord door deze te verdelen in aantal deelvragen die 

eerst beantwoord worden. 

 

Deelvraag een: wat zijn de antecedenten voor performance in multi partner allianties, 

zonder dat hierbij de alliantie fase in overweging wordt genomen? 

 

De resultaten uit dit onderzoek illustreren dat – indien er geen onderscheid wordt gemaakt 

tussen de fasen waarin de multi partner samenwerking zich bevindt – verschillende 

antecedenten alliantie performance lijken te beïnvloeden, afhankelijk van de wijze waarop 

performance wordt geoperationaliseerd. Alle vier klimaat constructen van het theoretische 

raamwerk uit dit proefschrift lijken alliantie performance te verklaren, indien performance 

gemeten wordt aan de hand van de verwachtingen van de deelnemers dat de individuele 
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doelstellingen om te participeren in de alliantie worden gerealiseerd. Indien performance 

wordt gemeten aan de hand van een algemeen performance construct, dan zijn er 3 typen 

klimaat die alliantie performance positief beïnvloeden: het relationele, de financiële en 

het management en organisatorische klimaat, waarbij het relationele en het financiële 

klimaat de meeste variantie verklaren. 

 

Een financieel klimaat is belangrijk voor verscheidene redenen, zoals een grotere kans op 

mee lift gedrag, hetgeen formele afspraken vereist om grenzen te stellen. Ook is het van 

belang dat waarde op een eerlijke wijze wordt verdeeld. Als dit niet het geval is dan kan 

dit leiden tot een verslechtering van de financiële commitment per speler. Iedere partij 

dient ook akkoord te gaan met de benodigde financiële inspanning om te participeren in de 

samenwerking, hetgeen ook betekent dat financiële problemen oplosbaar zijn en dat 

financiële risico's acceptabel zijn. 

 

Naast het financiële klimaat is de multi partner samenwerking gebaat bij een gezond 

relationeel klimaat. De verwachting dat de ander zich niet opportunistisch zal gedragen, 

het vertrouwen in de capaciteiten van anderen en toewijding zijn belangrijke factoren in 

het besturen van de multi partner samenwerking; Formele besturingsmechanismen kunnen 

niet alle mogelijke details en veranderingen ondervangen in contracten. Andere elementen 

van het relationele klimaat, een gezamenlijke oplossingsbenadering en het overbruggen van 

culturele verschillen, verlagen de kans op mogelijke conflicten die alliantiestabiliteit 

kunnen ondermijnen. 

 

Naast het financiële en relationele klimaat vereisen multi partner samenwerkingsverbanden 

een gezond innovatie en leren klimaat. Dit klimaat behelst een voldoende aanwezigheid van 

financiële en niet-financiële middelen voor innovatie en een duidelijke articulatie van de 

benodigde kennis. Voldoende middelen zijn nodig om het innovatieproces te volbrengen. 

Een duidelijke articulatie van kennis is nodig omdat kennisdeling in allianties veelal 

gepaard gaat met ongeschreven kennis, hetgeen vereist dat men uitspreekt welke kennis 

benodigd is. 

 

Tevens wordt multi partner alliantie performance positief beïnvloed door de aanwezigheid 

van een gezond management en organisatorisch klimaat. Dit klimaat bevat een duidelijke 

taakomschrijving, een helder beslissingsproces en een adequate alliantievaardigheid van de 

deelnemers. Taken dienen helder geformuleerd te zijn evenals de 

besluitvormingsprocedures, om hiermee onduidelijkheid met nadelige consequenties te 

voorkomen. Een gezonde alliantievaardigheid kan partners in staat stellen om te leren van 

fouten uit het verleden en het absorptievermogen per partij te vergroten, hetgeen 

resulteert in een positieve performance van de groep. 
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In de tweede empirische studie van dit proefschrift is gekeken naar de interactie tussen 

formele en informele besturing in multi partner allianties. 

 

Deelvraag twee: welke samenhang bestaat er tussen formele besturing en sociale besturing 

in multi partner allianties? 

 

Formele beheersingsmechanismen, bekeken vanuit een financieel en een management en 

organisatorisch klimaat, lijken positief samen te hangen met relationele 

beheersingsmechanismen (vanuit een relationeel klimaat bekeken). 

 

Een gezond financieel klimaat kan bijdragen aan de ontwikkeling van het relationele 

klimaat. Afspraken maken over waardecreatie en grenzen stellen verhoogt de relationele 

banden tussen de actoren. Daarnaast heeft een gezond management en organisatorisch 

klimaat een versterkend effect op het relationele klimaat. Heldere taakverdeling en een 

transparant besluitvormingsproces verlagen onduidelijkheid tussen partijen, waardoor de 

betrokkenheid kan toenemen. Een gezonde alliantievaardigheid kan tenslotte bijdragen aan 

de ontwikkeling van een sfeer van vertrouwen in de groep.  

 

De aanvullende regressie analyse in hoofdstuk vijf laat tevens zien, dat de interactie tussen 

formele en informele besturingsmechanismen ook andersom zou kunnen werken. 

Relationele besturing kan een positieve bijdrage leveren aan formele besturing; sociale 

mechanismen zoals vertrouwen en toewijding kunnen weerstand verlagen jegens formele 

mechanismen. 

 

Strikt genomen kan in hoofdstuk vijf geen definitieve causale directie aangetoond worden 

tussen de verschillende typen beheersingsmechanismen. Formele besturing kan relationele 

besturing versterken, maar dit zou wellicht ook andersom kunnen werken. 

 

Desalniettemin is de belangrijkste bevinding van hoofdstuk vijf dat de associatie tussen de 

verschillende beheersmechanismen positief lijkt te zijn en in elk geval niet negatief. 

 

De bevinding uit hoofdstuk vijf dat bedrijven in de ontwikkelingsfase een sterkere 

relationeel klimaat hebben, samen met de bevinding uit hoofdstuk vier dat bedrijven in de 

ontwikkelingsfase ook een sterkere performance hebben, kunnen signalen zijn dat de fase 

in het alliantieproces een mogelijke rol speelt in de verklaring van performance. De derde 

onderzoeksvraag houdt zich daarom bezig met het volgende vraagstuk: 

 

Deelvraag drie: wat zijn de antecedenten van performance in multi partner allianties in de 

opstartfase en de ontwikkelingsfase? 
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In hoofdstuk zes is uitvoerig gekeken naar het effect van de verschillende klimaat types op 

alliantie performance in de opstart- en ontwikkelingsfase. In lijn met de resultaten uit 

hoofdstuk vier blijkt dat het conceptuele model in staat blijkt een hoge mate van variantie 

te kunnen verklaren.  

De eerste fase in het raamwerk behelst de opstartfase. In deze fase zoeken partners naar 

een gemeenschappelijke basis en tracht men de juiste mix van partners samen te stellen. 

Het blijkt dat in deze fase, het relationele en management en organisatorische klimaat de 

grootste verklarende waarde m.b.t. performance hebben. Vanaf het begin van de 

samenwerking dient er een minimale aanwezigheid van vertrouwen aanwezig te zijn, wat 

de trigger kan zijn voor een zelfversterkende cyclus van vertrouwen en reciprociteit. 

Daarnaast zijn de alliantie partners in deze fase gebaat bij een heldere taakverdeling, 

evenals duidelijkheid in het besluitvormingsproces. Indien deze aspecten niet helder zijn 

voor de partijen kan dit leiden tot onduidelijkheid bij de leden. Tevens kan een positieve 

alliantievaardigheid bij de partners vanaf het begin van de coöperatie een positieve 

bijdrage aan de performance.  

 

De tweede fase van het raamwerk bestaat uit de ontwikkelingsfase van de alliantie. Tijdens 

deze fase ligt de focus op een verdere ontwikkeling van de strategie en de integratie en 

coördinatie van complementaire bedrijfsactiviteiten, om tot een optimaal resultaat te 

komen. De statistische analyses tonen een hoge verklaarbaarheid van het conceptuele 

model in deze fase: meer dan de helft van de variantie in alliantie performance kan 

verklaard worden door de klimaat variabelen en enkele controle variabelen.  

Zowel in de opstart- als ontwikkelingsfase is een gezond relationeel klimaat van belang voor 

performance. Zodra de alliantie zich verder ontwikkelt neemt de kans op meelifters toe, als 

gevolg van de toename in uitwisselingen tussen partner. Deze zijn veelal niet direct 

wederzijds. Hierdoor kan het onduidelijk worden of sommige partners alleen kennis tot zich 

nemen of ook kennis bijdragen aan de groep. Deze onduidelijkheid kan leiden tot 

onzekerheid bij de partners. Formele financiële beheersmechanismen helpen om deze 

nadelige effecten te verminderen, door het aanbrengen grenzen die opportunisme 

beperken en te zorgen voor regels, normen en procedures. 

Naast het relationele en financiële klimaat, wordt performance versterkt in de 

ontwikkelingsfase door een gezond innovatie en leren klimaat. Zo is het relevant dat 

partners voldoende financiële en non-financiële middelen bijdragen. Ook wordt het in deze 

fase meer helder welk innovatie tot doel wordt gesteld, hetgeen de noodzaak geeft voor 

het helder formuleren van benodigde kennis. Kortom, afhankelijk van de fase in het 

alliantieproces, draagt een mix van verschillende typen klimaat bij aan performance in 

multi partner allianties. 

 

Een aanvullende analyse is uitgevoerd om te onderzoeken of de interactie tussen de 

verschillende klimaten een extra verklarende functie heeft m.b.t. alliantie performance. 
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De resultaten laten zien dat de interactie tussen formele en informele besturing negatief 

samenhangt met alliantie performance.  

 

Als de antwoorden op de deelvragen gesynthetiseerd worden dan kan tot de volgende 

beantwoording van de hoofdvraag worden gekomen:  

 

Performance in multi partner allianties kan verklaard worden door een mix van 

interorganisatorische klimaten; het financiële, relationele, innovatie en leren en 

management en organisatorische klimaat. Afhankelijk van de wijze waarop performance 

gemeten wordt dragen verschillende typen klimaten (en controle variabelen) bij tot een 

positieve performance. Als performance gemeten wordt vanuit een gemiddelde van 

verschillende deelaspecten dan zijn met name het financiële, relationele en management 

en organisatorische klimaat van belang. Formele en informele besturing lijken positief met 

elkaar samen te hangen. De meest effectieve combinatie van benodigde klimaten is ook 

afhankelijk van de fase in het alliantieproces. In de opstartfase zijn het relationele en 

management en organisatorische klimaat belangrijk. In de ontwikkelingsfase zijn een 

gezond relationeel, financieel en innovatie en leren klimaat met name van belang. De 

interactie tussen het financiële klimaat en het relationele klimaat in de ontwikkelfase heeft 

een negatief effect op alliantie performance. Dit betekent dat - hoewel beide klimaten 

alliantie performance kunnen verhogen -  het gelijktijdig maximaliseren van beide klimaten 

niet noodzakelijkerwijs tot optimale alliantie performance leidt. Mogelijkerwijs zijn 

financiële en sociale besturing substituten. Vervolgonderzoek kan hier meer helderheid 

over proberen te verschaffen. 

 

Kortom, de factoren die multi partner alliantie performance verklaren zijn afhankelijk van 

de gebruikte indicatoren en de fase in de alliantie levenscyclus.  

 

Dit proefschrift biedt enkele implicaties voor de praktijk. Ten eerste laat deze studie zien 

dat alliantie performance in multi partner samenwerkingsverbanden verklaard kan worden 

door klimaat constructen. Geadviseerd wordt om de gezondheid van deze klimaten te 

monitoren door middel van alliantie management tools. Tevens pleiten de resultaten voor 

verschillende rollen van de alliantie manager. Per fase kan dit type rol verschillen. In de 

opstartfase is er behoefte aan een alliantiemanager die vertrouwen tussen partners weet 

op te bouwen en organisatorische structuur weet aan te brengen. In de ontwikkelingsfase is 

deze sociale rol nog steeds van belang, maar draagt een gezond financieel klimaat ook bij 

aan de performance, evenals een gezond innovatie en leren klimaat.  

Deze verschillende rollen vereisen verschillende kwaliteiten in alliantiemanagement per 

fase. In de opstartfase is de samenwerking gebaat bij een 'relationeel therapeut' en een 

'organisatie talent'. De alliantie manager zou idealiter iemand moeten zijn die om kan gaan 

met onduidelijkheid en onzekerheid en in staat moet zijn om meer structuur aan te 
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brengen. De alliantie manager dient ook over een bepaalde mate van sociale sensitiviteit te 

beschikken.  

In de ontwikkelingsfase is een sociaal perspectief op alliantiemanagement nog steeds van 

belang, maar is er ook noodzaak dat de alliantie manager de rol van accountant, jurist en 

ingenieur voor innovatie en leren kan vervullen. 

 

Indien het niet mogelijk is om deze kwaliteiten in dezelfde manager te vinden, dan kan 

men overwegen om per fase een ander type alliantie manager te zoeken. Daarnaast is het 

wenselijk om – indien deze kwaliteiten niet aanwezig te zijn – te zoeken naar externe 

partijen die deze rol op zich kunnen nemen. Dit is ook in lijn met de resultaten uit 

hoofdstuk zes die laten zien dat de interactie tussen formele financiële 

beheersmechanismen en sociale mechanismen een negatief effect hebben op performance. 

Mogelijkerwijs duidt dit op de moeilijkheid om simultaan beide typen beheersing te 

implementeren. Allliantie management wordt daarom aangeraden om open te staan voor 

kennis(sen) buiten de alliantie die het samenwerkingsproces kunnen ondersteunen. 
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