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Abstract 

 

Given that our economy has become increasingly turbulent, it is necessary to know how firms can 

deal with rapidly changing environments. Especially, in business environments where technology 

advancements accelerate, competition intensifies, and required investments increase, firms long for 

something to hold on to. Duysters and De Man (2003) made a useful contribution to alliance literature 

by explaining how a special type of alliance, transitory alliance, is geared to dealing with 

environmental turbulence. The aim of this study is to investigate the concept of transitory alliance 

empirically in the Dutch video game industry, thereby providing a better understanding of alliance 

practices in turbulent industries. The study covers the alliance practices of 46 Dutch video game 

companies (DVGCs) which have been measured via an online questionnaire and 9 in-depth interviews 

with industry experts. The combination of quantitative and qualitative data showed that on five out of 

six of the characteristics of transitory alliances the typical alliances established by DVGCs tend to be 

transitory instead of traditional. Furthermore, results indicated a difference in DVGCs that are active 

in a business-to-business (B2B) environment – firms that develop adver and serious games – and in a 

business-to-consumer (B2C) environment – firms that develop entertainment games. Also, successful 

and less successful DVGCs in regard to their alliance practices seem to make use of different alliance 

management tools. The conclusions of this study contribute to both academic science and industry 

practice.  
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Executive Summary 
 

Introduction 

Given that our economy has become ever more turbulent (Brown et al., 2006) – i.e. acceleration 

of technology advancements, intensification of competition, enlargement of required investments, 

globalization of markets, and augmentation of future uncertainty (Yasuda, 2005) – understanding how 

firms could deal with turbulent business environments is increasingly drawing attention from both 

academics and business managers. Research on environmental turbulence has suggested that alliances 

are a possible solution to deal with turbulence. Recently, Duysters & De Man (2003) have pointed to a 

new type of alliance, transitory alliance, that is especially geared towards dealing with turbulent 

business environments. However, their ideas have not yet been investigated empirically. Therefore, 

this study empirically examines the alliance practices of Dutch video game companies in order to 

check whether they are involved in transitory alliances. The video game industry is an eye-catching 

example of a turbulent industry in which alliance formation is common practice. The following 

research question is investigated empirically: 

 

 

 

 

 

In order to answer the research question, both alliance capability theory and transitory alliance 

theory were used to define the scope of this research and hypotheses were developed accordingly. 

 

Theory 

Building upon existing alliance literature, this study examines alliance practices in a turbulent 

business environment. Currently, literature distinguishes two main streams of alliance research, 

namely (1) alliance capability research (research to specific organizational capabilities that can be 

used for the management of alliances) and (2) transitory alliance research (research to alliances in 

turbulent business environments). Alliance capability research has provided valuable insights 

regarding to how firms can improve the ability to capture, share, disseminate, internalize, and apply 

alliance management know-how and know-why (e.g., Kale & Singh, 1999; Anand & Khanna, 2000; 

Kale et al., 2002; Draulans, et al., 2003; Heimeriks, 2004; De Man & Duysters, 2007). This research 

stream stresses the need for firms to center internal aspects for improving their organizational alliance 

capabilities. As a result, firms may be less likely to blame the alliance partner(s) in the event of an 

alliance failure. The other more recent research stream – transitory alliance research – is not as much 

developed as alliance capability research; however, has already provided valuable insights (Spekman 

et al., 2000; Duysters & De Man, 2003). It states that, in order to survive turbulence, traditional 

alliance practices do not suffice anymore. Instead, firms should increasingly engage in transitory 

alliances, which are defined as “short-lived non-equity alliances that focus on completing narrowly 

defined tasks in a very short time frame” (Duysters & De Man, 2003, p. 49). Opposed to a traditional 

joint venture, a transitory alliance is a very flexible form of alliance. Flexible alliances enable firms to 

swiftly react to changes in the environment, which is critically important for gaining competitive 

advantage in turbulent business environments. The main differences between traditional alliances and 

transitory alliances are summarized in Table A. Based on the most recent findings in both research 

streams (alliance capability research and transitory alliance research), the theoretical scope of this 

study could de defined.  

 

What type of alliance practice is employed by Dutch video game companies 

(DVGCs) and does the transitory alliance in particular regularly occur? 
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Table A: Traditional alliances versus transitory alliances 

Traditional alliances  Transitory alliances 

Market access, efficiency Motives Learning, time-to-market 
Slow, long Speed and Planning horizon E-speed, short 
Individual fit Partner fit Network fit 
Familiar sectors Partner type 1 Unfamiliar quarters 
Established Partner type 2 Entrepreneurial 
Trust Commitment Aligned objectives 
Many tasks Focus Few, specific tasks 

source: Duysters & De Man (2003) 

 

 

Methodology 

The study covers the alliance practices of 46 Dutch video game companies (DVGCs) which 

have been measured via an online questionnaire (see Appendix C). Since a questionnaire could be 

considered as inflexible and mainly aimed at quantitative data, in order to complement the survey 

data, 9 in-depth interviews with industry experts were conducted to obtain qualitative data, both as a 

precursor and a follow-up to the quantitative data. The combination of a questionnaire and in-depth 

interviews provides both a broad and a detailed view on the alliance situation in the video game 

industry. Furthermore, much attention has been paid to conduct reliable research, which could be 

realized because of several reasons. First, we extensively used findings in recent alliance literature to 

formulate a relevant research question and to draw up hypotheses. All hypotheses cover a different 

aspect of alliance practices and are formulated such that they were measurable. Second, the 

hypotheses were investigated both quantitatively and qualitatively. The use of multiple research 

methods to collect the data (also referred to as data-triangulation) leads to increased reliability 

through a higher level of independence concerning the research methods used. Third, the online 

questionnaire was designed such that both academic and practical relevance (pilot-testing the survey 

with industry experts) could be obtained. Fourth, several in-depth interviews were conducted such 

that all different types of DVGCs were represented (i.e., both small and large, in serious, adver, and 

entertainment genre). Through the combination of all these procedures we focused to use valid 

methods and obtain reliable results. 

 

Results 

The results showed that for most of these aspects, the typical alliances established by DVGCs 

tend to be transitory instead of traditional. The two exceptions are time-to-market not being 

considered as a main alliance motive and time-horizon that did not turn out to be typically short-

lived. Hence, we cannot conclude that DVGCs are typically involved in many alliances that have all 

characteristics of the transitory alliance. However, this study does empirically confirm previous 

alliance literature (i.e., Duysters & De Man, 2003) in showing that the alliances of firms (video game 

companies) in turbulent industries (Dutch video game industry) typically show most of the 

characteristics of transitory alliances. Furthermore, results indicated a difference in DVGCs that are 

active in a business-to-business (B2B) environment – firms developing adver and serious games – 

and in a business-to-consumer (B2C) environment – firms developing entertainment games. Also, 

successful and less successful DVGCs in regard to their alliance practices seem to make use of 

different alliance management tools. The following main conclusions could be drawn:  

 

Knowledge acquisition is the most important motive for all DVGCs, whereas time-to-
market is mainly important for DVGCs in a B2B environment. 
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Alliance negotiation processes do not turn out to be typically short-term; long-term 
processes also seem to occur regularly. 
 

Alliances do not turn out to be short-lived, almost all time-horizons last longer than six 
months; alliances of DVGCs in a B2C environment even tend to take longer. 
 

Commitment between partners is mostly based on trust, but also on well-aligned 
objectives about few, specific tasks, especially DVGCs in a B2C environment focus on 
few, specific tasks. 
 

In general, no elaborately formalized contracts are used, but DVGCs in a B2C 
environment use them more often than DVGCs in a B2B environment. 
 

Non-equity alliances predominate; however, DVGCs in a B2C environment tend to be 
involved in equity alliances more often than DVGCs in a B2B environment. 
 

No concrete conclusion could be drawn about the density of alliances of DVGCs. 
 

Fit between alliance partners is based on network fit as well rather than on pure 
individual fit. 
 

Alliances with young, entrepreneurial firms and firms from unfamiliar quarters are 
common. 
 

Evaluation tools are most frequently used as alliance management tools. 
 

DVGCs that are successful in regard to their alliance practices use alliance evaluation 
tools, alliance best practices, and alliance metrics as alliance management tools more 
frequently than less successful DVGCs. 

 

Implications 

The results of this study have impact on both science and business. First of all, this study 

provided the first empirical evidence for the relatively new concept of transitory alliance. Most 

characteristics turned out to be true in the video game industry. However, time-horizon did not turn 

out to be typically short-lived and reducing time-to-market was not always considered as one of the 

most important alliance motives. Whether these findings holds for only the video game industry or 

for all turbulent industries should be investigated in future research. This study also results in several 

implications for managers of small to medium sized video game development companies. In general, 

managers should be aware of the progression they could make with regard to alliance performance. 

Overall, DVGCs could be classified as firms with a level 1 alliance experience (see Table 1 in 

Section 2.2). In addition, they should focus on improving their own organizational alliance 

capabilities overreaching the entire alliance portfolio. For instance, they could consider integrating 

alliance best practices, alliance evaluation tools, and alliance metrics, since they turn out to improve.  
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1. Introduction 

 

The video game industry is growing enormously. In 2007, entertainment games alone generated 

$41.9 billion globally. Sales will continue to grow to $68.3 billion in 2012 (PricewaterhouseCoopers, 

2008). The video game industry has already surpassed the movie industry and it is just a matter of 

time until it becomes larger than the music industry. Major music labels want their music to be 

incorporated in popular video games and recently, the trend has been that video games influence 

movies, instead of the other way round (e.g. Doom, Max Payne, Prince of Persia: The Sands of Time). 

Additionally, marketing departments and advertising agencies increasingly exploit the popularity of 

video games by using in-game advertising opportunities or newly developed “adver” games (games 

with the goal to promote products) in their marketing campaigns. In addition to the massive success of 

entertainment or adver games, a new breed of video games is rising rapidly, namely “serious games” 

which provide companies, schools, and other organizations with games or simulations that can 

provide information, training, or education. All in all, many business opportunities exist. 

 

The video game industry, like other high-technology sectors (e.g., biotechnology, 

pharmaceutical, and internet) is an eye-catching example of a turbulent industry, which can be 

characterized by intensification of competition, acceleration of technology advancements, 

enlargement of required investments, and globalization of markets (Yasuda, 2005; Brown et al., 

2006). Additionally, the convergence of game technology, game content and game markets, makes 

game development extremely turbulent (Ip, 2008). For instance, while games were only used to play 

games a decade ago, nowadays, with the increasing ability to offer alternative forms of entertainment 

(such as downloadable content, music, video, Internet, and more realistic games) and the rise of 

serious games (for which knowledge about content is not within the video game industry) the multi-

dimensional nature of games will gradually increase. In such a turbulent environment it is undesirable 

to commit resources on a long-term basis to only one technology. Instead, companies need access to a 

pool of technological options, each of which can be employed or abandoned at short notice (Duysters 

& De Man, 2003). Companies that are flexible and able to move into new opportunities quickly, 

outperform less flexible firms. Therefore, as a strategic response to turbulence, companies 

increasingly establish strategic alliances (see Figure 1) (e.g., Cagliano et al., 2000; De Man & 

Duysters, 2005; Yasuda, 2005; Hagedoorn, 1993). 

 

 

 
Figure 1: Number of newly established alliances (source: De Man & Duysters, 2007) 
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At this point it is necessary to look at alliances in general. Alliance formation is a way to get 

access to resources without losing independence and flexibility. Strategic alliances (after this also 

referred to as “alliances”) can be defined as co-operative agreements in which two or more separate 

organizations team up in order to share reciprocal inputs while maintaining their own corporate 

identities (De Man & Duysters, 2005). Strategic alliances are typically more intense than pure market 

transactions, but are less intense than mergers and acquisitions (De Man, 2002). Since the number of 

newly established alliances has grown rapidly since the 1980s, alliances have become a common topic 

in academic literature. Research shows that the percentage of revenues coming from alliances has 

increased (Margulis & Pekar, 2001), which indicates a growing importance of alliances for many 

firms. Research amongst top managers from large companies globally, confirms this via showing that 

managing the alliance activities has become a key management issue (Accenture Consulting, 2002). 

Also, scholars have shown the positive effects of alliances and networks on company performance in 

objective terms such as sales, profitability, or lower costs (e.g., Chen, 1999), and more subjective 

terms such as increased innovation, accessing resources, creating competitive advantage, added value, 

and facilitating the flow of knowledge among partners (e.g., Dyer & Singh, 1998; Mowery et al., 

1996). Furthermore, they seem to have several specific advantages over more traditional 

organizational means for innovation and knowledge acquisition such as mergers and acquisitions, or 

internal R&D (e.g., De Man & Duysters, 2005; Doz & Hamel, 1998). However, in addition to the 

advantages of alliances, it is also known that alliances are complex and difficult to manage. Failure 

rates of alliances are around 50% (Kogut, 1989; De Man & Duysters, 2005). One of the reasons why 

alliances fail might be that traditional alliance practices are used in environments that require a more 

flexible form of alliances.  

 

Recently, a new type of alliance, named transitory alliance (Duysters & De Man, 2003) has 

emerged that seems to be useful in turbulent industries such as the video game industry. As described 

by Duysters and De Man (2003) these alliances can be characterized as mostly short-lived, fast-to-

build alliances with a focus on completing narrowly defined tasks in a very short time frame. The 

main motives for these alliances are learning – knowledge acquisition – and reducing time-to-markets. 

Additionally, as companies are increasingly intertwined in networks, partner fit of transitory alliances 

is mainly based on network fit instead of enduring partner selection processes. Information on the 

credibility and competencies of potential partners could be easily provided by a firm’s social network, 

thus saving precious time. Furthermore, since there is no time to build trust, commitment between 

transitory alliance partners is mostly based on aligned objectives, which can be realized when the 

alliance focuses on a few, specific tasks (Duysters & De Man, 2003).  

 

It is interesting to know whether transitory alliances are also regularly used in the rapidly 

changing high-tech video game industry. Namely, the relatively new concept of transitory alliances 

has hardly been tested in practice and given that our economy has become increasingly turbulent 

(Brown et al., 2006), a good understanding of transitory alliances is of eminent importance. Also, 

academic literature has not yet paid any attention to alliance practices within the video game industry. 

This is remarkable, since the video game industry is fascinating for research in alliances and 

especially transitory alliances. Namely, the turbulent and complex nature of the industry engenders 

the formation of many alliances. Research to alliance practices in the video game industry is also 

relevant for managers of video game companies for the following reason. Much research has already 

been done to find out how to improve alliance success. If this knowledge assimilates within the video 

game industry, video game companies could benefit from it. The video game industry is relatively 

young, thus it is unlikely that game companies have much experience with alliance management tools. 

Therefore, they could make substantial progress regarding the performance of alliances. All in all, the 
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video game industry will benefit from knowledge about how to deal with alliances and academic 

literature will get better insights into dealing with alliances in turbulent environments. The aim of this 

study is to find out whether transitory alliances are regularly used by video companies in order to 

survive their turbulent environment. Therefore, this study will address the following research 

question. 

 

  

 

 

 

 

The remainder of this paper is structured as follows. First, a literature review on alliance research 

is given in Chapter 2. This is important for understanding the history and development of alliance 

research that resulted in a currently important stream: alliance capability research. Chapter 3 

elaborates on this via drawing up hypotheses that function as a theoretical framework for this study. 

Also, the concepts environmental turbulence and transitory alliances will be discussed in more detail. 

Chapter 4 discusses the methodology that has been used to empirically investigate the hypotheses. 

Both a quantitative method (online questionnaire) and a qualitative method (in-depth interviews) that 

are used in this study are described. Chapter 5 discusses the research results. First, the quantitative 

results are presented and second, the results retrieved out of the interviews are used to explain and 

complement them. In Chapter 6 conclusions, relevant for both alliance literature and managerial 

practice, are drawn. Chapter 7 finalizes this study by discussing some limitations of this study and by 

pointing to fruitful future research directions. 

 

  

What type of alliance practice is employed by Dutch video game companies 

(DVGCs) and does the transitory alliance in particular regularly occur? 
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2. Literature Review on Alliance Research 

 

The previous chapter ended with the general research question of this study. This chapter 

provides the literature background necessary to answer that question. As mentioned in the 

introduction, strategic alliances can be defined as “co-operative agreements in which two or more 

separate organizations team up in order to share reciprocal inputs while maintaining their own 

corporate identities” (De Man & Duysters, 2005). Strategic alliances are typically more intense than 

pure market transactions, but are less intense than mergers and acquisitions (De Man, 2002). Since 

this study focuses on the young Dutch video game industry (see Appendix A for its development) 

with relatively small companies, the term “strategic” is not interpreted strictly. Namely, if two or 

more independent companies work together in one project, the alliance is already considered strategic.  

 

The remainder of this section is structured as follows. First, the theoretical perspectives 

underlying alliance research will be given in Section 2.1. The section describes the difference between 

inter-firm and intra-firm alliance research and concludes by describing the current focus in alliance 

literature. Section 2.2 continues on this conclusion via discussing the findings of alliance capability 

research (currently one of the main streams in alliance research).  

 

2.1 Theoretical perspectives underlying alliance research 

Alliances are not a new phenomenon. Firms have already used alliances to coordinate economic 

activity for centuries (De Man, 2004). Since the 1980s, however, the number of alliances has 

increased vastly (De Man & Duysters, 2005; Yasuda, 2005; Hagedoorn, 1993). According to De Man 

(2004), this trend is noticeable in two respects. First, large integrated firms started to focus on core 

competences, since they cannot excel in all they do. Therefore they contract out certain parts of their 

business process. Second, companies discovered that instead of entering into a market relationship 

with a supplier, tighter integration with suppliers could bring tremendous benefits. For example, 

Toyota with their extended enterprise supplier networks can be considered a pioneer in this regard 

(Dyer, 2000). Hence, when considering the continuum of market to hierarchy, companies moved 

away from these extremes towards more hybrid relationships that lie in between (De Man, 2004). The 

instrument that realized this was the so called alliance. 

 

In a response to the increase of newly established alliances, many scholars have paid attention to 

this cooperative way of doing business. Scholars have shown that establishing alliances is an effective 

strategy for new product development and successful innovation (Sividas & Dwyer, 2000; Doz & 

Hamel 1998; De Man & Duysters, 2005). Via alliances firms can share competences and resources, 

which enable them to get access to new technologies and skills, create new markets, speed up the 

innovation process, and reduce costs and spread the risk of innovation (De Man & Duysters, 2005). 

The existing potential for competitive advantage realized through effective alliance management, 

makes the research to critical antecedents of alliance performance essential (Kanter, 1994). However, 

in spite of all the advantages of alliances, it is also known that failure rates of alliances are around 

50% (Kogut, 1989; De Man & Duysters, 2005). As a result, scholars have analyzed alliances referring 

to varying theoretical perspectives, thus increasing the understanding of antecedents of alliance 

performance (for an extensive overview see Ireland et al., 2002). Organizational theories such as the 

transaction cost theory, resource-based thinking, and organizational learning theory have served as a 

basis for the vast majority of alliance research. Two main streams of alliance research can be 



 

5 

 

distinguished, namely inter-firm and intra-firm alliance research.1 Both inter-firm and intra-firm 

alliance research and the concomitant theories are discussed in Section 2.1.1 and Section 2.1.2 

respectively. Section 2.1.3 discusses the implication for recent alliance research. 

 

2.1.1 Inter-firm alliance research 

Initially, alliance research has focused on investigating the significance of various factors that 

influence a dyadic relationship. Alliances were considered as stand-alone activities not being part of a 

firm’s activities (Khanna et al., 1998). At that time, two theoretical perspectives were applied to 

understand the antecedents of alliance performance, namely transaction costs economics and 

industrial organization theory. 

 

Transaction costs economics suggests that the optimal form of an organization is driven by 

efficiency consideration, namely minimizing production and transaction costs (Williamson, 1975). 

According to Williamson (1975), two main causes for transaction costs (costs of negotiating, contract 

writing, monitoring, and safeguarding) exist: behavioral causes (opportunism and bounded rationality) 

and transactional causes (asset specificity, scale of transactions, uncertainty and frequency). As a 

result of this perspective (i.e., the idea that firms should minimize transaction costs), companies were 

generally considered as individual, self-fulfilling units (Williamson, 1975, 1991) that prefer doing 

business alone over teaming up with other firms (Contractor & Lorange, 1988). Likewise, industrial 

organization theory (e.g., Porter, 1990) follows the same reasoning as transaction costs economics. 

Industrial organization theory focuses on a firm’s competitive environment and assumes that firm 

performance and competitive advantages are primarily based on a sound use of the opportunities 

inherent in a firm’s environment (Duysters et al, 2003). Porter (1990) even stresses that alliances can 

hardly pose a good solution to gaining competitive advantage. Following the logic of these theories, 

alliances are seen as separate organizational modes entered into to overcome market failure (Duysters 

et al, 2003).  

 

Relying on these theories, research to alliances mainly focused on inter-firm factors and 

attempted to uncover key determinants for success of individual alliances (Duysters et al., 1999). 

Typically, relational or behavioral, alliance-specific factors are often suggested as critical antecedents 

of alliance performance. The underlying idea is that good partner selection and filling-in the 

relationship between the partners is likely to result in sufficient alliance stability and thereby alliance 

success. For instance, different studies confirm that governance structure and contracts (e.g. Pisano, 

1989, Reuer & Arino, 2007; Santoro & McGill, 2005; White, 2005), partner fit and symmetry (e.g. 

Harrigan, 1988; Geringer, 1991; Medcof, 1997; Emden et al., 2006), and trust and complementarity 

(e.g. Johnson et al., 1996; Parkhe 1998; Krishnan et al., 2006), significantly influence alliance 

success. This research stream, focusing on dyadic characteristics, has revealed valuable insights into 

the individual alliance process.   

 

Despite these useful contributions, it leaves little room for understanding how firms can increase 

the success of their portfolio of alliances in general (Duysters et al, 1999; Kale & Singh, 1999). 

Differently put, these studies fail to explain why some companies are consistently more successful 

than others regarding their alliance management, because inter-firm alliance research is only able to 

partly explain the fixed-firm effects in individual firm’s alliance performance. To fully understand 

                                                           
1
 Although it is a related field of study, social network theory is not discussed here, because it is not in line with the focus of this study. For 

more information about social network theory, we would like to refer to Burt (1992), Granovetter (1973),  Gulati (1999), and Gulati et al. 

(2000)   
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what the critical alliance performance antecedents are, it is also needed to understand the process and 

mechanisms underlying successful management of alliances. Therefore, alliance researchers sought 

other theories than transaction costs economics and industrial organization theory to explain alliance 

performance, which gave rise to a new stream of alliance research focusing on intra-firm aspects.  

 

2.2.2 Intra-firm alliance research 

As a response to the schism in dyadic level of alliance research, the firm level alliance research 

focuses on intra-firm factors in explaining alliance performance. These studies mainly refer to 

theories other than the transaction costs economics, namely resource-based thinking, evolutionary 

economics theory, and organizational learning theory.  

 

By focusing on a firm’s resources and competences, resource-based thinking is the combination 

of the resource-based view (RBV), dynamic capability view (DCV), competence-based view (CBV), 

and knowledge-based view (KBV). According to the RBV, a firm is equivalent to a broad set of 

resources that it owns. The RBV states that firms which hold superior resources and who have the 

ability to prevent diffusion of their resources can overcome the micro-economic equilibrium (Rumelt, 

1984). Since many resources are firm-specific and imitable or imperfectly mobile, firms differ in 

terms of their resource bases (Das & Teng, 2000a). If a company has an effective “resource-picking 

mechanism” in place, it could outsmart the market in resource selection (Madakok, 2001). A unique 

set of resources becomes a possible source of competitive advantage, which then leads to economic 

rents, or above normal returns (Das & Teng, 2000a). The RBV has contributed to alliance research in 

two respects. First, alliances are considered as an important vehicle for getting access to certain 

resources (e.g. Hamel et al., 1989). Second, alliance research emphasized the role of assigning 

particular resources to the alliance, which can positively influence alliance success (e.g., Das & Teng, 

2000a).  

 

Because considerations such as how resources are developed, integrated, and released have been 

under-explored by the RBV, the DCV arose. The DCV emphasizes the importance of these firm-

specific capabilities as a source of inimitable and thus sustainable competitive advantage (e.g., Spanos 

& Lioukas, 2001). They are considered as “higher-level” resources, embedded in organizational 

process, that need to be developed such that the productivity of “basic” resources can be improved, 

thus creating sustainable competitive advantage (Makadok, 2001; Amit & Schoenmaker, 1993). The 

difference between “capabilities” and “resources” is twofold: (1) capabilities are firm-specific because 

they are difficult to obtain and copy and (2) capabilities are built up through learning and thus path 

dependent (Makadok, 2001). The main contribution of the DCV to alliance research is that it centered 

the influence of alliance experience on alliance success, which resulted in many studies investigating 

the influence of alliance experience, and certain mechanisms underlying alliance experience, on 

alliance performance (Nault & Tyagi, 2001; Büchel & Killing, 2002).  

 

As an extension of both RBV and DCV the CBV emerged (Hamel, 1994). Whereas competences 

are regularly seen as resources or capabilities, the CBV emphasizes that they are a specific group of 

resources and capabilities as they contain the ability to adjust capabilities and process resources 

(Prahalad & Hamel, 1990). The CBV emphasizes the need for firms to develop a more dynamic way 

of management, relying on both internal and external, distinctive firm capabilities as key determinants 

of fixed-firm performance differences. According to Prahalad and Hamel (1990) alliances can be used 

to access or connect competences, capabilities, and resources. Applying the CBV to alliance research 

has resulted in several studies that developed more comprehensive, multidimensional constructs of 
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alliance capabilities, which provided a more holistic and realistic insight in how companies develop 

alliance capabilities in practice (e.g., Spekman et al., 1999; Dyer, 2000).  

 

Another theory related to resource-based thinking is the knowledge-based view (KBV). 

Knowledge is probably the most important resource that firms possess (Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1999); 

therefore, the KBV complements resource-based thinking (Kogut & Zander, 1992; Teece et al., 1997). 

The KBV stresses the importance of the role of knowledge for production and exchange processes. 

Consequently, knowledge is considered to be an essential competitive resource (Nonaka & Takeuchi, 

1999). However, in order to be successful, companies have to ensure efficient creation, transfer, and 

utilization of knowledge (Kogut & Zander, 1992). The KBV view has contributed to alliance research 

by highlighting that knowledge transfer and knowledge integration are critical to value creation in 

alliances (e.g., Inkpen, 1996; Grant & Baden-Fuller, 2002). In addition, the protection of sensitive 

knowledge to external parties has also become an important aspect in alliance research (e.g., Kale et 

al., 2002)    

 

Resource-based thinking does traditionally not include a learning or evolutionary aspect (Foss, 

2000; Heimeriks, 2004). Therefore, more recently, evolutionary economics (EE) theory and 

organizational learning (OL) theory have emerged in literature explaining alliance performance. In 

general, EE and OL theory “are often used and applied to investigate developments or changes in a 

firm’s endowments” (Heimeriks, 2004, p.38). EE theory explains a firm’s competence as a direct 

result of its routines (Schendel, 1996). Routines are developed with experience, thus slowly 

generating incremental improvements of tasks and assignments over time (e.g., Nelson & Winter, 

1982). Hence, differences in routines of companies tend to persist for a longer time period, making 

them an interesting concept to explain performance differences between firms (Teece et al., 1997). 

With respect to alliance research, the EE theory has contributed by stipulating the role of routines 

institutionalized inside the firm or between alliance partners. This resulted in studies investigating to 

what extent accumulated experience and knowledge influence alliance performance. On the other 

hand, OL theory explains how firms learn. Heimeriks (2004, p. 48) refers to learning as “the process 

that, through repetition and experimentation, enables tasks to be performed in a more effective and 

efficient manner that results in new opportunities for the firm”. The rate of learning is posited to be 

influenced by the ability to transfer knowledge (e.g. Argote, 1999). The contributions that OL theory 

has made to alliance research include both inter-firm and intra-firm learning (Hamel, 1991). Studies 

investigating inter-firm learning analyze knowledge acquisition (emphasizing partner-specific 

absorptive capacities to understand the alliance process) (e.g., Mowery et al., 2002), whereas studies 

focusing on intra-firm learning analyze knowledge internalization (stressing the advantages of prior 

experience when internalizing alliance-related knowledge) (e.g., Simonin, 1997). 

 

2.1.3 Implications for recent alliance research 

Early inter-firm alliance research, based on transaction cost and industrial organization theory, 

provided useful contributions in explaining value creation in alliances using success factors, such as 

trust, commitment, partner fit, and governance structure. Recently however, scholars have 

increasingly focused on intra-firm alliance research, based on resource-based thinking, organizational 

learning, and evolutionary economics, in order to understand alliance success (e.g. Lambe et al., 2000; 

Heimeriks, 2004; Heimeriks & Duysters, 2007). These theories have proven to be applicable, because 

it allows investigating the process which underpins a firm’s ability to acquire, integrate, and further 

develop capabilities through organizational learning (Mowery et al., 1996). Via this new way of 

looking at alliances – examining the process and mechanisms underlying successful management of 
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alliances – the fixed-firm effects in individual firm’s alliance performance could be explained. For 

this stream research, also referred to as alliance capability research (Anand & Khanna, 2000; Kale et 

al., 2002), instead of focusing on individual alliances, the alliance portfolio is the unit of analysis. 

These studies investigate factors which help in managing alliances over a longer time period and 

which are not alliance specific (e.g., Draulans et al., 2003). The focus shift from the individual 

alliance to the firm’s alliance portfolio is not only helpful for reducing complexity; it also enables a 

company to share knowledge to improve the performance of all its alliances (Heimeriks, 2004). 

Moreover, the alliance portfolio is a more appropriate unit of analysis when trying to assess the 

impact of specific capabilities on performance than using individual alliance performance (Heimeriks, 

2004). Researchers have recently pointed to alliance experience (Pisano, 2000; Hoang & Rothaermel, 

2005) and alliance management tools (Zahra & Nielsen, 2002; Zollo & Winter, 2002; Heimeriks, 

2004; De Man & Duysters, 2007) as important antecedents which can be used to explain performance 

differences among firms. Some studies empirically confirm that firm-specific alliance capabilities can 

accelerate a company’s ability to derive value from alliances (Kale et al., 2002; Draulans et al., 2003). 

The main difference between inter-firm and intra-firm alliance research is depicted in Figure 2. 

 

 

 
Figure 2: Early inter-firm versus recent intra-firm alliance research (source: Draulans et al., 1999) 

 

 

The focus on organizational learning and alliance capabilities can be considered as one of the 

main research streams in recent alliance literature. The body of literature representing this stream is 

growing vastly. The next section elaborates on alliance capability research, via discussing different 

levels of alliance experience and specific alliance management tools that have proven to be successful 

in improving a firm’s alliance performance.  

 

2.2 Alliance capability research 

Since the aim of this study is not giving a complete overview of alliance capability research, only 

a brief introduction will be given in this section.2 In order to understand how alliance capabilities can 

be developed, it is necessary to know what is meant with them. An alliance capability can be defined 

as “the firm’s ability to capture, share, disseminate, internalize and apply alliance management know-

how and know-why” (Heimeriks, 2004, p. 65). In this definition, the firm’s ability refers to “the extent 

to which the firm can ensure this know-how and know-why (i.e. knowledge) becomes embedded in 

repeatable patterns of action and refers to identifiable and specific routines” (Heimeriks, 2004, p. 
                                                           
2
 Heimeriks (2004) does give an elaborate overview of alliance capability research. 
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65). After having defined alliance capabilities, alliance experience and alliance mechanisms are now 

discussed in more detail. 

 

In daily practice, an increased amount of firms has installed mechanisms to facilitate alliances 

and overcome performance instabilities (Kale & Singh, 1999; Dyer, 2000; Financial Times, 2004). 

Triggered by this phenomenon, scholars started to investigate the differences between alliance 

experience and capabilities (e.g., Anand & Khanna, 2000). Studies confirm that in general, companies 

with more alliance experience outperform inexperienced companies (e.g., Heimeriks & Duysters, 

2007; Anand & Khanna, 2000; Hoang & Rothaermel, 2005), and in general, firms that have more 

alliance management tools in place surpass those without well-developed alliance management 

capabilities (e.g., Heimeriks & Duysters, 2007; Draulans, et al., 2003; Kale et al., 2002). Draulans et 

al. (1999) identified three levels of alliance experience on basis of the number of alliances a firm is 

involved in. The logic behind this is that the more firms are engaged in alliances, the more successful 

they will become (Heimeriks, 2004). In Table 1 an overview of the alliance experience levels are 

given, distinguishing four aspects: (1) number of alliances, (2) importance of alliance for the firm, (3) 

geographical reach of alliances, and (4) type of alliance management tools implemented.  

 

 
Table 1: Three levels of alliance experience 

 Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 

Number of alliances Small Reasonable Large 

Importance Operational High for certain units or 

divisions 

Strategic for the entire 

company 

Geographical reach Regional/national Starting with 

internationalization 

International 

Management tools 

(Cumulative examples 

per level) 

⋅ Legal knowledge 

⋅ Checklists for partner 

selection and monitoring 

⋅ Evaluation of individual 

alliances 

⋅ Best practices 

⋅ Alliance specialist 

⋅ Cultural trainings 

⋅ Partner program 

⋅ Alliance department 

⋅ Alliance knowledge 

dispersed via trainings 

⋅ Alliance database 

Source: Heimeriks 2004; Draulans et al. (1999)   

 

 

Related to the levels of alliance experience, several studies also distinguish between three levels 

of alliance capabilities (Harbison & Pekar, 1998a; Draulans et al., 1999, 2003). At the first level, 

firms have limited alliance experience and favor a learning-by-doing approach over a structural 

approach to accumulate alliance-related knowledge (Harbison & Pekar, 1998b). In line with the 

limited experience, most firms have limited alliance success. Alliance mechanisms should be aimed at 

gaining a good understanding of the most relevant alliance principles in order to avoid common 

pitfalls (Dyer et al., 2001). For instance, tools such as alliance evaluation, a partner selection 

approach, culture programs, and external alliance trainings could be used. At the second level, a 

firm’s experience increases as its portfolio starts to involve more inter-firm activities. The alliance 

procedures are increasingly standardized, thereby facilitating intra-firm learning (Nonanka & 

Takeuchi, 1995). At a top management level, the firm starts to build up specific alliance knowledge, 

which could be disseminated to a small number of specialists. At this level it is necessary to allocate 

resources to the development of alliance capabilities, such as group-level knowledge sharing (Inkpen 

& Crossan, 1995). Alliance mechanisms useful at this level could be: evaluation of own and other 

firms’ alliance best practices, alliance trainings with external specialists, alliance metrics and related 

reward and bonus systems, and assigning an alliance manager.  At the third level, alliances have 
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become a top management priority, which requires that alliances are embedded in corporate strategy. 

At this level, alliance experience and knowledge is intentionally built and diffused throughout the firm 

in a structural way.  Several mechanisms can support firms to develop capabilities at this level. For 

instance, an alliance function or department can act as central coordination mechanism (Harbison & 

Pekar, 1998a; Kale et al., 2002), which is important to facilitate knowledge sharing on a structural 

basis (Kale & Singh, 1999). Also, an alliance database can be used to help assemble alliance 

experience in such a way that it is easily transferable within the organization (Khanna et al., 1998). 

 

The particular contributions of alliance capability research are threefold (Duysters et al., 2003). 

Firstly, they note that firm level alliance research stresses the need for firms to center internal aspects. 

In doing so, a firm’s focus will be on its own resources and capabilities in order to improve the 

alliance success. Alliance management tools can help a firm to successfully manage its alliances by 

concentrating on learning and knowledge development and on the other hand on governance and 

coordination within the firm itself (Duysters et al., 2003). Secondly, focusing on intra firm alliance 

aspects allows firms to improve their capability to capture, share, disseminate and store alliance-

related knowledge. Alliance management tools can play an important role in leveraging knowledge 

across a firm’s alliances by considering alliances as a portfolio rather than as a separate activity 

(Duysters et al., 2003). Thirdly, as a result of the previous contributions (which increase the 

awareness of a firm of its own resources and capabilities) a firm may be less likely to blame the 

alliance partner(s) in the event of an alliance failure. In being more aware of its own role in the 

alliance process, a firm may more easily change its own routines by complementing existing tools or 

implementing new ones (Duysters et al., 2003).  

 

2.3 Conclusion 

This Chapter discussed the theoretical underpinnings of alliance research. Also, a distinction was 

made between intra-firm alliance research (based on transaction costs economics and industrial 

organization theory) and inter-firm alliance research (based on resource-based thinking, 

organizational learning theory, and evolutionary economics theory). It turned out that current alliance 

literature mainly focuses on intra-firm alliance research – alliance capability research, from which the 

main findings were discussed in Section 2.2.  

 

Another important and recent development in alliance research is that scholars have pointed to 

alliances as being potentially effective in dealing with business environments that have become 

increasingly turbulent (Spekman et al. 2000; Duysters & De Man, 2003). For keeping pace with 

turbulent environments, firms can no longer exclusively rely on their traditional alliance and mergers 

and acquisitions practices. A new type of alliance (transitory alliance) seems to be specifically geared 

towards dealing with rapidly changing environments (Duysters & De Man, 2003). However, so far 

transitory alliances have not been empirically tested. This study’s aim is to provide empirical evidence 

for this new type of alliance. The next chapter (Chapter 3) discusses how alliances can be used to deal 

with turbulent environments and hypotheses are drawn up, such that it can be empirically tested in the 

Dutch video game industry.  
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3. Transitory Alliances 

 

The previous chapter concluded that scholars have recently pointed to alliances as being 

potentially effective in dealing with turbulent business environments. Namely, the research to a 

special type of alliance seems to be effective in dealing with increasingly turbulent business 

environments (Spekman et al. 2000; Duysters & De Man, 2003). This Chapter focuses on transitory 

alliances, via firstly introducing this special type of alliance. Secondly, the concept of turbulence is 

discussed in more detail. Elaborating on both concepts, in Section 3.3 hypotheses are drawn up, which 

are used to provide this study with a theoretical framework, such that the research question can be 

answered. 

 

3.1 Introducing transitory alliances 

For keeping up pace with turbulent environments, firms can no longer exclusively rely on their 

traditional alliance and mergers and acquisitions practices. Research on environmental turbulence has 

suggested that alliances are a possible solution to deal with turbulence. However, little work has been 

done specifically on how these alliances should be used in extreme turbulent environments efficiently 

and effectively. Recently, Duysters and De Man (2003) have pointed to a special type of alliances that 

are specifically geared to turbulent business environments. According to them, in order to survive 

turbulence, firms should increasingly engage in transitory alliances, which are defined as “short-lived 

non-equity alliances that focus on completing narrowly defined tasks in a very short time frame” 

(Duysters & De Man, 2003). In a turbulent environment, new technologies or new combinations of 

existing technologies emerge frequently, which could trigger off new technological paths that may 

threaten established industry leaders. Good examples are MP3 technology within the music industry, 

solar technology within the energy industry, or the use of motion controls, Internet and wireless 

communication technologies within the video game industry. In a turbulent environment, which is 

subject to many radical innovations, it is not possible, nor desirable to commit resources to only one 

technology. Instead, since there is no guarantee which innovations will eventually succeed and which 

not, under conditions of turbulence a firm should be flexible and needs access to a variety of 

technological options, each of which can be exercised or abandoned at short notice. M&As are 

generally considered to be less equipped to deal with turbulent environments and are more appropriate 

in low-tech sectors in which learning and flexibility are less important. On the other hand, strategic 

alliances seem to provide flexible, fast-to-build knowledge acquisition solutions at very low costs. 

However, a special form of strategic alliances that may challenge the domination of the more 

traditional knowledge acquisition modes (in-house development, M&As, equity alliances) has been 

witnessed more often. These so-called transitory alliances are specifically suitable for the demands of 

turbulent business environments.  

 

Transitory alliances have a lot in common with traditional strategic alliances; nonetheless, a 

number of distinct features that clearly distinguishes them are shown in Table 2 (Duysters & De Man, 

2003).3 These differences will now be discussed in more detail. Firstly, while the motives for 

traditional alliances are achieving efficiency and market access, for transitory alliances they are 

learning – knowledge acquisition – and reducing time-to-markets. Traditionally, even in turbulent 

high technology industries, getting access to technological competences was considered to be difficult 

and often unnecessary; therefore, alliances were seldom used for innovative purposes. Recently, 

                                                           
3
 Arguments in this paragraph are largely retrieved from Duysters & De Man (2003)  
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because technologies have become increasingly complex and have interdisciplinary natures, firms can 

no longer be the best in all aspects. Hence, in order to gain competitive advantage, they focus on core 

competences and use alliances to get access to other necessary complementary technology inputs. 

Besides knowledge acquisition, alliances are increasingly aimed at reducing the period from invention 

to market introduction. Since the 1990s, time-to-market has become critical in achieving competitive 

advantage (Pawar et al., 1994) and Lieberman & Montgomery (1988) have argued that being first to 

market could result in several “first-mover advantages”. Also, firms have to respond to the needs of 

customers, who want higher-quality products faster. Secondly, the speed and time-horizon of 

transitory alliances are typically fast-to-build and short-lived, whereas for traditional alliances it used 

to be slow and long. In turbulent environments, where the technology standard is not yet certain, 

committing resources to only one technology (partner) on a long-term basis is undesirable. Instead, 

every time a firm needs access to external knowledge or competences, they should determine which 

technology (partner) adds the most value. In this way, via establishing more but short-lived, rather 

than few long-term alliances, more value can be obtained out of a firm’s network. Flexibility and 

especially, speedily adjusting to changes in the environment is a crucial factor influencing 

performance in turbulent industries. Correspondingly, firms cannot afford to engage in long term 

extensive planning and negotiation processes preceding the actual collaboration. Thus, in turbulent 

environments, instead of careful strategic planning and extensive partner selection processes, DVGCs 

enter into alliances on a trial and error basis. Thirdly, the partner fit of transitory alliances is based on 

network fit instead of enduring partner selection processes. Since firms are increasingly embedded in 

social networks, network partners could be used as an effective, reliable source for the credibility and 

competencies of potential partners (Gulati, 1998). The network can act as a social control mechanism 

and the formation of time-consuming contracts becomes redundant. Fourthly, the partners involved in 

transitory alliances are typically from unfamiliar quarters and entrepreneurial, instead of established 

companies from familiar sectors. In the past, many industries were characterized by a relatively steady 

environment, which induced firms to develop a stable set of routines to deal with their environment. 

Nowadays, because previously existing technological and market boundaries have become vague, this 

conventional behavior seems to be inadequate for dealing with turbulence. Fifthly, in turbulent 

environments there is simply not enough time to build-up trust. It seems that goal complementarity 

has replaced trust as critical determinant for alliance success (Spekman et al., 2000). Misalignment of 

objectives or goals directly leads to alliance failure. In traditional alliances success is often measured 

by the duration of the alliance; however, transitory alliances are successful when specific tasks are 

accomplished. Therefore, cooperation between partners is increasingly based upon well-aligned 

objectives and mutual goals, which can be realized when the alliance focuses on a few, specific tasks. 

 
 

Table 2: Traditional alliances versus transitory alliances  

Traditional alliances  Transitory alliances 

Market access, efficiency Motives Learning, time-to-market 

Slow, long Speed and Planning horizon E-speed, short 

Individual fit Partner fit Network fit 

Familiar sectors Partner type 1 Unfamiliar quarters 

Established Partner type 2 Entrepreneurial 

Trust Commitment Aligned objectives 

Many tasks Focus Few, specific tasks 

source: Duysters & De Man (2003) 
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This study focuses on the video game industry; however, transitory alliances are not limited to 

this industry only. In biotechnology and Internet environments this alliance type is also used 

(Duysters & De Man, 2003). Even in low-tech industries transitory alliances are useful as well. For 

instance, after 9/11 attacks, airlines had to deal with a high level of turbulence, namely a drop in 

demand, new safety measures, and uncertain future perspectives. At that time, many airlines entered 

into short-term alliance agreements, lasting for less than 6 months, to drive down costs and share 

airline routes (Duysters & De Man, 2003). Therefore, turbulence is the key to transitory alliances.  

 

3.2 Turbulence 

Turbulence, in being the key to transitory alliances, requires to be discussed in more detail. Few 

concrete definitions of turbulence exist within the management literature, although it is a term often 

used (Robbertson, 2002). Turbulence is often referred to as “discrete, salient and unpredictable events 

in the environment” (Ottesen & Grønhaug, 2003, p. 958). Examples are changes, such as important 

technological changes (e.g. the emergence of renewable energy technologies), intense changes in 

economic climate (e.g. the recent financial crisis), boycotts by activists (protests against China’s 

human rights policies), et cetera. Chakravarthy (1997, p. 69) notes that the two key determinants of 

turbulence in a business environment are complexity (“a measure of the number of competitive 

configurations that a firm must ideally consider in shaping its strategy”) and the dynamic (“the rate at 

which these configurations change over time”). In other words, environmental turbulence refers to the 

amount of change and complexity in the environment of a company. Thus, the greater the amount of 

change in environmental factors and the greater the number of environmental factors that must be 

considered, the higher is the level of environmental turbulence. Three forms of turbulence are 

emphasized in literature, namely market turbulence, technological turbulence and competitive 

intensity (Kohli & Jaworski, 1990). Market turbulence refers to “changes in the composition of 

customers and their preferences” and technological turbulence refers to rapid changes in “the entire 

process of transforming inputs to outputs and the delivery of those outputs to the end customer” 

(Kohli & Jaworski, 1990, p. 14). Competitive intensity concerns the presence of multiple choices for 

customers (Kohli and Jaworski, 1990). 

  

Firms and their management have to cope with turbulence to survive, which requires flexibility 

and thus the ability to adapt to changes. Therefore, firms need to continuously collect and analyze 

environmental data; however, they are generally exposed to much more data than they can possibly 

comprehend. According to Ottesen and Grønhaug (2003, p. 959): “This relates to the fact that 

managers are busy people, continuously confronted with a wide range of tasks and demands and that 

they (like other people) are restricted by the limits of their cognitive capacity. Thus, although they 

may try to the best of their abilities actively to collect, interpret and make use of environmental data, 

their limited time and cognitive capacity make it impossible to cover all issues of interest”. In 

turbulent environments this situation is amplified (Ottesen & Grønhaug, 2003). Hence, managers need 

guidance on how to cope with turbulent environments in order to improve corporate performance. 

Therefore, the next section hypothesizes how alliances can be put into practice to deal with 

turbulence. 

 

3.3 Hypotheses 

This section, applies recent findings in alliance literature (both alliance capability research and 

transitory alliance research) to the dynamics of the Dutch video game industry. Referring to these 
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findings, hypotheses are drawn up such that all relevant aspects of alliances, with regard to the scope 

of this study, are covered. When deriving the hypotheses, special attention will be paid to the 

characteristics of transitory alliances, which is in line with the focus of the research questions. 

Although the hypotheses are especially aimed at the dynamics of the video game industry, it does not 

mean that they are only applicable to this industry. Despite the focus on the video game industry, the 

hypotheses presented in this study are also suitable for research in alliances in other environments 

(both high-tech and low-tech) with a similar level of turbulence. For instance, the energy sector 

currently has to deal with turbulence (the emergence renewable energy technologies) as well as the 

financial industry that has to deal with the recent financial crisis. Moreover, this study is relevant for 

every industry that experiences turbulence. The remainder of this section is divided in several parts, 

each discussing distinct aspects of alliance practices, namely motives, time horizon, commitment, 

flexibility, density, partner fit, and alliance management tools. 

 

3.3.1 Alliance motives 

Different motives for alliance formation exist and can generally be characterized by three groups, 

namely seeking technological complementarities, reduction of the development time span and seeking 

market access or influencing market structure (Van Dijk & Weggeman, 2003). Traditionally, the latter 

was seen as most important for alliance formation. Alliances were formed between large companies in 

order to gain access to foreign markets or to gain economies of scale (Duysters & De Man, 2003). 

Since using alliances for getting access to technological competences was considered to be difficult 

and often unnecessary, even in turbulent high technology industries, alliances were seldom used for 

innovative purposes (Duysters & De Man, 2003). Recently, however, technologies have become 

increasingly complex and have interdisciplinary natures. For instance, the increasing ability to offer 

alternative forms of entertainment (such as downloadable content, music, video, Internet) and the rise 

of serious games (for which knowledge about content is not within the video game industry) the 

multi-dimensional nature of games will gradually increase. Also, games become increasingly realistic, 

which requires state-of-the-art technologies and highly-qualified personnel to develop them. In line 

with the resource-based and the competence-based view, firms extensively rely on their core 

competences and establish alliances to get access to necessary resources. Especially in turbulent 

industries, where flexibility is required, collaboration with other (cross-sectoral) companies creates 

the necessary complementary technology inputs, enabling them to leverage on economies of scope 

through joint efforts (e.g., Hagedoorn, 1993; Hamel 1991). Furthermore, alliances are increasingly 

used for reducing the period from invention to market introduction (Duysters & De Man, 2003). 

Namely, since the 1990s, time-to-market has become critical in achieving competitive advantage 

(Pawar et al., 1994). Benefits of fast time-to-market are “extended sales life, extra revenue, lower 

costs and higher (premium) profits, increased market share and customer loyalty, a technological 

edge and a good image for technology, delivery and quality” (Pawar et al., 1994, p. 22).  Also, the 

pressure that the environment puts on DVGCs to get results in shorter time span gets higher (e.g. 

customers want high quality games promptly and investors demand quick returns on investments). 

Lieberman & Montgomery (1988) have argued that being first to market could result in several “first-

mover advantages”, thereby stressing the importance of fast time-to-market. Moreover, due to rapid 

technological changes, high levels of risk, existence of network externalities of large networks of the 

industry’s majors, and fierce competition among the development companies, windows of opportunity 

close quickly. Therefore, shortened product-lifecycles in the turbulent industries (such as the video 

game industry) make it increasingly important for firms to reduce the period from invention to market 

introduction. Collaboration could help to reduce the time-span of innovation process, for instance, 

sourcing technology or gaining access to competencies from partners (Hagedoorn, 1993; Mariotti & 
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Ricotta, 1986). Thus, when considering motives for alliance formation, the following can be 

hypothesized:  

 

H1: The two most important alliance motives for DVGCs are knowledge acquisition 

(getting access to complementary competences) and time-to-market (reducing the 

period between invention and market introduction). 

 

3.3.2 Alliance time horizon 

When considering the time horizon of an alliance, it is interesting to discuss how scholars assess 

the development of an alliance, which is “the process from initiation and negotiation to alliance 

evaluation and even termination” (Das & Teng, 2002). For instance, Brouthers et al. (1997) propose a 

five-stage model that consists of selecting the mode of operation, locating partners, negotiation, 

managing the alliance, and evaluating alliance performance. Das and Teng (1997) suggest that 

alliance development can be divided in seven stages: choosing an alliance strategy, selecting partners, 

negotiation, setting up the alliance, operation, evaluation, and modification. In short, several time-

consuming stages are identified in alliance research. However, as noted above, since reducing the 

time-to-market in turbulent environments is of eminent importance (Pawar et al., 1994), firms can 

simply not afford to engage in long term extensive planning and negotiation processes preceding the 

actual collaboration. However, since firms are increasingly embedded in social networks, network 

partners could be used as an effective, reliable source for the credibility and competencies of potential 

partners (Gulati, 1998). The network can act as a social control mechanism and the formation of time-

consuming contracts becomes redundant. In this way, informal agreements can be very effective and 

efficient (Santoro & McGill, 2005) and contractual negotiation time and costs can be avoided (Reuer 

& Arino, 2007). Thus, in turbulent environments, instead of careful strategic planning and extensive 

partner selection processes, DVGCs enter into alliances on a trial and error basis (Duysters & De 

Man, 2003).  

 

H2a: The partner selection process and negotiation term of DVGCs’ alliances is 

generally fast-to-build. 

 

Furthermore, short-lived alliances are desired for acquiring knowledge in turbulent environments 

such as the video game industry. Traditionally, large companies established long-term alliances in 

order to jointly create economies of scale. Long-term alliances are expected when companies search 

for enduring advantage in sharing resources and activities with other companies (Cagliano et al., 

2000). However, in turbulent environments, where the technology standard is not yet certain, 

committing resources to only one technology (partner) on a long-term basis is undesirable. Instead, 

every time a firm needs access to external knowledge or competences, they should determine which 

technology (partner) adds the most value. In this way, via establishing more but short-lived, rather 

than few long-term alliances, more value can be obtained out of a firm’s network. Flexibility and 

especially, speedily adjusting to changes in the environment is a crucial factor influencing 

performance in turbulent industries (Duysters & De Man, 2003). Therefore, the following hypothesis 

can be formulated:  

 

H2b: The typical time-horizon of DVGCs’ technology alliances is short-lived and 

can generally be measured in months instead of years. 
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3.3.3 Alliance commitment 

Commitment, or the desire to continue the alliance, is crucial for alliance success. It means a 

willingness to go beyond contractual obligations by putting extra effort, dedicate resources, and face 

risks into the alliance to make it work (Cullen et al, 2000). The building of trust has been frequently 

mentioned as the key determinant for commitment and thus alliance success (e.g., Cullen et al, 2000; 

Parkhe, 1998; Mohr & Spekman, 1994; Kanter, 1994). “Trust refers to the sense that the other 

partner will make decisions that serve the best interests of the partnership when one party is 

vulnerable and will act honestly and benevolently” (Mohr et al., 2005, p. 93). However, in turbulent 

environments, there is simply not enough time to build-up trust. It seems that goal complementarity 

has replaced trust as critical determinant for alliance success (Spekman et al., 2000; Duysters & De 

Man, 2003). Misalignment of objectives or goals directly leads to alliance failure4. In traditional 

alliances success is often measured by the duration of the alliance; however, transitory alliances are 

successful when specific tasks are accomplished (Duysters & De Man, 2003). Therefore, cooperation 

between partners is increasingly based upon well-aligned objectives and mutual goals (Duysters & De 

Man, 2003; Spekman et al., 2000). The following can be hypothesized: 

 

H3a: Commitment between DVGCs and their partners is typically based on well-

aligned objectives about few, specific tasks. 

 

Alliances vary within the degree of contractual formalization, which can range from very 

informal agreements to formalized contracts. In general, more formalization is used where the alliance 

scope is broad and multiple, whereas informal agreements are more flexible and agile (Cagliano et al., 

2000). Given the importance of flexibility and speed and the narrowly scoped alliance character of 

alliances in turbulent environments, it is likely that DVGCs do not use formalized contracts to a great 

extent (Duysters & De Man, 2003). Sometimes though, formal agreements are necessary and the use 

of contracts is preferable, namely when the DVGCs’ alliances concern very specific assets such as 

proprietary technology and confidential information (Reuer & Arino, 2007). But in general 

commitment between partners will most likely not be based on the use of elaborately formalized 

contracts. 

 

H3b: DVGCs typically establish alliances without the use of elaborately 

formalized contracts. 

 

3.3.4 Alliance flexibility 

Alliance flexibility is needed to control risk, commit limited resources, adapt to changing 

conditions, and exit easily (Das & Teng, 2000b). The involvement of equity and formalization are 

widely discussed criteria for alliance flexibility. Non-equity alliances are structurally a flexible mode 

of alliances, whereas alliances with equity involvement are structurally more rigid (Das & Teng, 

2000b). On the one hand, non-equity alliances are very efficient for few, specific tasks and can 

usually be negotiated rapidly (Gulati, 1995). On the other hand, equity participation creates mutual 

dependence among alliance partners, thereby significantly reducing the chances of cheating on the 

other partner (Buckley & Casson, 1988). However, despite the advantages of higher levels of 

commitment equity alliances seem to present greater risk in turbulent environments (Duysters & 

Hagedoorn, 2000; Spekman et al., 2000). Therefore, Non-equity alliances instead of equity alliances 

may be the best choice for gaining competitive advantage in turbulent environments. In general, 

                                                           
4  in line with strategic behavior theory explaining alliance instability, see Das and Teng (2000b) for an overview 
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researchers confirm that alliances in high-tech industries are more likely to have no involvement of 

equity, because in these industries strategic flexibility is of eminent importance (Hagedoorn & Narula, 

1996).  

 

H4: DVGCs typically establish alliances without the involvement of equity. 

 

3.3.5 Alliance density 

The density – frequency and intensity – of exchanges also characterizes alliances and networks. 

In some alliances, the final results are the only objects of exchange between firms, while others are 

characterized by many interactions where resources are shared, activities are performed in inter-firm 

teams, and decisions are jointly taken. Research on density of alliances and networks distinguishes 

strong/weak ties and sparse/dense networks. However, conclusions regarding how firms should be 

embedded in networks are not straightforward. For example, both strong and weak ties are mentioned 

to be positively related to firm performance. A strong tie can be described as a direct connection 

between two firms and a weak tie is a connection between a firm and a partner’s partner. Strong ties 

are related to trust (serve as part of the social control mechanism, which governs partnership 

behaviors) and the effective exchange of high-quality information and tacit knowledge between 

partners (Uzzi, 1996, 1997), whereas weak ties lead to novel information (Granovetter, 1973). 

Similarly, being embedded into both dense and sparse networks can be beneficial. On the one hand, 

dense networks promote trust and cooperation among its members (Coleman, 1988). On the other 

hand, sparse networks actualize efficiency benefits based on the ability to exchange non-redundant 

information (Burt, 1992). The large support for the benefits derived from strong ties (dense networks) 

and weak ties (sparse networks) suggests that neither type is completely favored; both have different 

qualities, which are useful for different purposes. For instance, a difference between explorative and 

exploitative learning strategies for alliances can be made (e.g. Vanhaverbeke et al., 2006). Moreover, 

denser forms of alliances have a larger positive impact on innovation (e.g., De Man & Duysters, 2005; 

Hagedoorn & Schakenraad, 1994); therefore, video game development and the underlying knowledge 

exchange require close collaboration between partners. The development process of a video game 

requires both technological innovation and creativity and can typified as an iterative process, in which 

specialized complementary competences need to be accessed via partnerships. Direct partnerships 

(strong ties) including frequent sharing of (proprietary) information and informal, unplanned, and ad 

hoc interactions are likely to be important for this purpose. Therefore, it is likely that the development 

alliances of DVGCs are typically strong tie alliances, with dense interactions between partners. In this 

study, density is measured by the frequency and intensity of interaction between partners. Therefore, 

the following can be hypothesized. 

  

H5: DVGCs are mostly involved in strong tie alliances in which the collaboration 

with partners involves frequent and intense e-mail, telephone, face-to-face, and 

product interactions. 

 

3.3.6 Alliance partner fit 

Bilateral partner fit as key determinant for alliance success has been widely discussed in 

academic literature (e.g. Emden et al., 2006; Lane & Lubatkin, 1998; Chan et al., 1997; Medcof, 

1997). However, pure bilateral fit is not sufficient anymore. Networks have become an organizational 

form in their own right, and therefore, the fit in the overall alliance network should be looked into as 

well (e.g., De Man, 2004; Duysters & De Man, 2003; Duysters, et al., 1999). The nature of a 
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company’s network determines its capacity to control information flows, knowledge flows, and 

financial flows (Duysters & De Man, 2003). Therefore, building the right alliance portfolio with the 

right partners is essential. A company engaged in an alliance, also becomes somewhat connected to 

partners’ partners (weak ties). Duysters et al. (1999) emphasize that these connections can be 

extremely powerful because innovation and new product development is often dependent on 

combinations of knowledge. They state that “The most successful companies establish a “radar 

function” which ensures that new developments are identified and innovative companies are 

approached. Partner selection therefore, should not only include an analysis of bilateral fit, but 

should also inquire into prospected partner’s contribution to a healthy mix of the network” (Duysters 

et al., 1999, p. 184). Weak ties are flexible forms of partnerships, and therefore, useful in turbulent 

environments. Because of the increased embeddedness of firms into networks (De Man, 2004) and the 

rise of social network platforms (e.g., LinkedIn) it can be expected that DVGCs increasingly use their 

existing network for finding new partners.   

 

H6a: The partner fit between DVGCs and their partners is typically based on 

network fit as well rather than on pure individual fit. 

 

Because of the converging nature of video games (Ip, 2008), previously existing technological 

and market boundaries have become vague. Therefore, DVGCs increasingly team up with companies 

from other industries and sectors. Furthermore, the game development process can be described as a 

creative, innovative process. In other words, developers often want to develop entirely new games. 

Vanhaverbeke et al. (2006) showed that for this type of learning strategies – explorative learning 

strategy, which they characterized as the search for new technologies and the potential business 

opportunities that can be derived from it – firms could better evaluate young companies as potential 

partners, since older companies have more problems than younger ones to look beyond their existing 

technological portfolio. Moreover, as already discussed, in turbulent environments such as the video 

game industry unexpected combinations of companies frequently emerge and partners tend to be 

entrepreneurial and from unfamiliar quarters (Duysters & De Man, 2003). Therefore, the following 

can be hypothesized.  

  

H6b: The alliance partners of DVGCs are typically young entrepreneurial firms 

and  companies from unfamiliar quarters. 

 

3.3.7 Alliance management tools 

Some firms within and across different industries are more successful in their overall alliance 

activity than others; alliance experience and the use of alliance management tools are the main 

reasons for that. Other reasons for this could be the organizational mode or the type of partners they 

select for their alliances or it could be that the successful firms are simply better equipped to manage 

their alliances. Generally, companies with more alliance experience outperform inexperienced 

companies (e.g., Heimeriks & Duysters, 2007; Anand & Khanna, 2000; Hoang & Rothaermel, 2005). 

But also, firms that have more alliance management tools in place surpass those without well-

developed alliance management capabilities (e.g., Heimeriks & Duysters, 2007; Draulans, et al., 2003; 

Kale et al., 2002). Therefore, if DVGCs want to be successful in their alliance and network activities, 

implementation of proper alliance management tools is critically important. Among the many alliance 

tools that could be used, some turn out to be more conducive than others. First of all, a company can 

easily raise its success rate from 25% to 48% by just implementing more tools, regardless of the type 

(De Man & Duysters, 2007). Heimeriks (2004) empirically showed that eleven mechanisms are 
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especially contributive to enhance a firm’s alliance performance, namely alliance database, Vice-

President of alliances, use of intranet, use of own knowledge about national culture differences, 

alliance manager, partner selection program, formal exchange of alliance knowledge, joint alliance 

evaluation, individual alliance evaluation, alliance metrics, and alliance department. In the more 

recent empirical study of De Man and Duysters (2007), particularly evaluation tools such as, 

individual evaluation, joint evaluation, the use of alliance metrics, and cross alliance evaluation turned 

out to be the most important tools to increase alliance success. Evaluation tools are crucial because 

they both raise alliance success and increase learning of alliance management in general (De Man & 

Duysters, 2007; Draulans et al., 2003). In line with these findings, it can be expected that DVGCs 

make particularly use of evaluation tools when managing their alliances. 

 

H7: Among the alliance management tools, evaluation tools are most frequently 

used by DVGCs. 

  



 

4. Methodology 

 

This chapter describes the methodologies that 

Two methods for data collection are used, namely an online questionnaire and in

Via doing so, not only could advantages of both methods be gained, but also the disadvantages of 

merely using one method could be overcome

one hand, the quantitative method 

short time period, but was mainly aimed at collecting quantitative data and can be considered 

inflexible. On the other hand, the qualitative method 

more detailed and underlying information necessary to e

considered flexible; however, was

 

Chronologically, this study includes the following steps. First, literature 

Chapter 2) such that the theoretical framework and hypotheses c

Second, an online questionnaire, based on alliance literature, 

industry experts were conducted, such that the questionnaire could be pilot

the questionnaire was put online 

the previous step, in-depth interviews 

of the questionnaire. Finally, some

checked within the questionnaire data. Figure 

analysis of the data and distinguishes the qualitative and quantitative methods. More details about the 

online questionnaire and in-depth interview methodologies are discussed in Section 4.1 and Section 

4.2 respectively. This chapter concludes with Section 4.3, in which the 

methodologies is discussed. 

 

Figure 3: Process steps of empirical research methodology

 

4.1 Online questionnaire

Web-based surveys have several advantages above other types of methodologies (Jansen et al., 

2007). First, the turnaround time of online questionnaires is fast and by far less time

face-to-face or telephone interviews. Second, large numbers of potential respondents can be reached 

without making high costs. Third, respondents are more flexible in finding time to fill in the survey 

and they are able to consult others if they do not have the answe

based surveys allow for more sophisticated designs, for instance through the use of conditional 

questioning. Conducting web-based surveys also has its drawbacks. For instance, the response rates of 

                                                          
5
 Before the online questionnaire was developed, a study to the important 

performed. The results of this research can be found in Appendix B.
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This chapter describes the methodologies that were used to perform this explanatory research. 

Two methods for data collection are used, namely an online questionnaire and in

advantages of both methods be gained, but also the disadvantages of 

method could be overcome, because the methods complement each other. On the 

one hand, the quantitative method – the online questionnaire – enabled to reach many 

mainly aimed at collecting quantitative data and can be considered 

inflexible. On the other hand, the qualitative method – the in-depth interviews 

more detailed and underlying information necessary to explain quantitative data, and can therefore be 

was time-consuming.  

Chronologically, this study includes the following steps. First, literature 

Chapter 2) such that the theoretical framework and hypotheses could be drawn up (see Chapter 3). 

Second, an online questionnaire, based on alliance literature, was developed and interviews with 

conducted, such that the questionnaire could be pilot-tested in practice. Third, 

put online and the resulting data were analyzed. Fourth, partly overlapping with 

depth interviews were conducted in order to explain and supplement the results 

of the questionnaire. Finally, some of the new insights that were obtained in the interviews 

checked within the questionnaire data. Figure 3 shows the process of the empirical collection and 

analysis of the data and distinguishes the qualitative and quantitative methods. More details about the 

pth interview methodologies are discussed in Section 4.1 and Section 

4.2 respectively. This chapter concludes with Section 4.3, in which the strength of the chosen 

research methodology 

Online questionnaire5 

based surveys have several advantages above other types of methodologies (Jansen et al., 

2007). First, the turnaround time of online questionnaires is fast and by far less time

e or telephone interviews. Second, large numbers of potential respondents can be reached 

without making high costs. Third, respondents are more flexible in finding time to fill in the survey 

and they are able to consult others if they do not have the answers ready at that time. And fourth, web

based surveys allow for more sophisticated designs, for instance through the use of conditional 

based surveys also has its drawbacks. For instance, the response rates of 
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online surveys are usually low. From the 1990s until now, mean response rates have been decreasing 

(Roberts, 2007). This decline can be explained by increased surveying and spam, the threat of viruses, 

and the disappearing of the novelty of completing surveys online (Roberts, 2007). Besides the 

possibility of low response rates, it is also important that the validity of the survey and the consistency 

of the results are ensured. Therefore, these quality aspects are discussed in the next three sections. 

Subsequently, Section 4.1.4 discusses the population of this study and Section 4.1.5 discusses the 

content of the survey in more detail.  

 

4.1.1 Response rate 

Several things can be done to improve the response rate. First of all, personalized e-mail 

invitations are positively related to response rates (Dillman, 2000). In this study, this could be ensured 

via cooperation with a branch organization of DVGCs. They could provide a list with names and 

email addresses of the potential respondents. Secondly, experience indicates that Monday through 

Thursday has the highest response rate, decreasing dramatically along the week (McCord, 2007). 

Therefore, the invitations were sent on Mondays and Tuesdays. Furthermore, follow-up memos and 

incentives can be used to increase response rates (Jansen et al., 2007; Metha & Sividas, 1995). 

Therefore, two reminders were sent and as an incentive, a copy of the main research results was 

offered. Through the combination of a pre-notice, incentives, and a reminder in the survey recruiting 

process we tried to achieve optimal response rates (the realized response rate will be discussed in 

Section 5.1).  

  

4.1.2 Validity 

“Validity is the extent to which differences found with a measuring tool reflect true differences 

among respondents being tested” (Cooper & Schindler, 2003, p. 231). Simply put: do the things we 

measure accurately reflect what we wanted to measure?  

 

Four reasons indicate that the validity of the survey can be ensured. First, recent academic 

findings were used, such that all relevant aspects of alliance practices are included and the objectivity 

of the survey is enhanced. Second, the questionnaire was discussed with several persons. Namely, it 

was discussed with other researchers from similar research areas, such that definitions and questions 

could be fine-tuned. Furthermore, before the questionnaire was put online, the survey was pilot-tested 

by several industry experts, ensuring that definitions and questions are understandable and relevant 

for the industry. Third, in order to ensure that the survey questions do reflect what we wanted to 

measure, some constructs were measured with several related questions. In this way, answers could be 

compared and checked for correspondence. For instance, a construct that measures the number of 

alliances seems to be straightforward, but whether the related questions measure the actual situation or 

just a part of it, remains debatable. Therefore, respondents were asked to give the total number of 

alliances they are involved in and later they were asked to assess the amount of equity and non-equity 

alliances they are involved in. When comparing the numbers, a small but negligible difference came 

to surface, thereby indicating valid results. In the same way, six different questions were used to 

measure alliance success (see appendix C). A combination of the answers was used to analyze the 

results and subsequently draw conclusions (see Section 5.1.8). Hence, optimal validity could be 

approached. Fourth, in this study, almost every respondent’s job function is a CEO, managing 

director, or owner. Therefore, it is likely that they have the knowledge to answer the questions. Also, 

since the data has been treated anonymously and confidentially, which was also explicitly 
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communicated in advance, it is unlikely that the respondents considered a personal benefit by giving 

certain answers. Despite the different actions taken to improve validity, it is possible that the 

respondents give dishonest answers or refuse to answer. This is a risk when data is collected via 

interviews or questionnaires, which cannot be fully excluded. When the data will be interpreted, this 

will be taken into account. 

 

4.1.3 Consistency of results 

Consistency or reliability refers to having a high level of independence of potential internal and 

external biases, leading to robustness of the research findings across researchers and respondents. 

Thus, a research is reliable when the same results can be obtained when the research is performed by 

another researcher, with different instruments, and with other respondents. “Reliability is concerned 

with estimates of the degree to which a measurement is free of random or unstable error” (Cooper & 

Schindler, 2003, p. 236). We now discuss several issues related to the reliability of the measurements. 

The sample has been checked for representativeness (sample selection bias). First of all, firm size has 

been looked into. The average FTE of the sample (~ 12.2 FTE) is almost similar to the average of the 

population: the Dutch video game industry (~10.7 FTE).6 It is unlikely that this slight difference (i.e. a 

difference of 1.5 within the range of 1-150 FTE in the Dutch video game industry) causes a non-

response bias. Secondly, the first and second halves of the data (i.e., based on date and time of 

response) were compared. This has been done because a difference could indicate that a non-response 

bias exists (i.e., if the first and second half of the data differ significantly, it is likely that the sample is 

not representative for non-respondents). For several key variables, the means of the first and the 

second halves of the data were compared. For only one out of 49 variables we find that there is a 

difference in the means of the first versus the second group, which can be considered a 5% 

coincidence. Therefore, it can be concluded that the first and second halves of the data do not differ 

significantly, which suggests that non-existence of non-response bias. 

 

4.1.4 Population 

In this study, the alliance practices of DVGCs are subject of analysis. Therefore, all Dutch 

companies, who are involved in video game development, are potential respondents. The total number 

of such companies lies between 120 and 150.7 In cooperation with the branch organization of DVGCs, 

a list has been put together that consists of the contact information (names and email addresses) of 

134 CEOs, managing directors, or owners of DVGCs. All of them have been invited to fill in the 

online questionnaire. Therefore, almost the entire Dutch video game industry has been invited to 

participate. Since DVGCs are relatively small, CEOs, managing directors, or owners are the persons 

who have the most representative overall view on alliances with external partners.  

 

4.1.5 Content 

The questionnaire consists of 51 questions that are divided into six parts. The first part asked for 

some demographic information. The second part focused on the firm’s alliance capabilities, namely 

questions about alliance experience and alliance management tools were asked. The third part was 

                                                           
6
 Information retrieved from a research conducted by the company of one of the interview respondents 

7
 Branch organizations do not know the exact number, since many small game developers may exist. However, 108 companies are listed at 

www.gamesindustrie.nl, and additional contacts were obtained via www.GamesFactoryOnline.com 
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about the type of alliances the company is involved in. This part included questions about alliance 

motives, the degree of intensity and equity involvement, alliance time span, and alliance commitment. 

Fourth, questions about alliance partners were asked and the fifth part focused on the firm’s alliance 

success. In the last part, respondents were asked to list the names of their most important partners and 

to submit their contact information if they were interested in receiving a copy of the final results. An 

overview of the questions with related hypotheses and relevant literature is given in Table 3. The 

questionnaire is included in Appendix C. 

 

 
 
Table 3: Hypotheses, questions, and literature 

 

 

Hypotheses Questions Question type Related Literature 

H1: alliance motives  

 

Q9: Sharing costs of R&D 

Q10: Sharing risk of R&D 

Q11: Reducing time to market 

Q12: Specialized competences 

Q13: Monitoring technologies 

Q14: Internationalization 

Q15: New market access 

Q16: Expanding product range 

Likert scale summated 

rating 

(data: interval) 

Duysters & De Man, 2003; Hagedoorn, 

1993; Hamel, 1991; Mariotti & Ricotta, 

1986; Pawar et al., 1994; Van Dijk & 

Weggeman, 2003 

 

H2a: alliance 

negotiation term  

H2b: alliance time-

horizon 

 

Q25: alliance time-horizon 

Q26: negotiation term 

Multiple Choice single-

response scale  

(data: interval) 

Cagliano et al., 2000; Duysters & De 

Man, 2003; Gulati, 1995; Pawar et al., 

1994; Reuer & Arino, 2007 

 

H3a: alliance partner 

commitment 

H3b: alliance 

formalization 

Q19: Trust, well-aligned objectives, 

formalized contracts 

Q31: specialized partners 

 

Ranking scale  

(data: ordinal) 

Cagliano et al.,2000; Cullen et al, 2000; 

De Man, 2002, 2004; Duysters & De 

Man, 2003; Kanter, 1994;  Lieberman & 

Montgomery (1988); Mohr et al., 2005; 

Mohr & Spekman, 1994; Parkhe, 1998; 

Pawar et al., 1994;  Spekman et al., 1999 

H4: equity involvement 

 

Q17: equity alliances 

Q18: non-equity alliances 

Multiple Choice single-

response scale  

(data: interval) 

Buckley & Casson, 1988; Das & Teng, 

2000b; Duysters & Hagedoorn, 2000; 

Gulati, 1995; Hagedoorn & Narula, 1996;  

Spekman et al., 1999  

H5: alliance density  

 

Q20: face-to-face interaction 

Q21: telephone or email interaction 

Q22: product or technology exchanges 

Q23: one-one person interactions 

Q24: multiple-multiple persons interactions 

Multiple Choice single-

response scale  

(data: interval) 

Cagliano et al., 2000; De Man & 

Duysters, 2005; Hagedoorn & 

Schakenraad, 1994; Mohr et al., 2005 

 

H6a: alliance partner fit  

H6b: partner 

characteristics 

 

Q27-39: alliance partners 

 

Multiple choice single-

response scale,  

 Likert scale summated 

rating, Open 

 

Chan et al., 1997; De Man, 2004; 

Duysters, et al., 1999; Duysters & De 

Man, 2003; Emden et al., 2006; Lane & 

Lubatkin, 1998; Medcof, 1997; 

Vanhaverbeke et al. (2006) 

H7: alliance 

management tools 

 

Q8: alliance tools; Using alliance managers; 

Joint alliance business planning; Individual 

alliance evaluation; Joint alliance evaluation; 

Approval processes; Using intranet; Alliance 

metrics; Alliance department; Alliance best 

practices 

Multiple choice multiple-

response scale  

(data: nominal) 

De Man & Duysters, 2007; Draulans et 

al., 2003; Heimeriks, 2004; Heimeriks & 

Duysters, 2007; Kale et al., 2002 

Miscellaneous  

(Not related to 

hypotheses) 

Q1-7: demographics 

Q6-7: alliance experience 

Q40-45: alliance success 

Q46: most important partners 

Q47-50: contact information 

Multiple choice single-

response scale,  

 Likert scale summated 

rating, Open 
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4.2 In-depth interviews 

In total nine in-depth interviews with CEOs, managing directors, and owners of video game 

companies in different genres were conducted. Table 4 gives an overview of the types of respondents 

that have been interviewed. The first interview was primarily used to pre-test the online questionnaire; 

however, useful insights for analyzing the data were obtained as well. It can be noticed that the 

respondents represent a diverse group of DVGCs. Also, it can be seen that the DVGCs of the 

respondents mostly develop games with similar complexity. This is not strange, since this is 

representative for the entire population (the Dutch video game industry), namely most DVGCs 

develop games with medium complexity. This information and other general information about the 

industry could be obtained, because an interview with the strategic director of a branch organization – 

overlooking the Dutch video game industry – has been conducted as well. 

 

 
Table 4: Conducted interviews 

Interview 

date 

Function(s) of 

Respondent(s) 

Company description Company size 

(FTE) 

Complexity of games 

22-10-2008 Project Leader 

Developer of offline entertainment 

games for PC and Nintendo Wii in 

a B2C environment 

25-50 

 

4-11-2008 Director 

Producer and publisher of serious 

games for consoles, PC and mobile 

phones in a B2C and B2B 

environment. 

10-25 

&  

12-11-2008 General Director 
Developer of serious games for PC 

in a B2B environment 
25-50 

&  

14-11-2008 CEO 
Developer of entertainment games 

for PC and Nintendo WiiWare 
0-10 

&  

18-11-2008 CEO 

A specialized technology and 

service provider 

(engine/middleware) for mobile, 

web, and broadcast games in a B2C 

and B2B environment 

25-50  

21-11-2008 Strategic Director 
A branch organization for Dutch 

video game industry 
0-10  

21-11-2008 Managing Partner 

Developer of entertainment games 

for PC and Nintendo Wii and 

WiiWare in a B2C environment 

10-25 

&  

24-11-2008 CCO and COO 

Provider of games through online 

game portals and developer of 

entertainment games for PC in a 

B2C environment 

>100 
 

26-11-2008 CEO 
Developer of serious games for PC 

in a B2B environment 
10-25 

&  

 

 

Interviews were conducted face-to-face at the companies of the respondents and approximately 

took one and a half hour. All interviews were recorded such that controllability of the data could be 

ensured. Also, each interview was worked out digitally. Since confidentiality is an important issue 

within the IP driven game industry, most respondents insisted to remain anonymous. Therefore, the 
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resulting data is not included in the appendix.8 The interviews were used to ask questions about results 

retrieved from the online survey data. In doing so, it became clear why the results do and, sometimes, 

do not turn out as expected. Furthermore, open questions about possible scenarios of the future were 

asked. This information is useful when drawing final conclusions and recommendations. 

 

4.3 Conclusion 

The combination of a questionnaire and in-depth interviews is selected, because it provides both 

a broad and a detailed view on the alliance situation in the video game industry. With the use of a 

questionnaire many firms could be reached, thus enabling to collect standardized data about the entire 

industry. However, a questionnaire could be considered as inflexible and mainly aimed at quantitative 

data. Therefore, in order to complement the survey data, in-depth interviews were conducted to obtain 

qualitative data, both as a precursor and a follow-up to the quantitative data. Interviews are a flexible 

form of doing research. Issues that are hardly possible to grasp in a survey, come to light more easily 

via an interactive interview.  

 

This study paid much attention to conduct reliable research, which could be realized because of 

several reasons. First, we extensively used findings in recent alliance literature to formulate a relevant 

research question and to draw up hypotheses. All hypotheses cover a different aspect of alliance 

practices and are formulated such that they were measurable. Second, the hypotheses were 

investigated both quantitatively and qualitatively. The use of multiple research methods to collect the 

data (also referred to as data-triangulation) leads to increased reliability through a higher level of 

independence concerning the research methods used. Third, the online questionnaire was designed 

such that both academic and practical relevance (pilot-testing the survey with industry experts) could 

be obtained. Fourth, several in-depth interviews were conducted such that all different types of 

DVGCs were represented (i.e., both small and large, in serious, adver, and entertainment genre). 

Through the combination of all these procedures we focused to use valid methods and obtain reliable 

results. The results following from this research are discussed in the next chapter. 

  

                                                           
8
 Interview data will be stored on the researcher’s PC. Those with an academic interest in the specific interview data can contact the 

researcher to discuss the transparency issue.   
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5. Results 

 

This chapter discusses both the quantitative results of the online questionnaire (Section 5.1) and 

qualitative results of the in-depth interviews (Section 5.2) per hypothesis, which were addressed in 

Chapter 3. Given the sample size, our quantitative results should be taken as indicative, more than as a 

definitive test of our hypotheses. Although the Dutch video game industry at most consists of 150 

companies, the sample size only allows for tests with a relatively low power (i.e., only substantial 

effects are likely to surface). Moreover, not all hypotheses were tested statistically. Hypotheses were 

only tested statistically if it was expected to generate valuable information. Furthermore, not all data 

allowed statistical testing (see Table 3 in Section 4.1.5. for the different question types used in the 

survey). Section 5.3 discusses the results via reflecting on previous alliance literature. 

 

5.1 Quantitative results  

At the end, 61 companies responded to the invitation and started with filling in the questionnaire. 

From the 61 respondents, 15 already stopped when reading the definition of alliances.9 Hence, 46 

respondents completed most of the questions. Therefore, the overall response rate resulted in 34.3 %. 

Before discussing the results per hypothesis, it is necessary to mention that the sample size varies 

somewhat between different analyses. This variation can be explained by the fact that not all 

companies filled in the questionnaire completely. Reasons for this could be that not all questions are 

applicable to all companies or that some companies did not want to answer some particular questions 

because of confidentiality matters. For the analyses that are performed, missing values are excluded 

individually (i.e., a single answer may be excluded while the other data from the same respondent is 

used for other tests). The remainder of this section is divided in subsections, which respectively cover 

all hypotheses (Section 5.1.1-5.1.7). In addition to direct questions about hypotheses, the survey 

addressed questions about alliance satisfaction and alliance success as well. Results related to these 

questions are given in Section 5.1.8. An overview of the conclusions of the quantitative results is 

presented in Section 5.1.9. 

 

5.1.1 Alliance motives 

Hypothesis 1 predicts that the two most important alliance motives for DVGCs are knowledge 

acquisition (getting access to complementary competences) and time-to-market (reducing the period 

between invention and market introduction). In the questionnaire respondents could assess the 

importance of different alliance motives on a 5 point Likert scale. Table 5 shows the averages per 

motive to ally in detail. The data indeed show that the most important alliance motive for DVGCs is 

knowledge acquisition. Namely, getting access to specialized and complementary competences is 

rated 4.41 on average (between important and very important), which accounts for the highest score 

among all motives. While respondents rated the importance of reducing the period between invention 

and market introduction at 3.76 on average (between neutral and important), which is good for a 

medium ranking. In between knowledge acquisition and time-to-market, the motives getting new 

market access, expansion of product range, and internationalization and entry to foreign markets 

scored 4.13, 3.87, and 3.83 respectively. The motives sharing risks of R&D, sharing costs of R&D, 

and monitoring of evolution of technologies scored lowest, namely 3.59, 3.57, and 3.39 respectively.  

                                                           
9
 Some of these companies have been asked why they stopped and the following two reasons have been given. First, respondents were 

too busy and did not really want to fill in the questionnaire, but were curious about the content. Second, some respondents decided, after 

having read the definition of alliances that they did not belong to the target group. 



 

 

Table 5: Alliance motives ranking based on average score for importance

Alliance motive 

1. Getting access to specialized and complementary competencies 

2. Getting new market access  

3. Expansion of product range  

4. Internationalization and entry to foreign mark

5. Reducing the period between invention and market introduction 

6. Sharing risks of R&D 

7. Sharing costs of R&D 

8. Monitoring of evolution of technologies 

 

 

SPSS is used to test Hypothesis 1 in the following way. 

complementary competences and 

comparing that average with the average of the other categories, shows a significant difference (t

µ=0.292; p=0.01), thereby indic

largely caused by the prominence of getting access to complementary competences: w

the same analysis for the two 

competences are considered more important than the average other reasons 

whereas time to market is not (t-

Hypothesis 1, in the sense that it is supported bec

time to market.  

 

5.1.2 Alliance time horizon

Hypothesis 2a expects that the partner selection process and negotiation term of DVGCs’ 

alliances is generally fast-to-build. When asking the respondents wi

alliance deals are negotiated, the data shows the following. 

less than one month, 1-3 months, 3

15%, 30%, 30%, 16%, and 9% r

negotiation terms of less than one month can be considered as fast

Especially, since alliance time horizons may only last for several weeks or months.

results indicate that Hypothesis 2a is not supported. 

 

Figure 4: DVGCs typical negotiation term
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lliance motives ranking based on average score for importance 

Average score
[1 = very unimportant; … ; 5 = very important]

1. Getting access to specialized and complementary competencies  4.41

4.13

3.87

4. Internationalization and entry to foreign markets  3.83

5. Reducing the period between invention and market introduction  3.76

3.59

3.57

8. Monitoring of evolution of technologies  3.39

SPSS is used to test Hypothesis 1 in the following way. Averaging 

and reducing the period between invention and market introduction

comparing that average with the average of the other categories, shows a significant difference (t

µ=0.292; p=0.01), thereby indicating that Hypothesis 1 is supported. However, this difference is 

largely caused by the prominence of getting access to complementary competences: w

two hypothesized variables individually, we find that 

are considered more important than the average other reasons (t-test, 

-test, µ=-0.096; p=0.123). This gives some extra information regarding 

Hypothesis 1, in the sense that it is supported because of the complementarity issue, not because of the 

5.1.2 Alliance time horizon 

Hypothesis 2a expects that the partner selection process and negotiation term of DVGCs’ 

build. When asking the respondents within what period most of the 

alliance deals are negotiated, the data shows the following. On average, alliance negotiation term

3 months, 3-6 months, 6-12 months, and more than a year turned out to be 

15%, 30%, 30%, 16%, and 9% respectively. In Figure 4, these results are depicted.

negotiation terms of less than one month can be considered as fast-to-build in turbulent environments. 

Especially, since alliance time horizons may only last for several weeks or months.

results indicate that Hypothesis 2a is not supported.  

 
: DVGCs typical negotiation term 

Average score 

[1 = very unimportant; … ; 5 = very important] 

4.41 

4.13 

3.87 

3.83 

3.76 

3.59 

3.57 

3.39 

ging getting access to 

reducing the period between invention and market introduction, and 

comparing that average with the average of the other categories, shows a significant difference (t-test, 

However, this difference is 

largely caused by the prominence of getting access to complementary competences: when performing 

we find that complementary 

test, µ=0.679; p=0.000), 

This gives some extra information regarding 

ause of the complementarity issue, not because of the 

Hypothesis 2a expects that the partner selection process and negotiation term of DVGCs’ 

thin what period most of the 

alliance negotiation terms of 

12 months, and more than a year turned out to be 

, these results are depicted. In our opinion, 

build in turbulent environments. 

Especially, since alliance time horizons may only last for several weeks or months. Therefore, these 



 

Hypothesis 2b states that the typical time

and can generally be measured in months instead of years. When analyzing the data, it turned out that 

0% of the respondents answered that their typical alliance time horizon is less than three months and 

only 2% pointed to a typical time span of three to six months. Furthe

horizon of 6-12 months, 16% for 12

respondents pointed out that their typical alliance time horizon is larger than 24 months. Figure 

illustrates the results. These results do not 

alliances. Hence, Hypothesis 2b can also not be supported.
 

Figure 5: DVGCs typical alliance time horizon

 

5.1.3 Alliance commitment

Hypothesis 3a argues that commitment between DVGCs and their partners is typically based on 

well-aligned objectives about few, specific tasks. The first part of this hypothesis (

objectives) was tested via a ranking question. Respondents were asked to rank the relative

of trust, well-aligned objectives, and formalized contracts for commitment. Data shows that trust was 

ranked most important, well-aligned objectives second, and formalized contracts least important (see 

Table 6). Hence, the results show that co

transitory but traditional alliances. However, it must be noted that for commitment, well

objectives are considered as more important than contracts, which points towards transitory inst

traditional alliances. The second part of the hypothesis (

the questionnaire, since this is difficult to do with straightforward questions that will not be 

interpreted differently. Nevertheless, 

alliances of DVGCs mainly involve

specialized partners as important or very important (see Figure 

are most likely responsible for few, specific

important that the objectives are well

could mean more commitment based on

this cannot be considered as strong evidence, it merely gives an indication.

into account – trust more important than well

specific tasks – it cannot be concluded that Hypothesis 3a is supported.
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Hypothesis 2b states that the typical time-horizon of DVGCs’ technology alliances is short

be measured in months instead of years. When analyzing the data, it turned out that 

0% of the respondents answered that their typical alliance time horizon is less than three months and 

only 2% pointed to a typical time span of three to six months. Furthermore, 25 % accounted for a time 

12 months, 16% for 12-18 months, and 14% for 18-24 months. Moreover, 43% of the 

respondents pointed out that their typical alliance time horizon is larger than 24 months. Figure 

results do not show that DVGCs are on average involved in

alliances. Hence, Hypothesis 2b can also not be supported. 

 

: DVGCs typical alliance time horizon 

5.1.3 Alliance commitment 

commitment between DVGCs and their partners is typically based on 

aligned objectives about few, specific tasks. The first part of this hypothesis (

) was tested via a ranking question. Respondents were asked to rank the relative

aligned objectives, and formalized contracts for commitment. Data shows that trust was 

aligned objectives second, and formalized contracts least important (see 

Hence, the results show that commitment is primarily based on trust, which does not point to 

transitory but traditional alliances. However, it must be noted that for commitment, well

objectives are considered as more important than contracts, which points towards transitory inst

The second part of the hypothesis (few, specific tasks) is not directly measured in 

the questionnaire, since this is difficult to do with straightforward questions that will not be 

interpreted differently. Nevertheless, there is some indirect support for the fact

alliances of DVGCs mainly involves specific tasks. Namely, 66 % of the respondents consider 

specialized partners as important or very important (see Figure 6). Since specialized 

e most likely responsible for few, specific tasks that have to be integrated in the video game, it is 

important that the objectives are well-aligned. Therefore, more alliances with specialized partners 

could mean more commitment based on well-aligned objectives about few, specific tasks

this cannot be considered as strong evidence, it merely gives an indication. Taking all these results 

trust more important than well-aligned objectives and only indirect support for few, 

it cannot be concluded that Hypothesis 3a is supported. 

horizon of DVGCs’ technology alliances is short-lived 

be measured in months instead of years. When analyzing the data, it turned out that 

0% of the respondents answered that their typical alliance time horizon is less than three months and 

rmore, 25 % accounted for a time 

24 months. Moreover, 43% of the 

respondents pointed out that their typical alliance time horizon is larger than 24 months. Figure 5 

show that DVGCs are on average involved in short-lived 

commitment between DVGCs and their partners is typically based on 

aligned objectives about few, specific tasks. The first part of this hypothesis (well-aligned 

) was tested via a ranking question. Respondents were asked to rank the relative importance 

aligned objectives, and formalized contracts for commitment. Data shows that trust was 

aligned objectives second, and formalized contracts least important (see 

mmitment is primarily based on trust, which does not point to 

transitory but traditional alliances. However, it must be noted that for commitment, well-aligned 

objectives are considered as more important than contracts, which points towards transitory instead of 

) is not directly measured in 

the questionnaire, since this is difficult to do with straightforward questions that will not be 

for the fact that the content of 

specific tasks. Namely, 66 % of the respondents consider 

. Since specialized alliance partners 

tasks that have to be integrated in the video game, it is 

aligned. Therefore, more alliances with specialized partners 

tives about few, specific tasks. However, 

Taking all these results 

aligned objectives and only indirect support for few, 



 

Table 6: Ranked importance of factors for commitment

(N=42) Ranked 1

1.  Trust 

2.  Well-aligned objectives 

3.  Contracts 

* 1 = most important; 2 = second most important; 3 = least important

 

 

Hypothesis 3b predicts that DVGCs typically establish alliances without the use of elaborately 

formalized contracts. As already discussed, ha

for commitment between alliance partners (see Table 

make use of elaborately formalized contracts for their alliances. However, 

as unimportant for commitment between alliance partners, it can be concluded that Hypothesis 3b is 

supported. 

 

Figure 6: Importance of specialized alliance partners

 

5.1.4 Alliance flexibility 

Hypothesis 4 argues that DVGCs ty

The results do point to an alliance type that is flexible. In total, 44 DVGCs are involved in 269 

alliances, from which 82% are non

these results graphically. Given these results it can be concluded 

engaged in non-equity alliances. Hence,

 

Figure 7: Percentage equity vers
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anked importance of factors for commitment 

Ranked 1st Ranked 2nd Ranked 3rd Average score* 

67% 26% 7% 1.40 

24% 57% 19% 1.95 

9% 17% 74% 2.64 

most important; 3 = least important 

predicts that DVGCs typically establish alliances without the use of elaborately 

formalized contracts. As already discussed, having detailed contracts is considered as least important 

for commitment between alliance partners (see Table 6). It is not directly measured, whether DVGCs 

make use of elaborately formalized contracts for their alliances. However, given that

as unimportant for commitment between alliance partners, it can be concluded that Hypothesis 3b is 

 
: Importance of specialized alliance partners 

 

Hypothesis 4 argues that DVGCs typically establish alliances without the involvement of equity. 

The results do point to an alliance type that is flexible. In total, 44 DVGCs are involved in 269 

alliances, from which 82% are non-equity alliances and 18% are equity alliances. Figure 

Given these results it can be concluded that DVGCs are substantially more 

equity alliances. Hence, Hypothesis 4 is supported. 

 
: Percentage equity versus non-equity alliances 

 

predicts that DVGCs typically establish alliances without the use of elaborately 

ving detailed contracts is considered as least important 

It is not directly measured, whether DVGCs 

given that they consider it 

as unimportant for commitment between alliance partners, it can be concluded that Hypothesis 3b is 

pically establish alliances without the involvement of equity. 

The results do point to an alliance type that is flexible. In total, 44 DVGCs are involved in 269 

equity alliances and 18% are equity alliances. Figure 7 presents 

DVGCs are substantially more 
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5.1.5 Alliance density 

Hypothesis 5 predicts that DVGCs are mostly involved in strong tie alliances in which the 

collaboration with partners involves frequent and intense e-mail, telephone, face-to-face, and product 

interactions. Alliance “density” on a dyadic level is investigated in the questionnaire. Respondents 

were asked to determine in what percentage of the alliances, telephone, email, product, and face-to-

face interactions take place on a regular basis and whether they involve one-to-one or multiple-to-

multiple person contacts. The data pointed out that multiple-to-multiple person interactions occur 

more frequently than one-to-one person interactions, namely 56% of the respondents answered that 

multiple-to-multiple person interactions take place in more than 50% of their alliances, whereas 56% 

of the respondents also indicated that one-to-one person interactions take place in less than 10% of 

their alliances. This means that generally the alliances involve multiple persons, which points to an 

intense relationship. When taken a closer look at the frequency of interactions, the following three 

remarks can be made. First, telephone and email interactions mostly happen on a regular basis, to be 

precise, 63% of the respondents indicate that in more than 50 % of their alliances telephone and email 

interactions occur regularly. Second, 32% of the respondents indicate that face-to-face interactions 

occur regularly in more than 50 % of their alliances. Third, data shows that 19% of the respondents 

indicate that product exchanges occur regularly in more than 50% of their alliances. Furthermore, an 

analysis has been done for the least and the most dense relationships. Only 4 cases were typically 

engaged in very sparse alliances (i.e., tel/email, face-to-face, and product interactions occurred in less 

than 10% of the alliances), whereas 19 cases indicate a dense alliance (i.e., at least one of the items – 

tel/email, face-to-face, or product interactions – occurred in more than 75% of the alliances), thus 

indicating that DVGCs tend to interact frequently while partnering. Table 7 gives an overview of the 

results. These results do not provide strong evidence; they only give insight in the type of interactions 

that alliances involve. Therefore, no conclusive statement about Hypothesis 5 can be made. 

 

 
Table 7: Density of alliances 

  

Interactions on a regular basis 

(N=44) 

Person Interactions 

(N=43) 

tel/email face2face product one2one multiple2multiple 

0-10 % 16% 39% 65% 56% 20%  

10-25 % 5% 18% 5% 12% 12%  

25-50 % 16% 11% 11% 16% 12%  

50-75 % 27% 11% 5% 12% 26%  

75-100 % 36% 21% 14% 4% 30%  

 

 

5.1.6 Alliance partner fit 

Hypothesis 6a states that partner fit between DVGCs and their partners is typically based on 

network fit as well rather than on pure individual fit. This hypothesis could not be measured within 

the questionnaire. Therefore, the discussion of the in-depth interview results will elaborate on this. 

 

Hypothesis 6b states that the alliance partners of DVGCs are typically young entrepreneurial 

firms and companies from unfamiliar quarters. The data shows that DVGCs generally assess partners 

from unfamiliar quarters to be important, namely 59% of the respondents scored cross-sectoral 

partners to be important or very important (see Figure 8). To assess whether entrepreneurial partners 



 

are important for DVGCs, the percentage of partners that are start

questionnaire. From the respondents, 59% indicated that less than 10% of the alliance partners are 

start-ups; however, also a group of 9% exists 

(see Figure 9).  

 

 

Figure 8: Importance of cross-sectoral partners

 

 

An overview of the importance of cross

partner characteristics is given in Table 

scores fifth. After a statistical anal

significantly higher than the average of the other variables (

results, it can be concluded that DVGCs consider cross

important for alliance practices. Furthermore, DVGCs team up with start

the partners are start-ups for 41% of the DVGCs), but they do not only team up with start

results indicate that on average cross

supporting Hypothesis 6b. 
 

 

Table 8: Ranking of partner types based on average score for importance

Partner type 

1. Vertical partners 

2. Prominent in video game industry

3. Specialist partners 

4. Prominent in partner’s industry

5. Cross-sectoral 

6. Small sized companies 

7. Prominent in several industries

8. Horizontal partners 

9. Generalist partners 

10. Medium sized 

11. Large sized 
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are important for DVGCs, the percentage of partners that are start-ups is measured in the 

questionnaire. From the respondents, 59% indicated that less than 10% of the alliance partners are 

also a group of 9% exists from which the start-up partners account for 

 
sectoral partners 

 

Figure 9: Percentage of alliance partners that are s

An overview of the importance of cross-sectoral and entrepreneurial partners relative to the other 

partner characteristics is given in Table 8. It can be seen that the importance of cross

scores fifth. After a statistical analysis in SPSS, cross-sectoral partners alone do not turn out to score 

significantly higher than the average of the other variables (t-test, µ=0.2366; p=0.141). 

results, it can be concluded that DVGCs consider cross-sectoral partners important

important for alliance practices. Furthermore, DVGCs team up with start-ups (even more than 10% of 

ups for 41% of the DVGCs), but they do not only team up with start

on average cross-sectoral and entrepreneurial partners are important, thereby 

anking of partner types based on average score for importance 

Average score 

[1 = very unimportant; … ; 5 = very important]

4.05 

2. Prominent in video game industry 3.86 

3.80 

4. Prominent in partner’s industry 3.70 

3.64 

3.45 

7. Prominent in several industries 3.44 

3.20 

3.07 

2.86 

2.60 

ups is measured in the 

questionnaire. From the respondents, 59% indicated that less than 10% of the alliance partners are 

account for above 75% 
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In addition, the results show other interesting results.

partners are considered least important. The average score of these va

than the average of the rest of the partner variables (

remarkable that from all type of partners, vertical partners are assessed as most important. The score 

of vertical partners differs significantly from the average of the other partner characteristics (

µ=0.6659; p=0.000).  

 

5.1.7 Alliance management tools

Hypothesis 7 argues that evaluation tools are most frequently used by DVGCs. The questionnaire 

asked the respondents to check which

The data show that the most frequently used alliance tool is “

is closely followed by “individual alliance evaluation

used by 50%, 48%, and 43% of the respondents respectively. Alliance department (0%), alliance 

metrics (11%), and alliance best practices (15%) are least frequently used. 

overview of the results. It can be co

third most important, that Hypothesis 7 is supported. 

 

 

Figure 10: Alliance management tools

 

5.1.8 Alliance satisfaction and success 

Next to the results related to the hypotheses, the questionnaire also incorporated questions about 

alliance satisfaction and alliance success. In Figure 

agreed or strongly agreed that they had achieved their alliance objectives. From F

concluded that almost everybody agrees that being involved in alliances makes their company more 

successful. Furthermore, respondents were moderately satisfied with their current performance 

regarding alliance practices (see Figure 

turned out to be 7.7. 
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the results show other interesting results. It can be seen that large and medium sized 

partners are considered least important. The average score of these variables is significantly lower 

than the average of the rest of the partner variables (t-test, µ=0.8997; p=0.000). Moreover, it is 

remarkable that from all type of partners, vertical partners are assessed as most important. The score 

ffers significantly from the average of the other partner characteristics (

5.1.7 Alliance management tools 

Hypothesis 7 argues that evaluation tools are most frequently used by DVGCs. The questionnaire 

which alliance management tools are being used by their companies. 

The data show that the most frequently used alliance tool is “joint alliance business planning

individual alliance evaluation” and “joint alliance evaluation
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Figure 11: Alliance satisfaction and alliance success
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Figure 12: Alliance motives related to success
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Figure 14: Alliance tools related to success

 

5.1.9 Conclusion 

This section discussed the quantitative results, which were obtained via the online questionnaire. 

Table 9 gives an overview of these indicative 
 
 

Table 9: Overview of quantitative results 

Hypothesis Subject 

H1: motives Knowledge acquisition and time

H2a: negation term Fast-to-build alliances

H2b: time-horizon Short-lived alliances

H3a: commitment Well-aligned objectives about few, specific tasks

H3b: formalization No elaborately formalized contracts

H4: equity Non-equity

H5: density Strong ties and 

H6a: partner fit Network fit

H6b: partner types Young, entrepreneurial from unfamiliar quarters

H7: alliance tools Evaluation tools
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5.2 Qualitative results 

In this section, the results of the previous section are considered in the light of the information 

retrieved from the in-depth interviews. As already discussed in Section 4.2, in total nine in-depth 

interviews with industry experts have been conducted. The remainder of this section discusses the 

results from the interviews in detail. Alliance motives (Section 5.2.1), alliance time-horizon (Section 

5.2.2), alliance commitment and flexibility (Section 5.2.3), alliance density (Section 5.2.4), alliance 

partner fit (Section 5.2.5), and alliance management tools (Section 5.2.6) are discussed respectively. 

 

5.2.1 Alliance motives 

Several scholars have argued that in turbulent environments, getting access to necessary 

complementary competences (e.g., Duysters & De Man, 2003; Hagedoorn, 1993; Hamel 1991) and 

reducing the period from invention to market introduction (Duysters & De Man, 2003; Mariotti & 

Ricotta, 1986) have become increasingly important. Therefore, it was expected that in the turbulent 

Dutch video game industry, knowledge acquisition and time-to-market are considered as most 

important alliance motives. However, as was shown by the questionnaire data, Hypothesis 1 was only 

partially supported. Getting access to specialized and complementary competences (knowledge 

acquisition) turned out to be the most important motive, whereas the importance of reducing the 

period between invention and market introduction (time-to-market) seemed to be mediocre. In the 

light of this result, the in-depth interviews provided interesting information.  

 

First, the interview data show similar results as the questionnaire data, namely all respondents 

mentioned access to complementary competences as an important alliance motive. Game 

development is after all a multi-disciplinary process. Whereas in the early era of video games (in the 

early 1980s) a single programmer could handle almost all the tasks of developing a game, nowadays, 

the development of a modern, commercially-viable video game involves a wide variety of skill-sets 

and support staff. As a result, entire teams are often required to work on a single project. The 

development of a typical game usually includes roles such as (among many others) programmers, 

artists, designers, sound engineers, technology engineers, testers. Large-sized development companies 

(e.g. Nintendo, EA) might be able to have all those functions occupied by their own personnel; 

however, DVGCs do not have the resources to do so. Therefore, most of the DVGCs focus on one or 

some aspects of game development, for instance, game concept, back-end technology, music and 

sound et cetera. Via doing so, the need for complementary competences emerges. All of the interview 

respondents mentioned getting access to specialized and complementary competences as one of the 

two most important motives for getting involved in alliances, which is in line with findings in alliance 

literature (e.g., Duysters & De Man, 2003; Hagedoorn, 1993; Hamel 1991). 

 

Second, when considering relatively low rate of importance of the time-to-market motive, the 

interview data revealed the following. Whereas interview respondents were ambivalent about the 

importance of this motive as well, a distinction between types of DVGC came to light. DVGCs in a 

B2B environment – thus DVGCs that are hired by companies or institutions to develop adver or 

serious games – considered time-to-market as an important alliance motive. However, DVGCs in a 

B2C environment – thus DVGCs which develop to be published entertainment games – considered 

time-to-market less important. With hindsight, this distinction can be found in the questionnaire data 

to some extent as well. The score for importance of time-to-market in a B2B and a B2C environment 

are 3.90 and 3.61 respectively. This difference did not turn out to be significant (∆µ=-0.289; 

p=0.321), which might be due to the small sample size of the survey. 
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The difference between a B2B and a B2C environment can be explained as follows. In a B2B 

environment the customers set the deadline. Customers usually want the delivery time to be short, 

which puts time pressure on the development process. Generally, in a B2B environment, DVGCs 

compete on the same market, thus the firm that can develop games fastest has a competitive 

advantage.11 Therefore, for these companies, shortening the development times has a high priority and 

they consider alliances as a useful organizational mode for obtaining this goal. Thus, the most 

important alliance motives of DVGCs in a B2B environment (both knowledge acquisition and time-

to-market) are in line with earlier findings in academic literature (e.g., Duysters & De Man, 2003; 

Mariotti & Ricotta, 1986). However, for DVGCs in a B2C environment it seems to be different. 

Namely, in this environment, DVGCs themselves or publishers are the initiators of the game. For 

instance, a DVGC has the idea that they have invented a game concept that will “conquer” the game 

market. These games are generally more complex and take longer to develop (i.e. more than 2 years). 

In this case, time-to-market is not a main goal; they simply believe that their IP (game concept) is 

unique and that it will pay off eventually. In order to finance the expensive development process, 

these companies have acquired upfront investments of large publishers or other external investors. 

The return on investment time is important for the external investors; however, after having invested 

large sums of money, most important is that the money returns instead of when the money returns. In 

this case, it is more important that the unique IP remains secret, and thus being valuable, instead of a 

fast time-to-market obtained via alliances, which increases the risk of unwanted knowledge spillovers, 

and thus threatening confidentiality of IP.12 This argumentation explains why, even in turbulent 

industries, time-to-market is not always considered as critical for gaining competitive advantage, 

thereby decreasing the importance of reducing the period between invention and market introduction 

as alliance motive.  

 

Furthermore, the survey data showed that the motives getting new market access and 

internationalization and entry to foreign markets are considered important as well, i.e. scoring higher 

than the time-to-market motive. This is understandable, since the Dutch home market is small. If 

DVGCs want to grow, they have to seek revenues abroad via pursuing an internationalization 

strategy. DVGCs establish alliances in order to achieve this. Such an internationalization strategy is 

often used for market expansion rather than product development, which is in line with earlier 

findings of Baird et al. (1994).  

 

5.2.2 Alliance time horizon 

Because reducing the time-to-market in turbulent environments is of eminent importance (Pawar 

et al., 1994), it was expected that firms cannot afford to be engaged in long term extensive planning 

and negotiation processes preceding the actual collaboration. Instead, they enter into short-lived 

alliances on a trial and error basis (Duysters & De Man, 2003). It was reasoned that DVGCs are 

increasingly embedded in social networks, and therefore, network partners could be used as an 

inexpensive, but effective and reliable source for partner selection (Gulati, 1998; Santoro & McGill, 

2005; Reuer & Arino, 2007). Therefore, Hypothesis 2a stated that the partner selection process and 

negotiation term of DVGCs’ alliances is generally fast-to-build. The survey data show that the partner 

selection process and the negotiation term of DVGCs’ alliances on average 75% takes less than six 

                                                           
11

 It must be noted that in general, for serious games, time-to-market is inferior to the quality of the actual game. However, fast time-to-

market is still very important 
12

 Sometimes it might be desirable to publish a game in a special period (e.g., Christmas); however, it is mostly not a main goal.  
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months.13 In general, this could be considered as fast-to-build; however, in a turbulent environment 

where the alliance time-horizon is measured in months instead of years (Duysters & De Man, 2003), a 

negotiation term longer than a month seems to be long. Given that only 15% of the questionnaire 

respondents indicated that their negotiation terms typically takes less than 1 month, we could not 

support Hypothesis 2a.  

 

The interview responses to the contradicting result in regard with earlier research findings was 

almost the same within all interviews. The following quote summarizes the remarks well: “It totally 

depends. Sometimes it had taken a couple of years before we actually closed a deal and jointly started 

a project with a partner, and other times it only required a couple of weeks and we already discussed 

the final objectives”. The quote essentially means that there is not a typical term for the selection 

process and for closing the deal. One of the respondents mentioned that “if the alliance partner is a 

company that is already well known and simply part of our network, then closing the deal typically 

takes less than a month”. In general, alliances that were preceded by long-enduring selection 

processes and negotiation terms did not have a real urgency. A respondent said: “Once, I met a 

director of an interesting company at a game fare and we agreed that we could benefit from each 

other and create synergies via jointly starting a project. Recently, three and a half years after the first 

contact, we have agreed to establish the alliance.” Therefore, it can be concluded that for urgent, time 

constrained projects, alliance deals are closed swiftly, thus indicating fast-to-build alliances. However, 

as was argued in the previous section, different DVGCs are ambivalent the time-to-market motive, 

thereby indicating that there is not always urgency for fast-to-build alliances. Hence, based on both 

quantitative and qualitative data, Hypothesis 2a is not supported.   

 

Hypothesis 2b stated that the typical time-horizon of DVGCs’ technology alliances is short-lived 

and can generally be measured in months instead of years. This was argued, because in turbulent 

environments, where the technology standard is not yet certain, committing resources to only one 

technology (partner) on a long-term basis is undesirable. Instead, flexibility and speedily adjusting to 

changes in the environment in particular are crucial factors influencing performance in turbulent 

industries (Duysters & De Man, 2003). Therefore, pointing to short-lived alliances instead of 

traditional long-term alliances aimed at enduring advantage in sharing resources and activities with 

other companies (Cagliano et al., 2000). The questionnaire results showed that none of the alliances 

turned out to have a time span less than three months and more than forty percent has a time span 

more than two years. This is not as expected and several reasons for this came up during the 

interviews. 

 

First of all, a possible misconception of what the actual alliance time-horizon is, could explain 

the not typically short-lived character of the alliances of DVGCs. Some, interview respondents stated 

that their DVGC is surrounded by a select and rather fixed pool of alliance partners. This pool of 

partners can be considered as a long-term network. The actual cooperation between DVGCs and 

certain partners (which is in our definition the “alliance”) is short-lived and does not take place on a 

continuous basis but does recur regularly. When a DVGC needs specific resources or competences 

from a partner out of the network, deals are closed swiftly and the actual alliance is short-lived. When 

answering the survey question related to time-horizon, respondents might refer to the long-term 

network instead of the actual duration of the cooperation. This might explain that 43% of the survey 

respondents indicated that the time-horizon of their alliances last longer than two years on average. 

                                                           
13

 It must be noted, when considering the 25% of the negotiation terms that last longer than 6 months (Figure 4), that respondents might 

have thought of the period from the first contact with the partner, instead of from the moment they initiated an alliance.  



 

39 
 

Another plausible reason why DVGCs’ technology alliances are not typically short-lived is 

because the development time per game type varies enormously. Even within each genre 

(entertainment, adver, and serious games), the complexity per game type could differ significantly. As 

can be seen in Table 10, game development time ranges from 1 month to 4 years. In general, DVGCs 

directly establish alliances for the development of their games. Therefore, with varying development 

times, alliance time horizons differ as well. The following quote from an interview may explain this:14 

“Given the fact that game development is an iterative process, in which multiple tasks are executed 

sequentially, with varying intensity from time to time, alliance partners often work together from the 

beginning to the end of the development project.” Thus, generally speaking, alliance time horizon is 

inherent to game development time, which is generally measured in months or years instead of weeks 

or months.  

 
 
  

                                                           
14

 In this study, all interview quotes are translated from Dutch 
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Table 10: Development time per game type  

Game complexity Time Persons Costs (Euro) Environment Funding 

 

1 month 3 20.000 B2B 
Invoice based on 

development time 

 

4 months 10 200.000 B2B 
Invoice based on 

development time 

 

2 years 40 3 million B2C Investment 

 

4 years 120 15 million B2C Investment 

Source: adapted from Branch organization Dutch Game Garden 

 

 

Thirdly, an increasing amount of DVGCs focuses on the augmented popularity of massively 

multiplayer online games (MMOs). Whereas traditional, offline games can be considered as products, 

MMOs should be seen as a service instead of a product. Both offline games and online games undergo 

two major stages, which are development and deployment. For offline games, when the development 

stage is finalized, the developer’s job is over and the game will be deployed by a publisher. However, 

when a MMO is ready for deployment (after completion of the development stage) the real activities 

start: providing a service (e.g., constantly adjusting the game to customers’ wishes, development of 

new worlds, levels, and characters, implementing new languages and pay systems for different 

nationalities,15 et cetera). Therefore, development activities of these relatively new MMOs encompass 

longer time periods (see Figure 15 for an illustration). Unfortunately, this result is not measured in the 

questionnaire, since it does not include MMOs. It must be noted, however, that MMOs are mainly 

developed by DVGCs in a B2C environment. According to the respondents, in general, development 

times of B2C games are longer than for B2B games, resulting in a longer alliance time-horizon for 

DVGCs in a B2C environment. This difference is also checked with the survey data. The lower 

bounds of the categories of the survey variable alliance time horizon (0-3; 3-6; 6-12; 12-18; 18-24; 

>24 months) is taken as value for the alliance time horizon. When analyzing the data for difference 

between B2B and B2C environments (t-test for equality of means and assuming equality in variances 

p=0,155), a difference cannot be confirmed (∆µ=2.53; p=0.321). Again it must be noted that this test 

is performed on a small sample size, thereby making it difficult to significantly prove differences in 

the data. All in all, apart from the difference between B2B or B2C environments, since alliance time 

span is often inherent to the time of game development projects, alliances also involve long-term time 

horizons. Hence, alliances of DVGCs are not typically short-lived, thus not supporting Hypothesis 2a 

and not confirming Duysters & De Man (2003) in their ideas regarding to alliance time-horizons in 

turbulent environments, such as the video game industry. 

                                                           
15

 In Europe only, there are 45 countries, 27 languages, 130 pay systems, 36 VP regimes, 32 tax systems, and 7 monetary systems  
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Figure 15: Difference between game development for MMOs and offline games 

 

 

5.2.3 Alliance commitment and flexibility 

On the subjects of commitment and flexibility in alliances, it was stated that, in turbulent 

environments, goal complementarity has replaced trust as critical determinant for alliance success 

(Spekman et al., 1999; Duysters & De Man, 2003) and alliances were argued to be considered 

successful when specific tasks are accomplished (Duysters & De Man, 2003). Therefore, cooperation 

between partners is hypothesized to be increasingly based upon well-aligned objectives about few, 

specific tasks (Duysters & De Man, 2003; Spekman et al., 1999). Quantitative results have shown that 

trust is considered as most important, well-aligned as second most important and formalized contracts 

as least important. The results from the interviews underline these results, thus stressing that 

commitment based on trust and well-aligned objectives are most important. This implies that 

commitment is firstly based on trust and secondly on well-aligned objectives about few, specific 

tasks. Therefore, these results are in contrast with earlier alliance literature (Duysters & De Man, 

2003; Spekman et al., 1999). However, interview results provided additional information explaining 

this seemingly contradiction.  

 

First of all, although, trust is frequently mentioned as most important factor for commitment 

between partners, this is not remarkable, since trust is an easy to use and rather general term. Trust is 

indeed important in all sorts of relationships. However, when going one step further, it is interesting to 

know when a DVGC trusts an alliance partner. Remarkable is that the characteristics that make a 

potential partner trustworthy are considered almost the same by all respondents, namely: being sure 

that the partner will flexibly deliver the complementary competences. Flexibility is considered 

essential, because the development process has an iterative nature. Therefore, firms must be capable 

to adapt their activities to process iterations and product changes. Interesting to note is the parallel that 

can be drawn between the importance of flexibility and the relatively unimportance of large and 

medium sized partners (see quantitative results), which can generally be considered as less flexible 

than small sized firms. The importance of flexibility in high-technology sectors, such as the Dutch 

video game industry is in line with findings in alliance literature (e.g., Hagedoorn & Narula, 1996). 

Whenever the potential partner’s flexibility is ensured, DVGCs trust them and alliance formation can 

be started.  
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Second, the interview results revealed that during the alliance formation process, much emphasis 

is put on aligning the objectives between the partners, thereby confirming alliance literature (e.g., 

Duysters & De Man, 2003; Spekman et al., 1999). Well-aligned objectives are of eminent importance 

for alliances aimed at developing video games. A respondent said: “If there is no consensus about the 

final objectives, then no final output can be achieved. All aspects in the video game, such as design, 

art, technology, music, have to be aligned otherwise a game is not playable. Thus, without well-

aligned objectives it is better not to continue the alliance.” So, the actual alliance commitment 

between partners is typically based on the alignment of objectives. Furthermore, the alignment of 

objectives is merely based on specific tasks. As already discussed, video game development 

encompasses very specific functions (varying from specialized animation artists to software 

programmers). Alliances are mainly established for outsourcing specific tasks (this also includes 

distribution, promotion, etc.). According to the respondents, although they mention it is remarkable, it 

has almost never occurred that alliances are established between two similar DVGCs (i.e., horizontal 

alliances are not very popular). At almost all times, there is only one DVGC that is owner and in 

charge of the project and surrounded, via alliances, by several companies that provide needed 

resources or competences. These alliances involve teamwork on few, specific subtasks of the overall 

development project. Hence, it can be concluded that Hypothesis 3a is supported, thus commitment 

between DVGCs and their partners is indeed typically based on well-aligned objectives about few, 

specific tasks. In general, this holds for all DVGCs regardless of their environment. However, 

DVGCs in a B2C environment tend to be more careful for information (IP) leakage. Therefore, their 

alliances especially focus on few, specific tasks, such that the chances for information leakage are 

reduced. Considering this additional information in regard with alliance commitment, the conclusions 

drawn based on the quantitative results have to be adjusted. Namely, given the information retrieved 

from the in-depth interviews, it can be concluded that Hypothesis 3a can be confirmed. Hence, 

commitment between DVGCs and their partners is typically based on well-aligned objectives about 

few, specific tasks. 

 

It was argued that DVGCs do not use formalized contracts to a great extent, because flexibility 

and speed are important in turbulent environments (Duysters & De Man, 2003). Indeed flexibility 

turned out to be crucial for DVGCs. The questionnaire data already pointed out that formalized 

contracts are considered as least important for commitment and the interview results confirm this as 

well. Contracts are often used for trivial matters; however, in general, DVGCs try to avoid extremely 

detailed formalized contracts, since they cost a lot of money and time to formulate and they symbolize 

the opposite of flexibility. Sometimes, alliances do involve formalized contracts, but then it is because 

the partner (mostly from another country or industry) insists on it. Furthermore, it might be reasoned 

that DVGCs in B2C environments attach more meaning to contracts than DVGCs in B2B 

environments, because they want to cover the potential risk for information leakage. However, in 

general it can be concluded that Hypothesis 3b, which states that DVGCs typically establish alliances 

without the use of elaborately formalized contracts, can be confirmed. 

 

Equity alliances were argued to present greater risk in turbulent environments (Duysters & 

Hagedoorn, 2000; Spekman et al., 1999). Therefore, non-equity alliances instead of equity alliances 

were considered as best choice for gaining competitive advantage in turbulent environments (Duysters 

& De Man, 2003). Questionnaire data clearly showed that 82% of the alliances are non-equity 

alliances in the Dutch video game industry, which indicates that DVGCs typically establish alliances 

without the involvement of equity (Hypothesis 4). As already discussed, flexibility is crucial for 

DVGCs, which also has its influence on the involvement of equity in alliances. Qualitative data 

confirm that DVGCs are mostly involved in non-equity alliances, but equity alliances certainly occur 
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as well. Interview results point to a nuance difference between B2B and B2C games. Alliances aimed 

at developing B2B games mostly do not involve equity, while alliances for B2C more often involve 

equity. In a B2B environment, the revenues made by the DVGCs are predefined fixed amounts of 

money for a specific game. In contrast to a B2C environment, it does not hold that the more popular 

the game, the more money is made. Therefore, equity involvement and payments based on royalties 

are not appropriate. On the other hand, in a B2C environment, where it is not yet clear in advance how 

much money will be made, separating the revenues based on royalty agreements is common. 

Especially, license agreements with publishers, who are mainly responsible for marketing and 

distribution, are regularly based on equity involvement. However, also in a B2C environment many 

alliances do not involve equity, but make use of invoices based on rates per spent hour. Despite the 

nuance difference, in general it can be concluded that DVGCs typically establish alliances without the 

involvement of equity, thereby supporting Hypothesis 4 and empirically confirming previous alliance 

literature (Duysters & De Man, 2003; Spekman et al., 1999).  

 

5.2.4 Alliance density 

Denser forms of alliances have a larger positive impact on innovation (e.g., De Man & Duysters, 

2005; Hagedoorn & Schakenraad, 1994). Therefore, video game development and the underlying 

knowledge exchange requires close collaboration between partners. Consequently, it was 

hypothesized that DVGCs are mostly involved in strong tie alliances in which the collaboration with 

partners involves frequent and intense e-mail, telephone, face-to-face, and product interactions. 

Quantitative results could only provide some insight in the type of interaction between DVGCs and 

their alliance partners, but Hypothesis 5 was neither confirmed nor rejected.  

 

The in-depth interviews provide the following additional information. Alliances are mainly 

established to get direct access to specialized complementary competences; therefore, DVGCs focus 

on being engaged in strong ties instead of weak ties. However, the typical density – the frequency and 

intensity – of the alliances of DVGCs on a dyadic level is difficult to capture. According to the 

respondents, on a dyadic level, their alliances are not typically dense neither they are sparse. In some 

cases specialists are located at the partnering firm or vice versa. For instance, a firm could make use 

of middleware16 of a specialist partner; in return it simultaneously improves the middleware. In this 

case, it is most likely that specialists of both companies are co-located. In other cases the only 

interaction that takes place is the interaction of individual outputs. Both situations are exceptions, but 

indicate that it is hard to point to a typical degree of density for alliance in the Dutch video game 

industry. Respondents agree that in general, the development of video games requires close teamwork 

between partners. Namely, the video game development process involves many decision moments 

(i.e. parameters that have to be agreed on before proceeding the process), which requires interactions 

between partners. The frequency of these interactions differs per project, as well as the intensity 

differs per interaction. In addition, no difference is discovered between B2C and B2B environments. 

Furthermore, in our research, we did not find literature that shows results regarding to the intensity 

and frequency of interaction between alliance partners. Therefore, we could not compare our results 

with other research findings. Hence, it is difficult to draw concrete conclusions with respect to the 

typical density of alliances established by DVGCs. 
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 Also called engine software, which is back-end software and necessary for games to run on. 
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5.2.5 Alliance partner fit 

Scholars have stated that pure bilateral fit is not sufficient anymore. Since networks have become 

an organizational form in their own right, the fit of partners in the overall alliance network is 

important as well (e.g., De Man, 2004; Duysters & De Man, 2003; Duysters, et al., 1999). Therefore, 

a company engaged in an alliance, also becomes somewhat connected to partner’s partners (weak 

ties). These weak ties are flexible forms of partnerships, and therefore, useful in turbulent 

environments. In addition, they are argued to be very useful for innovation and new product 

development (Duysters et al., 1999). Hence, Hypothesis 6a was drawn up stating that the partner fit 

between DVGCs and their partners is typically based on network fit as well rather than on pure 

individual fit. While this hypothesis was not investigated within the questionnaire, the interviews 

provided some information with regard to alliance partner fit. Firstly, a DVGC mostly establishes 

alliances for a specific game development project. Every alliance partner contributes to the project 

conform its specialization. In the end, all inputs (and results of teamwork) are put together and a video 

game will be the output. Each project asks for different types of specialized competences, but also for 

varying firms with previous experience in different fields. For instance, when developing a video 

game for children, then art, music, and game play is different than a video game for adults. 

Consequently, a fit between the goal of the project and all of the individual partners (a network fit) is 

important. Here it must be noted that video game development projects should be seen as small 

networks instead of multiple-partner alliances. This is true because in general, only one DVGC is in 

charge of the project and establishes individual alliances with several partners. Therefore, it should 

not be considered as a multiple-partner alliance but as an alliance network. The importance of the fit 

between partners in the overall alliance networks surrounding video game development projects is in 

line with earlier alliance literature (e.g., De Man, 2004; Duysters & De Man, 2003; Duysters, et al., 

1999). Secondly, respondents indicated that the online social network tool LinkedIn is frequently used 

for finding and getting introduced to new, often foreign, partners. For instance, when going to a 

business trip to Korea, LinkedIn is used to generate a list of interesting business connections of a 

DVGCs’ own connections related to games and media. Then, the most potential partners are selected 

and the connections are asked to recommend (via LinkedIn) the DVGC, such that a lunch meeting 

could be arranged. In this way, direct partners (strong ties) are used to get in contact with indirect 

partners (weak ties), which eventually might become alliance partners. Thus, the so called radar 

function (Duysters et al., 1999) – the use of alliances ensuring that new developments are identified 

and innovative companies are approached – is frequently used by DVGCs. Based on these arguments, 

partner fit between DVGCs in both B2C and B2C environments and their partners is typically based 

on network fit as well rather than on pure individual fit. 

 

In Hypothesis 6b it was stated that the type of alliance partners of DVGCs are typically young 

entrepreneurial firms and companies from unfamiliar quarters. This was reasoned because in turbulent 

environments, such as the video game industry, unexpected combinations of companies frequently 

emerge and partners tend to be entrepreneurial and from unfamiliar quarters (Duysters & De Man, 

2003). Also, in a search for new technologies and potential business opportunities that can be derived 

from it, firms could better evaluate young companies as potential partners (Vanhaverbeke et al., 

2006). Quantitative results pointed to a support of Hypothesis 6b. Results from the interviews can 

confirm this. Namely, respondents indicated that cross-sectoral, flexible partners are most valuable for 

their alliance practices. As already emphasized, respondents addressed flexibility as one of the most 

important characteristics that partners should possess. In line with that, DVGCs are more likely to 

team up with small companies instead of medium sized or large companies (as indicated by the survey 

results). Start-up companies are generally more flexible than large, well-established companies; 
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therefore, DVGCs also establish alliances with start-ups, consisting of young entrepreneurs with 

specialized competences. Furthermore, the multi-disciplinary nature of games makes it crucially 

important to have partners from other sectors than the video game industry only. This holds for 

alliances aimed at game content (e.g., for an educational game about vegetables, food specialists from 

outside the video game industry have to be involved in the project), but also for game technology 

(e.g., providing the possibility to communicate with other gamers via the internet). Thus, DVGCs 

typically establish alliances with partners from unfamiliar quarters. Moreover, flexibility of alliance 

partners is important, which makes young, entrepreneurial firms an attractive group of potential 

partners. All in all, Hypothesis 6a can be supported and earlier alliance literature (e.g., Duysters & De 

Man, 2003; Vanhaverbeke et al., 2006) is confirmed. 

 

Quantitative results also showed that vertical partners are considered most important, whereas 

horizontal partners turned out to be relatively unimportant. This is an interesting result and is verified 

during the in-depth interviews. According to a respondent, despite that Dutch video game industry is a 

large network of persons who know each other closely; they generally do not team up together. 

Namely, only a handful of game companies existed in The Netherlands in the 1990s. Most persons 

who worked at those companies (e.g. Davilex), now hold important functions at varying companies 

within the Dutch industry. Most of these persons have either worked together or known each other for 

many years. Additionally, many network events such as game fairs, awards, and shows are organized, 

which facilitate both formal and informal meetings between persons that already know or want to 

know each other. Hence, many persons in high positions in the DVGCs know each other and chat 

often. However, they are very cautious on the protection of their IP and consider almost all other 

DVGCs as competitors. In other words, the main concern of many DVGCs is preventing that their 

unique concept for a potential “hit” game will be copied. Therefore, they hesitate to establish 

horizontal alliances (i.e. alliances with competing DVGCs) and mainly focus on vertical alliances (i.e. 

alliances with firms elsewhere in the supply chain). 

  

5.2.6 Alliance management tools 

The questionnaire data gives a good indication what alliance management tools are used by 

DVGCs. The qualitative interview data provides similar results. Joint alliance business planning and 

individual and joint alliance evaluation turned out to be used often as well, which is in line with the 

findings of De Man and Duysters (2007). Joint alliance business planning is aimed at aligning the 

objectives between partners, which is crucial for video game development alliances (see commitment 

and flexibility). Individually evaluating the alliance is considered to be important for learning from 

things that went well or wrong. Joint alliance evaluation is more or less seen as a way to properly end 

the partnership, thus acting as “one last get-together”. Furthermore, these alliance tools are considered 

to be relatively easy to implement without spending too many resources. From the interviews, it can 

be concluded that DVGCs in general do not have a clear strategy for using specific alliance 

management tools. Simply put, they just do something. The following three quotes from different 

interviews may explain that feeling: (1) “It opens my eyes to a whole new world, hearing you 

speaking of these alliance tools.” (2) “We just do something, but actually don’t know whether it’s best 

for us or not. What do you suggest?” (3) “I think we do all these things; however, don’t name it the 

way you do.” These quotes indicate that the DVGCs have never thought of alliance management tools 

at all and do not have a clear strategy for them. However, when returning to Hypothesis 7 – among the 

alliance management tools, evaluation tools are most frequently used by DVGCs – it can be 

concluded (except of joint alliance business planning) that this hypothesis holds. Interesting to note is 
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that besides the fact that evaluation tools are most frequently used in general, they are also more 

frequently used by successful DVGCs compared to less successful DVGCs regarding the alliance 

performance. This confirms other findings in alliance research (De Man & Duysters, 2007; Draulans 

et al., 2003) that states that evaluation tools are crucial because they both raise alliance success and 

increase learning of alliance management in general. 

 

5.3 Discussion 

 After having shown the quantitative survey results and having discussed them with qualitative 

insights from the in-depth interviews, the following main results, related to the hypotheses, give 

insight into the alliance practices of video game companies: 

  

H1: Knowledge acquisition is the most important motive for all DVGCs, whereas time-to-market is 
mainly important for DVGCs in a B2B environment. 

 

H2a Alliance negotiation processes do not turn out to be typically short-term; long-term processes 
also seem to occur regularly. 

 

H2b Alliances do not turn out to be short-lived, almost all time-horizons last longer than six 
months; alliances of DVGCs in a B2C environment even tend to take longer. 

 

H3a Commitment between partners is mostly based on trust, but on well-aligned objectives about 
few, specific tasks as well, especially DVGCs in a B2C environment focus on few, specific 
tasks. 

 

H3b In general, no elaborately formalized contracts are used, but DVGCs in a B2C environment use 
them more often than DVGCs in a B2B environment. 

 

H4 Non-equity alliances predominate; however, DVGCs in a B2C environment tend to be 

involved in equity alliances more often than DVGCs in a B2B environment. 
 

H5 No concrete conclusion could be drawn about the density of alliances of DVGCs. 
 

H6a Fit between alliance partners is based on network fit as well rather than on pure individual fit. 
 

H6b Alliances with young, entrepreneurial firms and firms from unfamiliar quarters are common. 
 

H7 Evaluation tools are most frequently used as alliance management tools. 
 

N.B. DVGCs that are successful in regard to their alliance practices use alliance evaluation tools, 
alliance best practices, and alliance metrics as alliance management tools more frequently than 
less successful DVGCs. 

 

Our results confirm previous findings of alliance research in many aspects. Namely, knowledge 

acquisition is an important alliance motive in turbulent industries (e.g., Hamel, 1991; Hagedoorn, 

1993; Duysters & De Man, 2003) and commitment between alliance partners is based on well-aligned 

objectives about few, specific tasks (e.g., Duysters & De Man, 2003; Spekman et al., 2000). 

Additionally, in line with the importance of flexibility (e.g., Das & Teng, 2000b), no elaborately 

formalized contracts are used for alliances (e.g., Duysters & De Man, 2003) and non-equity alliances 

prevail (e.g., Hagedoorn & Narula, 1996; Duysters & Hagedoorn, 2000; Duysters & De Man, 2003; 

Spekman et al., 2000). Furthermore, partner fit is based on network fit (e.g., Duysters et al., 1999; De 

Man, 2004; Duysters & De Man, 2003) and alliance partners commonly are young, entrepreneurial 

firms from unfamiliar quarters (e.g., Vanhaverbeke et al., 2006; Duysters & De Man 2003). 

Moreover, evaluation tools are most frequently used and turn out to improve alliance success (e.g., De 

Man & Duysters, 2007; Draulans et al., 2003). 
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Some results require a reflection on existing literature in more detail. For instance, it is 

interesting to compare the 82% of non-equity alliances with findings in previous research. By doing 

so it can be concluded that this figure is quite high. Namely, Pekar and Margulis (2003) who 

investigated 2500 publicly announced alliances between 2000 and 2002 in all sectors, showed that 

only 34% were non-equity alliances. Interesting, however, is that they recognized a trend, namely 

1994 to 1996; technology companies established nearly 50 per cent of all equity alliance formations, 

but in 2002 to 2002 only about 25% of all equity alliances. This is in line with Duysters and De Man 

(2003), who have shown that the non-equity alliance formation in high-tech sectors has increased. 

However, it is still debatable that 18% equity alliances is a substantial percentage for technology 

alliances in a high-tech industry in particular. Perhaps is the video game industry in the middle of a 

transition process from (1) mergers and acquisitions to (2) equity alliances and (3) non-equity 

alliances; from which the current state is between phase 2 and phase 3.  

 

Furthermore, two important results are not in line with earlier findings in alliance research. The 

first contradiction with previous alliance literature concerns motives that are considered important for 

alliance formation in turbulent industries. While several scholars (e.g., Mariotti & Ricotta, 1986; 

Hagedoorn, 1993; Duysters & De Man, 2003) have stressed the importance reducing time-to-market 

as the most important alliance motives, our results showed that there are situations in which reducing 

time-to-market is not an important alliance motive for DVGCs. In line with this, not all alliances are 

typically fast-to-build, which was argued by Duysters & De Man (2003). Some situations simply 

prefer quality (or the protection of IP) over speed, thereby decreasing the relative importance of fast 

time-to-market. As Lieberman & Montgomery (1998) have stressed as well, fast time-to-market 

(being first mover in particular) could also have disadvantages. This does not mean that the market 

introduction can be postponed forever; however, other motives, such as getting access to (foreign) 

markets, turned out to be important as well. This is especially true for regional companies (such as 

DVGCs) who want to compete globally. Hence, these results show that reducing time-to-market 

should not necessarily be considered as one of the two most important alliance motives in turbulent 

industries.  

 

Secondly, based on the results of this study, we cannot agree with Duysters and De Man (2003) 

who state that alliances in turbulent business environments are typically short-lived. According to 

Duysters and De Man (2003), committing resources to only one technology (partner) on a long-term 

basis is undesirable in turbulent environments. This is certainly true, and therefore, DVGCs do not 

commit resources to only one partner for longer than the duration of one game development project. 

However, the development of MMOs and other complex games takes time and requires ongoing 

cooperation between partners. For these relatively long-term development projects, it is far from 

desirable to switch partners before the project is finished. Therefore, in spite of the turbulent character 

of the video game industry, the alliance time-horizon within this industry is not typically short-lived. 

However, this does not mean that DVGCs are inflexible. As Duysters and De Man (2003) indicate, 

flexibility and especially, speedily adjusting to changes in the environment is a crucial factor 

influencing performance in turbulent industries (Duysters & De Man, 2003). At the start of new game 

development projects, DVGCs determine which partner could add the most value and establish 

alliances accordingly. In this way, despite the not typically short-lived character of alliances, DVGCs 

do not have to make sacrifices on flexibility. 
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6. Conclusions 
 

After having discussed the results of the survey with the qualitative insights from the in-depth 

interviews, it is now time to draw conclusions. The main goal of this study is to learn what alliance 

practices are employed by DVGCs and whether transitory alliances in particular are commonly used. 

For this study both quantitative and qualitative methods are used to conduct the research. As a 

quantitative measure, a questionnaire is used that addresses the following key alliance topics: motives, 

time-horizon, commitment, density, flexibility, management tools, and success. The data obtained 

with the questionnaire are merely used for indicative results. Via nine in-depth interviews the 

qualitative results have been qualitatively interpreted and explained. The combination of both 

quantitative and qualitative results is very appropriate for this explanatory research and has led to 

interesting results, which are given in Chapter 5. This chapter discusses these results on a higher level 

and explains what it means for both alliance literature and practice. Firstly, the general research 

question is answered, thus explaining the use of transitory alliances in the Dutch video game industry. 

Secondly, the contribution of this study to recent alliance literature and research on the concept of 

transitory alliances in particular is described. Thirdly, implications for managers in the Dutch video 

game industry are discussed 

 

6.1 Answering the research question 

Below, the general research question is shown again. In this section, first, the answer for the 

second part of the question is given, namely whether transitory alliances regularly occur in the Dutch 

video game industry. Second, alliance management tools used by DVCGs and conclusions that can be 

drawn from the alliance success analysis will be given. 

 

 

 

 

 

When formulating an answer for the second part of the research question, it must be noted that 

transitory alliances can be distinguished from traditional alliances on six aspects: motives, time-

horizon, commitment, focus, flexibility, and partner fit (Duysters & De Man, 2003). The results 

showed that for most of these aspects, the typical alliances established by DVGCs tend to be 

transitory instead of traditional. The two exceptions are time-to-market not being considered as a main 

alliance motive and time-horizon that did not turn out to be typically short-lived. This does not mean 

that DVGCs are typically involved in many alliances that have all characteristics of the transitory 

alliance as described by Duysters & De Man (2003). So, when the question: “does the transitory 

alliance regularly occur in the Dutch video game industry?” has to be answered directly; the answer 

should be no. However, this study does empirically confirm the ideas of Duysters & De Man (2003) 

in showing that the alliances of firms (video game companies) in turbulent industries (Dutch video 

game industry) typically show most of the characteristics of transitory alliances.  

 

When considering the individual aspects of transitory alliances, the following can be concluded. 

First of all, alliances in the Dutch video game industry are not typically short-lived. Duysters (2001, p. 

17) stated that “transitory alliances are generally measured in weeks or months instead of years.”17 

                                                           
17

 The transitory alliances referred to here, are named “@lliances” in Duysters (2001), which are aimed at the internet industry. However, 

the same is meant with them.  

What type of alliance practice is employed by Dutch video game companies 

(DVGCs) and does the transitory alliance in particular regularly occur? 
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Alliances of DVGCs are certainly not measured in weeks; the time-horizon of most alliances is larger 

than half a year. Also, the negotiation process of the alliances of DVGCs is not typically short-term. A 

reason for this might be that DVGCs are relatively inexperienced with alliances; however, no strong 

evidence can support this. Furthermore, reducing time-to-market did not turn out to be one of the most 

important alliance motives for DVGCs. Generally, the other aspects turned out to be in line with the 

study of Duysters & De Man (2003), namely: getting access to specialized competences seemed to be 

the most important alliance motives; commitment is based on well-aligned objectives; focus is on few, 

specific tasks, flexibility is ensured by the use of non-equity alliances without detailed formalized 

contracts, partner fit is based on network fit, and partners are often young and entrepreneurial and 

from unfamiliar quarters.  

 
Nuance differences can be observed between the environments in which DVGCs are active in, to 

be precise a B2C or a B2B environment. Mostly, alliances of DVGCs in a B2B environment – 

companies that develop adver or serious games – tend to be more transitory instead of traditional. For 

these companies, the alliance motive reducing time-to-market, non-equity alliances, no formalized 

contracts, and shorter time-horizons are more important than for DVGCs in a B2C environment – 

companies that develop entertainment games. However, a focus on few, specific tasks turned to be 

more important for DVGCs in a B2C environment. These results suggest that time-to-market – critical 

for achieving competitive advantage (Pawar et al., 1994) – and flexibility – needed to control risk, 

commit limited resources, adapt to changing conditions, and exit easily (Das & Teng, 2000b) – are 

especially important for DVGCs in a B2B environment. Whereas, another important aspect for 

alliances, the protection of sensitive knowledge to external parties (e.g., Kale et al., 2002), is more 

important for DVGCs in a B2C environment. 

 

Results showed that DVGCs make use of certain alliance management tools. Especially, joint 

alliance business planning and individual and joint alliance evaluation are commonly put into 

practice. Interesting to note is that the results indicate a difference in the use of alliance management 

tools between DVGCs that assess their alliance performance successful and less successful. To be 

precise, less successful ones make more often use of alliance managers, intranet, and have approval 

processes in place. Whereas the successful ones turn out to use evaluation tools, metrics, and alliance 

best practices more often. This result is in line with another empirical study of De Man and Duysters 

(2007), which showed that particularly evaluation tools such as, individual evaluation, joint 

evaluation, the use of alliance metrics, and cross alliance evaluation increase alliance success. 

Evaluation tools are important because they both increase alliance success and enhance learning of 

alliance management in general (De Man & Duysters, 2007; Draulans et al., 2003). A cross-firm 

difference in the alliance management tools used could indicate two things. First, DVGCs are that 

different from each other that the use of varying tools is logical consequence. Second, DVGCs have 

no clue what tools should or could be used and just do something. The latter seems to be the case, 

since interviews indicated that DVGCs do not have clear strategies for improving alliance 

performance or for improving their alliance capabilities in general. This implies that in the Dutch 

video game industry progress could be made with regard to alliance performance.  

 

In addition to the research of specific aspects of transitory alliances and the use of alliance 

management tools, the density (frequency and intensity of interactions) of the alliances of DVGCs is 

also investigated. In line with the rest of this study, this is also studied at a portfolio level, instead of 

an individual alliance level. Because DVGCs are involved in varying development projects, the 

DVGCs are involved in alliances with differing frequency and intensity of interactions between 

partners. Therefore, regarding this, no concrete conclusions can be drawn based on quantitative 
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results. However, qualitative results indicate that in general inter-firm game development requires 

frequent and intense interaction between partners. Additionally, it seems that DVGCs mainly include 

strong (direct) ties, indicating a dense alliance network on portfolio level. This can be considered as 

positive, since denser forms of alliances have a larger positive impact on innovation (e.g., De Man & 

Duysters, 2005; Hagedoorn & Schakenraad, 1994).  

 

This study focuses on the Dutch video game industry; however that does not mean that the 

results (see Section 5.3 for a summarizing overview) are restricted to this industry only. Typical for 

the Dutch video game industry is that almost none of the DVGCs have significant impact on global 

scale (except of Spill Group and Guerrilla Games perhaps), which means that they are all small to 

medium sized developers. The results of this study also cover other small to medium sized video 

game development companies all over the world, because these companies also have to deal with 

rapidly changing environments, use similar technologies and techniques, and target for the global 

market as well. However, the serious games genre is said to be better developed than elsewhere,18 

which could mean that the sample of this study includes relatively more firms that develop B2B 

games instead of B2C games (entertainment games). Furthermore, while the results of this study are 

applicable to small and medium sized video game development companies, they are not representative 

for the powerful publishers (Electronic Arts, Ubisoft, THQ et cetera) and hardware majors (e.g. 

Nintendo, Sony, and Microsoft) of the global video game industry. These firms have to deal with 

other strategic matters than DVGCs, for instance, setting the standard for game platforms, ensuring 

global distribution networks, and global marketing. As an example, a brief overview of Electronic 

Arts and the type of alliances they are engaged in is given in Appendix D.  

 

6.2 Contributions to alliance research 

This study contributes to academic alliance research, since it provides empirical insight in how 

firms use alliances to deal with rapidly changing, turbulent environments. The concept of transitory 

alliances has not yet been investigated empirically. Seeing that our economy tends to become 

increasingly turbulent (Brown et al., 2006) (e.g., the increased converging nature of communication 

and entertainment technologies, the rise of renewable energy technologies, and the threat of a 

continuing financial crisis) a good understanding of transitory alliances is of eminent importance. As 

already pointed out by several scholars (e.g. Duysters & De Man, 2003; Das and Teng, 2000b) and 

empirically confirmed by this study, flexibility is considered critically important in turbulent business 

environments. We show that a firm’s ability to get access to specialized competences flexibly is seen 

as an important factor for gaining competitive advantage. In achieving this, firms usually establish 

non-equity alliances without the use of elaborately formalized contracts. Furthermore, firms seek 

partners who fit within the entire alliance network. These alliance partners typically turn out to be 

young, entrepreneurial and from unfamiliar quarters. For commitment building between partners, 

firms focus on well-aligned objectives about few, specific tasks. Finally, it is critically important to 

build up alliance capabilities. The implementation of evaluation tools, such as individual and joint 

alliance evaluation tools and the use of alliance metrics, will lead to improved alliance performance 

on both alliance and organizational level. All in all, the main contribution of this study is that we 

empirically confirm that the alliances of DVGCs in the turbulent video game industry show many 

characteristics of transitory alliances (as described by Duysters & De Man, 2003).  
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The typically short-lived character of transitory alliances (time-horizon measured in weeks or 

months Duysters, 2001) is not typically found in the Dutch video game industry. The type of 

development projects of DVGCs does not allow the involved alliances to be typically short-lived. This 

is not necessarily a bad thing, namely according to some studies, the longer the time perspective, the 

less likely the partners would behave opportunistically (Das & Teng, 2001). Also, it has little 

influence on the flexibility of DVGCs, because all other aspects of the alliances are still in favor of 

flexibility. Therefore, DVGCs are able to switch partners during or in between video game 

development projects if necessary. Thus, without being short-lived, transitory alliances are still geared 

towards dealing with rapidly changing, turbulent environments. The exception of the short-lived 

character in particular can be confusing, given the fact that “transitory” simply means “short-lived”. 

Thus when concluding, based on five out of six aspects of transitory alliances, that the alliances of 

DVGCs can be characterized as transitory, then it is unintentionally concluded that they are short-

lived, which is not typically true. For this reason, it might be better to change the name of “transitory 

alliances” into, for example, “turbulence alliances” (which reflects the environment which they are 

used in).  

 

Reducing time-to-market is often argued to be one of the most important motives for getting 

involved in alliances in turbulent industries (e.g., Mariotti & Ricotta, 1986; Hagedoorn, 1993; 

Duysters & De Man, 2003); however, our results showed that there are situations in which reducing 

time-to-market is not an important alliance motive for DVGCs. Therefore, our results suggest that the 

statements with regard to the time-to-market alliance motive of Hagedoorn (1993) and Duysters and 

De Man (2003) should be nuanced and put into perspective. Namely, certain situations prefer quality 

over speed, thereby reducing the relative importance of the time-to-market motive for alliance 

formation.  

 

This study also contributes to academic research on the video game industry (also referred to as 

interactive entertainment industry). The body of literature covering this sector is still small. Some 

researchers have already investigated the video game industry’s structure and competition in the U.S., 

Japan, and Ireland (Williams, 2002; Aoyamaa & Izushi, 2002; Kerr & Flynn, 2003). Also the 

innovative and standard-based character of the video game industry (Gallagher & Park, 2002), and the 

process of technological, content, and market convergence has been described (Ip, 2008). However, 

strategic alliances between game companies or their alliance capabilities have received little to no 

attention. This is remarkable, since especially in a turbulent industry such as the video game industry, 

alliances can improve firm performance. Furthermore, roughly 50% of the alliances fail (e.g. De Man 

& Duysters, 2005), thereby implying that the management of alliances is not yet fully understood. 

Furthermore, the Dutch video game industry is relatively young and has little experience with alliance 

practices. Therefore, applying the recent findings of alliance research to the video game industry 

could help managers improving their alliance practices. This study tried to fill the gap in video game 

research, thereby creating a better understanding how video game development companies have 

organized their alliance practices. 

 

6.3 Managerial implications 

This study results in several implications for managers of small to medium sized video game 

development companies. First of all, it can be concluded that DVGCs have limited experience with 

being involved with alliance practices, namely on average a DVGC is involved in 6.11 alliances and 

roughly has only 6.32 years of alliance experience. Six years of alliance experience is not much, if it 
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is compared with firms in other sectors which are involved in alliances since the early 1980s. Given 

the fact that most of the companies emerged in the beginning of this century, these figures are not a 

surprise. Furthermore, not many alliance management tools are used by DVGCs. This can be partially 

explained by the size of the DVGCs, because it is unexpected that relatively small companies (< 50 

FTE) have alliance managers, alliance departments or partner programs in place. Based on the results 

of this study we can conclude that DVGCs generally have a level 1 alliance experience (see Table 1 in 

Section 2.2). The number of alliances of DVGCs is small to reasonable, they are important for 

operational matters, and the geographical reach varies between national and international partners. 

Moreover, DVGCs favor a learning-by-doing approach over a structural approach to accumulate 

alliance-related knowledge. Hence, regarding to alliance performance, much progress could be made. 

 

Corresponding to the shift from an inter-firm to an intra-firm focus in alliance research, managers 

should focus on improving their own organizational alliance capabilities overreaching the entire 

alliance portfolio. For instance, they could look more at other DVGCs who are successful in the 

management of alliances. Interesting is that this study shows a cross-firm difference in the use of 

alliance management tools. The results indicated that in general, DVGCs lack outlined strategies for 

their alliance management and building up of alliance capabilities. Instead of simply doing something, 

they could look at firms that perform well on alliances and implement these best practices. Especially, 

because the results showed a difference in the use of alliance management tools between successful 

and less successful DVGCs in regard with their alliance practices. Namely, successful DVGCs tend to 

use evaluation tools more often. This finding is in line with earlier findings in alliance research, which 

state that evaluation tools are crucial because they both raise alliance success and increase learning of 

alliance management in general (De Man & Duysters, 2007; Draulans et al., 2003). Managers could 

consider integrating moments during and after the alliance process in which the performance of the 

alliance is evaluated internally, such that can be learnt from certain situations. Managers could also 

decide to evaluate the performance of the alliance together with the partner. In this way the alliance 

process is also evaluated by managers outside the firm, which could provide useful insights that can 

be used in future alliances. Moreover, evaluating the performance during the alliance process enables 

to adjust certain processes, such that improvements can be realized immediately. Furthermore, the use 

of specific alliance metrics could be helpful to streamline the evaluation process in making it as 

objective as possible. For instance, one could think of metrics that measure and cover critical issues, 

such as motives, capabilities, resources, and culture (Callahan & MacKenzie, 1999).  

 

Also, managers could try to establish horizontal alliances more often, since synergies could 

create economies of scope. Results indicate that most the influential persons in the Dutch video game 

industry have known each other many years; however, they are generally still anxious about 

information leakage and are cautious about establishing horizontal alliances. Although this is 

understandable, not establishing horizontal alliances with other DVGCs only based on this reason 

might be extreme. Since almost everybody knows each other in the Dutch video game industry, 

unwanted behaviors are controlled by a reputation effect: a firm is less likely to cheat an alliance 

partner, who is tied to the same third parties, because mutual partners will be aware of their actions 

(Kreps, 1990). This could imply that DVGCs do not have to be too hesitant about teaming up with 

their competitors, because next to vertical alliances, horizontal alliances could create competitive 

advantage as well.  
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7. Limitations and Future Research 

 

Despite the contributions of this study to alliance research in understanding how alliance can deal 

with turbulent environments and the useful insights for managers in practice, it is also subject to some 

limitations. Among the limitations of this study is the sample size (46 companies, about 31% of the 

population) of the questionnaire data the most evident. Only 46 DVGCs have responded, which 

limited the concluding power of the quantitative results. However, to overcome this, more emphasis 

has been put on the interviews. The combination of quantitative and qualitative research methods 

provided a good understanding of the alliance practices within the Dutch video game industry. 

Furthermore, none of the DVGCs are hardware majors or large-sized publishers (i.e., industry majors 

with significant influence on a global scale), whereas these companies have mostly determined the 

dynamic in the global video game industry for the last decades. These majors are engaged in other 

alliance practices than DVGCs. However, the results of this study could be representative for small to 

medium sized video game companies in other regions of the world, though this should be 

investigated. Moreover, the results of this study showed interesting information about the density of 

the alliances of DVGCs. The alliance portfolio of DVGCs rather than individual alliances has been 

used as unit of analysis, since this is in line with the recent stream in alliance research. However, 

when trying to quantitatively assess the density of alliances, this approach turned out to be ineffective.  

Cross-alliance differences in terms of the density of partner interactions might imply that the typical 

(average) density is not representative. Given this and the lack of previous research findings that have 

investigated similar characteristics of partner interactions, we could not draw conclusions about the 

typical density of the alliances of DVGCs. 

 

There are a number of potentially interesting directions for future research. Firstly, alliance time-

horizon in turbulent industries needs further attention. This study revealed that alliances are not 

typically short-lived in the video game industry, whereas Duysters and De Man (2003) explicitly 

stressed the short-lived character of alliances in turbulent industries. Alliance practices in other 

turbulent sectors should be empirically investigated as well, such that can be discovered whether this 

study’s results are only true in the video game industry or also in other turbulent sectors. If this turns 

out to be the case, the concept of transitory alliances should be adjusted accordingly. Secondly, a 

more detailed study – one that explicitly incorporates alliance management tools and alliance 

performance – would be valuable in describing best practices. Namely, the results of this study do not 

confirm the general consensus in alliance literature that simply more alliance management tools in 

place raise alliance performance (e.g., Heimeriks & Duysters, 2007; Draulans, et al., 2003; Kale et al., 

2002). It could be possible that in turbulent environments such as the video game industry, 

implementing more alliance management tools works counterproductive, because time is precious and 

resources can only be allocated once. It is important that future research investigates this, because it 

helps us understand managing alliances in turbulent environments better. On the other hand, this study 

does confirm previous research (De Man & Duysters, 2007; Draulans et al., 2003), which states that 

the use of evaluation tools in particular can increase alliance performance. Yet, it is unknown but 

relevant to know which evaluations tools are especially successful in turbulent environments. 

Therefore, it is necessary to understand what exactly makes evaluation tools particularly useful. De 

Man and Duysters (2007) state that evaluation techniques are important because they act as great 

educational tools to increase learning of alliance management in general. However, to fully 

understand the underlying processes, more research is needed. For instance, issues like what specific 

alliance metrics could be used or what should be the frequency of evaluation moments could be 

addressed in future research. Thirdly, this study indicates intra-industry differences (DVGCs active in 
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B2B versus B2C business environment) in the typical characteristics of alliances, but these 

differences are not statistically confirmed. Via elaborating on this, future research could investigate 

these differences in more detail. Fourthly, Postigo (2007) has recently stressed the value of fan-

programmers (also known as “modders”), who develop add-ons for their favorite games. What can be 

expected to be the impact on alliance practices if companies make increasingly use of these modders? 

In order to benefit from them quality should be ensured and potential risks need to be prevented. 

Therefore, video game companies should probably have well developed alliance capabilities, 

otherwise it will be risky. What specific alliance tools should be used to organize and benefit from 

these modders? All these questions should be addressed in future research, thereby increasing our 

understanding of alliance practices in turbulent industries. 

 

Finally, we would like to make some remarks about the future of the video game industry in 

general. This study of strategic alliances in the Dutch video game industry also revealed the beginning 

of a supposedly maturation phase. This maturation phase is activated by the rise of massively 

multiplayer online games (MMOs) and the expected redundancy of the physical distribution of games, 

which is one of the core businesses of the industry majors. The influence of the increasing popularity 

of massively multiplayer online games (MMOs) on the dynamics of the video game industry and 

alliance formation in particular needs more attention. The results showed that MMOs have recently 

more often been characterized as a service instead of a product. Whenever a MMO is launched, 

development stage is not yet finalized, since it requires constantly interacting with customers and 

adjusting the game to their wishes. This means that video game companies have to change their 

strategies and most likely their alliance strategies as well. One of the interview respondents stated that 

his company will increasingly establish long-term equity alliances in order to ensure the partners’ 

commitment to the ongoing development project, which is, according to him, the best alliance practice 

for MMO development. Moreover, nowadays the Internet can facilitate the distribution of games, thus 

enabling customers to download games and run them on their PC or console. Or even one step further, 

games could also run on external servers, enabling customers to play games on every PC, console or 

even mobile phone with Internet connection. The rise of these developments does not only have a 

technological impact, but can also change the structure of power in the industry. The power of the 

majors is mainly based on their distribution network, which might become redundant when these 

developments continue in the future. Then, the small to medium sized video game developers become 

less dependent on the industry majors. In response to these developments, it seems that a new type of 

video company is emerging, namely the video game producer. Video game producers neither are 

publishers nor developers; they act as directors and take responsibility of the entire game development 

path – from awareness until implementation and providing services in the market. The rise of the 

producer function in the video game industry is in line with earlier developments in the movie and 

music industry, which experienced a similar maturation phase. It seems that these new video game 

producers increasingly focus on their network and constantly engage in new alliances: for each 

alliance, they seek for specific firms that are the best in what they do. If this maturation phase 

continues, and the power shifts from video game publishers to video game producers, then the small 

to medium sized video game companies might better specialize in a specific technology or 

competence (relying on their core competences), instead of focusing on the development of ready-to-

publish games.  

 

To conclude, this study explored what alliance practices are employed by Dutch video game 

companies, in their effort to deal with turbulent environments. Despite some limitations, interesting 

results for both alliance literature and practice were obtained. The recommendations for future 

research, which stress the importance of firms building alliance capabilities, using evaluation tools for 
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alliance management in particular, and relying on core competences, are in line with the shift in 

alliance research that has taken place. We stress that future research in critical antecedents of alliance 

performance should rely on theoretical perspectives, such as organizational learning theory and 

resource-based thinking. By doing so, alliance literature will become closer to understanding how 

firms can use alliances to deal with turbulent environments. Hopefully, next to understanding alliance 

practices in turbulent environments, this study will also trigger scholars to investigate the 

developments in the video game industry and its impact on alliance management in more detail. 
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Appendix B: Study to Web-Based Survey Methodologies 

 
 

 

INTRODUCTION 

After the first academic web-based survey in 1995, the number of research studies conducted on the 

World Wide Web grew exponentially (Roberts, 2007). There is a rapidly growing body of literature 

addressing design issues and providing lists of costs and benefits associated with web-based survey 

techniques (Jansen, Corley & Jansen, 2007). Web-based surveys can be defined as “survey 

instruments that physically reside on a network server (connected to either an organization’s intranet 

or internet), and that can be accessed only through a Web-browser” (Jansen et al., 2007).  Mostly, 

researchers agree that decreased costs and faster response times are achievable benefits, while they are 

ambivalent about the effect on response rates.  

 

In this short report, important aspects of web-based surveys will be discussed in order to provide 

practical guidelines for an online survey instrument. Firstly, benefits and the major drawbacks of 

using online questionnaires will be summarized. Secondly, development issues, such as the use of a 

pilot test and initial response screening will be discussed. Thirdly, design guidelines related to general 

organization, layout and formatting, and automation will be given. Then, different strategies for 

obtaining an optimal response rate will be discussed. Finally, conclusions will be drawn. 

 

 

 

PRO’S AND CON’S 

The issues concerning reliability, validity, sampling, and generalizability are similar to those 

encountered when using traditional pencil-and-paper questionnaires. However, the presence of 

internet technology does raise other important issues that should be considered. There exists a 

difference between solicited and non-solicited web-based surveys. Especially, non-solicited 

approaches bring up several pitfalls; however, these fall out of the scope of this short report. 

Therefore, only solicited approaches will be discussed. In table 1, the major benefits and drawbacks of 

using online questionnaires are shown. 

 

 

 

 

Table 1: Pro’s and con’s of web-based surveys (Jansen et al., 2007) 

Pro’s Con’s 

• Turnaround time (quick delivery and easy 

return) 

• Ease of reaching large number of potential 

respondents 

• Can use multiple question formats 

• Data quality checking 

• Ease of ensuring confidentiality 

 

• Can provide customized delivery items 

• Can capture, categorize, and store data directly 

in database 

• Time-consuming development 

• Potential for limited access within target 

population 

• Potential for technology problems to decrease 

return rate 

• Security issues may threaten validity or 

decrease return rate 
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WEB SURVEY DEVELOPMENT 

The first phase in designing a Web survey is the preparation phase. Two categories of preparation 

should be considered: content design and technical design. Just as in other surveys, the researcher 

must determine the objectives of the survey and include constructs and questions accordingly. 

Technically, the web survey includes interface design, database design, and application interface 

design. In order to determine whether the Web survey (the combination of content and technique) 

serves the researcher’s goal effectively and efficiently the development process should be seen as an 

iterative process. Pilot testing and screening of initial responses are useful strategies to develop an 

optimal web-based questionnaire. Both will now be discussed. 

 

Pilot Test 

It is very important that the online questionnaire undergoes a pilot test before conducting the final 

survey (Schleyer & Forrest, 2000). The reason of a pilot test is to evaluate the questionnaire for 

content validity and to identify potential problems, such as understandability and technical 

operationability. The use of internet and computers may have an impact on reliability (Litaker, 2003). 

Therefore, the survey should be tested online. The online questionnaire should also be tested with 

different browsers before soliciting the participants, because it might occur that questionnaire designs 

are displayed quite differently in Web browsers other than the one it was designed in (McCord, 2007). 

However, online questionnaires that are coded directly in HTML will avoid these problems.   

 

Initial Response Screening 

It is also important to screen the initial responses.  According to McCord (2007), the following 

potential problems can be identified: the number of respondents that had multiple submissions 

(respondents may click multiple times on the submit button in order to ensure that they did it 

correctly), the initial response rate, the best time to solicit participation, and the number respondents 

that gave up and did not complete the survey. It is also possible to check whether some questions are 

structurally being unanswered; this is interesting to know, since these questions might be unclear or 

too difficult to answer. By screening and analyzing early response data, the questionnaire can be 

revised in order to mend problems such that it will not trouble other respondents. 

 

 

WEB SURVEY DESIGN 

Web survey design offers many capabilities not found in traditional paper-based questionnaires. For 

instance, they could contain pop-up instructions and error messages; they could comprise links and 

multimedia graphics and sounds; and it is possible to encode difficult skip patterns. Despite the 

potential advantages, most online questionnaires fail to exploit the full power of this electronic 

delivery medium (Lumsden, 2007). This section will summarize practical guidelines for the design of 

web-based surveys of the research of Lumsden (2007).  
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welcome 

log-in introduction 

 

screening 

test 

 

questionnaire 

questions 

 

additional 
info/links 

 

thank you 

 

General Organization 

The overall structure of online questionnaires is shown in figure 1 and explained in table 2.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

                   

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 1: Organizational structure of online questionnaires (Lumsden, 2007) 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 2: The general structure of online questionnaires per component 

Welcome  

 

The welcome page is the first page that the respondents will see and should 

be designed to load quickly. It should reflect the purpose of the questionnaire 

and the organization of the survey should be clear. 

Log-in 

 

A log-in (registration) page is necessary when access is only open for specific 

persons, and usernames and passwords have been issued to the appropriate 

respondents. 

Introduction 

 

The introduction screen should contain a short, but sound, explanation of 

what the survey is about. It must outline all security and privacy issues related 

to the questionnaire with the purpose of reassuring the respondents. Where 

appropriate, this information might be placed on the log-in page. 

Screening test 

 

With a focus on solicited questionnaires, the screening test seems to be 

irrelevant. 

Additional links 

 

It is important that the main content of the questionnaire stays as simple and 

neat as possible. Therefore, links to additional information could be included 

on a separate page; however, switching between each other should be easy. 

Questionnaire questions Questions should be presented in a conventional format, similar to the 

accepted paper-based standards. However, the following issues are important 

to consider. 

• The total number of questions should not exceed 60; surpassing this limit 

will increase the likelihood of abandoning the survey. 

• Initial questions should be routine, easy-to-answer questions. 

• Delicate or the most important questions should be asked approximately 

one third of the way through the questionnaire. 

• Open-ended questions should be saved for approximately two third of the 

way through the questionnaire in order to provide variation that will 

maintain the respondent’s interest. 

Open-ended questions should be asked before close-ended questions on 

the same topic in order to prevent influencing respondents with the fixed 

option choices of the close-ended questions. 

Thank you The survey should end with thanking the respondents for their cooperation. 
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Layout and Formatting 

The questionnaire should create a positive visual impression that will evoke in the 

respondents’ feelings of trust. It should also assist the respondents in the process of 

completing the questionnaire. Guidelines that will serve these purposes will now be 

enumerated. 

 

• The content should be well presented and organized. Do not squeeze too much 

information onto each page, and align elements horizontally or vertically to make 

them easier to read. 

• Questions should never be separated from its response set. 

• Questions relating to the same topic should be presented together. Meaningful 

section headings and subheadings should be used to clearly differentiate sections. 

However, the use of too many sections might become confusing. 

• When the survey consists of many different pages, it is recommended to include a 

site map to provide an overview of the entire site. It gives insight in what sections 

need to be answered and helps respondents to navigate which saves them time and 

frustration. 

• Sentences should not exceed 20 words, and should not be presented with more than 

75 characters per line. Paragraphs should not exceed 5 sentences in length. 

• Questions should be easily distinguishable, in terms of formatting, from instructions 

and answers. 

 

Automation 

Many aspects of online questionnaires can be automated, for instance, skip questions. When 

automation is included, it is important that it is designed accurately and will not disorientate 

or confuse the respondents. 

 

Another advantage of automation is the possibility of prompts that raise awareness of 

questions that have been left open. Since respondents might not necessarily have an answer to 

all questions, it is advisable to leave the possibility open of not answering a question.  

 

Privacy and Protection 

Ethically, it is essential that the respondent’s privacy will be protected; therefore it is 

important to encrypt the survey data and, in most cases, to make it anonymous. 

 

 

RESPONSE RATES 

The benefits and drawbacks, development, and design of online questionnaires have been 

discussed. In this section it will be discussed how it is possible to obtain optimal response 

rates. 

  

Currently, response rates are seen as one of the drawbacks of online surveys. From the 1990s 

until now, mean response rates have been decreasing (Roberts, 2007). This decline can be 

explained by increased surveying and spam, the threat of viruses, and the disappearing of the 

novelty of completing surveys online (Roberts, 2007). However, in the early stage of online 

surveys, the response rate was its strength. Online surveys had response rates 20% higher than 
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paper surveys (Sproul, 1986). At that time, online surveys were still limited to certain 

organizations.  

 

First of all, experience indicates that Monday through Thursday has the highest response rate, 

decreasing dramatically along the week (McCord, 2007). In general, most of the respondents 

fill out the survey on the first day, the second day is reduced to approximately half, the third 

day is almost half again, and after the third day, there are hardly any replies (McCord, 2007). 

 

There exist different recruiting tactics, such as contacts prior to sending out the survey, 

follow-up contacts, or incentives. Kittleson (1997) found that it was possible to double the 

response rate with follow-up memos. However, in general this might seem somewhat 

optimistic. Repeated follow-ups have decreasing returns and might even irritate respondents 

without significant increasing response rates (Solomon, 2001). In the study of Kaplowitz, 

Hadlock, and Levine (2004), a mail prenotice did increase response rates, whereas a reminder 

notification was less effective. Finally, the use of incentives can be considered. Incentives 

may range from small gadgets to gift cards to money. According to Metha and Sividas (1995), 

the combination of a prenotice, incentives, and a reminder in a survey recruiting process 

results in optimal response rates. Additionally, personalized e-mail invitations are positively 

related to response rates (Dillman, 2000).   

 

 

CONCLUSION 

Benefits and drawbacks of online questionnaires, and c 

 

Namely, it is recommended to 

 

• put the online survey instrument to a pilot test 

• screen the initial response data to check whether revisions are necessary 

• design and format the questionnaire user friendly 

• start with general questions instead of ending with it 

• use personalized mails to announce that the online survey will come  

• send out the questionnaire on Monday 

• use some – but certainly not too many – reminders afterwards. 

 

This short report merely aims to raise awareness about possibilities and potential problems 

regarding to online surveys. Every aspect discussed could be investigated in more detail in 

order to achieve an optimal online research setting. It is desirable that this short report will 

start an interesting and constructive discussion. 
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Appendix C: Online Questionnaire19 
 

 

Benchmark Your Alliance Practices 

 

 

    
 

 
 

 

  

                                                           
19

 http://datapoort.tm.tue.nl/TakeSurvey.asp?SurveyID=3JMln43398l2G  
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Appendix D: Strategic Alliance Overview of Electronic Arts 

 

Electronic Arts 

Although, there is no DVGC (Dutch video game company) that is an industry major, the industry majors cannot 

be left behind in the analysis. They determine the dynamics of the entire industry which also affects the DVGCs. 

In this study, Electronic Arts (EA) will be used as case example for the dominant players. EA is not one of the 

major console companies, but it is world’s leading independent game developer and publisher. EA is the second 

player in the global video game industry. Since the industry increasingly relies on software instead of hardware 

success, it will be interesting to investigate EA. By examining EA’s annual reports, developments in their 

financial performance could be observed. Additionally, via extensively researching EA’s archive of press 

releases, insight within all EA’s partnerships could be obtained. In this way, EA’s alliance portfolio could be 

drawn. 

 

General company info 

Electronic Arts (EA) is an American developer and publisher of interactive entertainment software for mainly 

PCs, advanced console systems from Nintendo, Sony, and Microsoft, and mobile phone devices. EA was 

founded in 1982 and commenced as a home computing game publisher. In the late 1980s, the company started 

developing games internally and supported consoles by the early 1990s. EA later grew via acquisition of several 

successful developers and by the early 2000s they had become one of the world's largest third-party publishers. 

EA has worldwide 16 development studios and 34 publishing offices. EA’s broad portfolio of franchises 

including wholly-owned intellectual properties of hit games and several exclusive right licenses based on 

popular Hollywood properties determine EA’s success. Through the acquisition of an important massively-

multiplayer online game developer and the world’s leading developer of mobile phone games, today additional 

growth drivers for EA are in online gaming and the mobile phone markets.20. 

 

Financial performance 

Since its start-up, EA has gone through a tremendous growth. The last decade the company has grown more 

than 400 percent. By growing at an average annual growth rate of 14 percent, $1.2 billion of revenue in the 

fiscal year of 1999 increased to reach $3.6 billion in 2008. As can be seen in figure 1, EA’s revenue in 2001 and 

2006 were in slight decrease. In both years, EA moved through the transition period to next generation console 

systems: investing in the development of next generation games. Remarkable is the development of the net 

income. While the overall revenue trend line is positive, net income has experienced constant decline from 2005 

onwards, which has resulted in a negative net income of $454 million in 2008 (see Figure C.1). 

  

                                                           
20 source for general company information: http://info.ea.com 



 

 

 

Figure C.1: EA financials 1999 – 2008 (
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games of their franchises, whereupon the spark of inspiration would be lost. The underlying problem is that the 

video game industry is a creative industry, and thus, that creativity has to be fostered by letting it flower. In the 

beginning of 2008, CEO John Riccitiello acknowledged that these practices by EA were wrong and stated that 

the company now gives acquired studios greater au

then, development studios get what they need from EA. For instance, if they want to be incorporated by EA it is 

alright, but if they do not want to be owned by EA that is also fine. If they just

marketing that is fine too. What matters is nurturing the creativity to create great games

partners program with a staff of sixty. They are looking at the top 20 developers in the world and try to sign 

anything those companies are working on

 

Considering the partnering history of EA, 

enormously from 2 in 2001 to 65 in 2007 and is expected to increase by 25 in 2008 to a total of 90 alliances with 

external partners. Overall, it can be concluded that EA’s network, without acquiring companies, is ever 

increasing. 

 

                                                          
21 source: Wired GameLife, EA's CEO: How I Learned To Acquire Developers And Not Screw Them Up (Feb 8, 2008)
22 EAs clever business models by Bruce Everiss 
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EA is involved with many partnerships with different sorts of companies and different sorts of goals. They have 

grown enormously by incorporating numerous development companies. However, this ever

did not always seem to be ethical and successful. Namely, EA was often criticized for its acquisition 

buying smaller development studios primarily for their intellectual property assets, and then drastically changing 

games of their franchises, whereupon the spark of inspiration would be lost. The underlying problem is that the 

y is a creative industry, and thus, that creativity has to be fostered by letting it flower. In the 

beginning of 2008, CEO John Riccitiello acknowledged that these practices by EA were wrong and stated that 

the company now gives acquired studios greater autonomy without interfering in their corporate culture

then, development studios get what they need from EA. For instance, if they want to be incorporated by EA it is 

alright, but if they do not want to be owned by EA that is also fine. If they just want money or just want 

marketing that is fine too. What matters is nurturing the creativity to create great games

partners program with a staff of sixty. They are looking at the top 20 developers in the world and try to sign 

those companies are working on23.  

Considering the partnering history of EA, Figure C.2 shows that the number of partnerships has grown 

enormously from 2 in 2001 to 65 in 2007 and is expected to increase by 25 in 2008 to a total of 90 alliances with 

rnal partners. Overall, it can be concluded that EA’s network, without acquiring companies, is ever 

                   
source: Wired GameLife, EA's CEO: How I Learned To Acquire Developers And Not Screw Them Up (Feb 8, 2008)
EAs clever business models by Bruce Everiss (http://www.bruceongames.com/2008/09/09/eas-clever-business
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Figure C.2: EA partnerships 2001-2008
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to exclusively use the rights of varying properties, such as Ho

celebrities or popular products. Marketing partnerships account for 14 percent of EA’s alliance portfolio. 

Marketing partnerships generally focus on brand marketing efforts. Furthermore, by establishing seve

partnerships, EA realizes the importance of music and sounds in modern games. Partnerships with popular 

artists or large organizations within the music industry have been established. Recently, a new type of 

partnership, the in-game advertising p
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partnerships which accounts for 36 percent of EA’s newly established partnerships. Development partnerships, 

also called technology alliances, are collaborations with other companies aimed at jointly creating new games or 
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The exclusive rights partnership is also largely used. As the name already suggests, these partnerships allow EA 

to exclusively use the rights of varying properties, such as Hollywood movies, popular sports leagues, or other 
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Marketing partnerships generally focus on brand marketing efforts. Furthermore, by establishing seve

partnerships, EA realizes the importance of music and sounds in modern games. Partnerships with popular 

artists or large organizations within the music industry have been established. Recently, a new type of 

game advertising partnership, has arisen and will probably be more widely used in the near 

game advertising market is growing vastly and it provides EA extra revenues. Additionally, EA 

has formed some other partnerships with different aims, such as recruitment, social responsibility, and 
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