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ABSTRACT 

 

Alliance management has been on the agenda of management scholars and corporations for 

many years now. In spite of the attention in the academic and management literature on many 

aspects of alliance management, track records of alliances are still poor. Most of the literature 

has been unable to unveil the secret ingredients of alliance success. Only very recently, 

authors have started to make significant progress in the area of alliance management. In this 

paper we argue that there are three main levels of analysis in alliance management literature. 

Moreover, we content that a dyadic or firm-level perspective is not sufficient to deal with the 

full dynamics of alliances. Successful alliance management, therefore, requires a profound 

understanding of all three levels of alliance management and their interaction: dyadic, firm-

level and network-level management of alliances. 
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INTRODUCTION 

 

Since the early 1980s, the vast increase in the number of newly established alliances induced 

many authors to refer to this development as the alliance revolution (Gomes-Casseres, 1996). 

Ever since, firms have continued to form alliances under pressure of ongoing globalization 

tendencies, radical technological change and deregulatory processes. More recent research 

suggests that alliances are accountable for a significant and growing part of firms’ revenues 

(Harbison and Pekar, 1998). However, despite this marked increase in alliances, scholars 

continue to report very high failure rates, varying between 40 and 70% of all alliances (see for 

an overview Park and Ungson, 2001). In spite of the growing importance of alliances, alliance 

management is therefore found to be difficult and rarely effective. 

 

Over the past decades, numerous scholars have investigated critical issues with respect to 

alliance management and performance. This has led to a vast amount of literature on the 

particular subject of alliances. Following Ring and Van de Ven (1994) and Takeishi (2001), 

we identify three levels of analysis: dyadic or alliance-level, firm-level and network-level. 

Scholars have generally researched these different levels separately with the majority of 

attention devoted to dyadic-level analyses (Anand and Vassolo, 2002). This paper aims to 

unravel the different levels and seeks to contribute to the apparent lack of a collective and 

coherent body of work on alliances (Parkhe, 1993). So far, we are not aware of any study that 

has devoted specific attention to these different levels or perspectives. In doing so, we hope to 

both contribute to the establishment of an integrated and coherent body of literature and 

facilitate more effective alliance management practices.  

 

 

ALLIANCE LITERATURE 

 

Strategic alliances can take many different forms. Although various different taxonomies of 

strategic alliances exist in the literature (see Harrigan, 1985; Contractor and Lorange, 1988), 

we choose to define alliances in terms of their organizational interdependence, as presented in 

Figure 1. In this paper, we consider all forms of cooperation, from licensing agreements to 

joint ventures. 
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Figure 1 Alliances defined 

 
 Mode of cooperation      Organizational interdependence 

  

joint ventures    Large 

research corporations  

 

joint R&D, such as  

research pacts and 

joint dev. agreements  

 

minority investment, 

minority and cross-  Medium 

holding   

 

 

customer-supplier 

relations, R&D contract, 

co-production, 

co-makership 

 

technology exchange 

agreements ( mutual), 

technology sharing,  

X-licensing, mutual  

second-sourcing  

 

one-directional 

agreements 

second-sourcing, 

licensing   Small 

Source: Duysters and Hagedoorn, 2000. 

 

An extensive literature review reveals that various theoretical frameworks have been applied 

to the field of alliance research (for an overview see Ireland et al., 2002). From these 

theoretical frameworks, three different stream of alliance research can be distilled. Fist of all, 

a vast amount of alliance research as has been dedicated to investigating the significance of 

various factors influencing the dyadic relationship. As of the 1970s onwards, transaction cost 

theory has been implicitly and explicitly applied to understand why alliances were used as an 
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organizational form and how their governance structure was arranged (Poppo and Zenger, 

2002). Treating markets and firms as alternate ways of coordination, transaction cost theory 

suggests that a firm’s decision to enter an alliance should be centered around minimizing the 

sum of transaction costs and production costs (Coase, 1937; Williamson, 1975). 

Consequently, this stream posits that alliances are formed because the cost of specialization 

override the cost of coordination (Park, Ungson, 2001). The very nature of alliances causes 

problems as a result of dissimilarities in organizational processes and structures. Moreover, as 

in this stream of research firms are typically considered to be individual and self-fulfilling 

units (Williamson, 1975, 1991) and favor going alone over cooperative arrangements 

(Contractor and Lorange, 1988), alliances were seen as separate activities or business 

transaction entered to overcome market failure. Therefore, studies analyzed alliances from a 

dyadic or alliance-level perspective (Duysters et al., 1999a)1. Typical issues under 

investigation are partner fit, complementarity, commitment and trust (e.g. Mohr and 

Spekman, 1994; Hutt et al., 2000). Typically, in these studies the alliance is the unit of 

analysis. 

 

More recently, theories have emerged that seek to explain sustainable differences in alliance 

performance among firms (Kale and Singh, 1999). This second stream of alliance research 

points to reported fixed-firm effects that cannot be explained by traditional strategy theories. 

Typically, they analyze the influence of firm-specific factors on firm performance (see e.g. 

Amit and Schoemaker, 1993; Thomke and Kuemmerle, 2002)2. Their main objective is to 

describe how firms can leverage firm performance by investing in resources, assets, micro-

level mechanisms or capabilities (Sanchez, 2001). In doing so, these studies mainly refer to 

theories such as evolutionary economics (Nelson and Winter, 1982), organizational learning 

and knowledge-based view (Kogut and Zander, 1992; Conner and Prahalad, 1996; Grant, 

1996; Lei, Slocum and Pitts, 1997), resource-based view (Wernerfelt, 1984; Das and Teng, 

2000a), dynamic capabilities (Teece et al., 1997; Rindova and Kotha, 2001; King and Tucci, 

2002; Oxtoby et al., 2002) and competence-based theory (Sanchez et al., 1996). These studies 

analyze the relationship between a firm’s capabilities and its alliance performance. Rather 

than researching the performance antecedents at the dyadic level, this type of research focuses 

on the firm-level determinants of alliance performance. For instance, Kale et al. (2002) found 

a positively relationship between an alliance function and firm’s long-term alliance 

performance.  

 

                                                      
1 .  As this paper does not aim to provide an extensive literature overview of dyadic factors and alliance 
management, we refer to Das and Teng (2000b).  
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Alongside these studies a third stream of research has developed that seeks to identify critical 

factors shaping cooperation in industries and strategic groups (Anderson et al., 1994; 

Gebrekidan and Awuah, 2002). These studies have provided strong empirical evidence which 

suggests that firms’ cooperative performance is not solely based on relationship or firm-

specific factors, but also on forces that surpass firm boundaries (e.g. Nohria and Eccles, 1992; 

Gomes-Casseres, 1996; Larsson et al., 1998). They argue that the network structure, in which 

dyadic relationships are embedded, influences business practice and performance (Madhavan 

et al., 1998; Gulati et al., 2000). They emphasize among others that social capital can yield 

distinct information advantages (Uzzi and Gillespie, 2002)3. Moreover, as an increasing 

amount of knowledge is developed outside a firm’s boundaries, it is important for firms to be 

critically asses the skills and capabilities of their (potential) partners (Dyer, 2000; Andersson 

et al. 2002). Therefore, being incorporated in a network implies that firms have to be aware of 

the influence of engaging in a new alliance on its position in the network. Not only because 

existing ties with partner firms can influence their choice for future alliance partners, but also 

because current ties influence firm performance (Koka and Perscott, 2002). Overall, these 

studies underline the necessity for firms to create awareness of the dynamics in their network 

in order to not be merely subject to the network changes. Instead firms should try to be 

actively engaged in managing their network by on the one hand exploiting any potential 

advantage offered by their network position and on the other hand trying to explore new and 

attractive new partners. For instance, Granovetter (1982) compares the informational 

advantages provided by direct versus indirect linkages, suggesting that direct linkages tend to 

contain a higher level of common knowledge. Burt (1992) adds that a balance between 

network diversity and size can help optimize a firm’s network structure.  

  

Thus, over the past decades three stream of alliance research have emerged that each 

contribute in a distinct manner to our understanding of alliance management. Each stream 

focuses on a particular level: dyadic, firm and network or strategic group-level. First of all, 

the dyadic variables in the alliances which are essential to manage strategic business 

relationship in an optimal way and to handle dynamics in the individual alliance. Second, 

recently other scholars have proposed capabilities to increase the performance of alliances 

thereby paying attention to the role of experience organizational routines. Third, given the 

need to manage cooperative relationships in a larger context, other theories emphasized the 

need to incorporate social capital and its influence on network and alliance dynamics and 

performance.  

                                                                                                                                                        
2 . See for an extensive comparison of traditional strategy literature and more recent theories Combs 
and Ketchen (1999) and Madhok (2002). 

 6



The next part of the paper will describe the characteristics of the different stream of alliance 

research and elaborate on their particular contributions to research on alliance management.  

 

CONTRIBUTIONS OF DIFFERENT PERSPECTIVES  

 

Having described the developments in the literature on alliances, this part will extend on the 

particular contributions of each of the perspectives to our understanding of alliance 

management. Table 1 provides an overview of the various theories and their contribution to 

the field of alliances.  

 

Table 1 Three levels of alliance research 

 

 Dyadic or alliance-level Firm-level Network-level 

Theory Transaction cost theory, 

industrial organization 

theory, relational 

contracting theory 

Resource-based view, 

dynamic capability 

view, organizational 

learning. 

Social capital theory, 

social embeddedness 

theory 

Contributions Value creation in 

alliances using success 

factors for individual 

alliances 

Value creation in 

alliances using firm-

level mechanisms 

Value creation in 

alliances through 

optimization of 

alliance portfolio  

Concepts under 

investigation 

Trust, commitment, 

partner fit, 

complementarity. 

Alliance department, VP 

of alliances, alliance 

database, alliance 

training, alliance 

metrics. 

Industry structure, 

centrality, interblock 

relations, positioning, 

direct and indirect ties. 

Examples Geringer (1991); Medcof 

(1997); Das & Teng 

(2000a) 

Das & Teng (2000b); 

Nault & Tyagi (2001); 

Kale et al. (2002). 

Gulati (1998); Gulati 

et al. (2000); Das & 

Teng (2002); Uzzi & 

Gillespie (2002). 

 

 

Building on more traditional theoretical perspectives such as transaction cost and industrial 

organization theory, the first stream of research analyzes alliances at the dyadic level. Related 

managerial studies use the alliance as their unit of analysis to investigate the role of 

                                                                                                                                                        
3 . For a recent and extensive overview see Special Issue Vol. 21(3) of Strategic Management Journal 
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behavioral and relational factors as well as governance issues that foster the optimization of 

value creation in individual alliances. Overall, the insights generated by these studies refer 

mainly to critical issues that might be able to overcome instabilities in the dyadic relationship. 

This has resulted in a extensive list of success factors. Duysters et al. (1999b) provide an 

extensive overview of success factors for alliances. The next table gives an overview of 

success factors in alliances that specify the critical issues at the dyadic level. 

 

Table 2 Success factors at the dyadic level 

 

Ka
nte
r

Da
cin
&
Hit
t

Me
dc
of

Kh
an
na
et
al.

Ni
ed
erk
ofl
er

Bl
ee
ke
&
Er
nst

Ad
ark
ar

Ma
ljer
s

Do
um
a

Sta
ffo
rd

Wi
lde
ma
n
&
Ko
k

Ch
ev
alli
er

Sc
hul
er
et
al.

Br
out
her
s et
al.

Lo
ran
ge
&
Ro
os

Be
am
ish
&
De
lio
s

Author

Reasons
for
failure

-Goals/strategy

-Partner/partnership

-Strong-weak/weak-weak
partner

-Culture (nationality/

corporate)

-Trust

-Love at first sight

-Geographic/operational
overlap

-Personnel

-Commitment

-Expectations/time
pressure

-Alliance evolution (no
recognition)

-Incentives (asymetric)

-Complexity

-Learning aspects
(uneven)

-Financial aspects

 
Source: Duysters et al., 1999b. 

 

These factors provide a number of contributions with respect to alliance management. First of 

all, they create awareness of the inherent complexity of alliance management. For instance, 

when reviewing the factors listed in table 2, it becomes apparent that soft or relational issues 

(e.g. trust and commitment) as well as hard or structural issues (e.g. strategic or goal fit and 

financial aspects) are important. Poppo and Zenger (2002) analyzed the interplay between the 

contract and relational governance and found that they represent complements rather than 

substitutes. This implies that both alliance partners should pay sound attention to contractual 

and relational issues alike. 

 

                                                                                                                                                        
(2000) and Koka and Prescott (2002). 
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Second, the success factors may induce a firm to consciously manage the entire development 

process of an alliance. By providing a list of critical issues, a firm can be more aware of all 

the pitfalls that can arise at certain moments (see e.g. Das and Teng, 2002; Dyer et al., 2001). 

For instance, aligning the objectives with a partner is likely to reduce early abandonment as a 

result of disagreement on the strategic intent of the alliance.  

 

The second stream of alliance research analyzes the firm-level factors. Despite the 

contributions of research on dyadic factors, sub-optimal behavior may be fostered as firms 

only concentrate on dyadic factors, since they tend to ignore the factors that may contribute to 

for instance transferring learning into their internal organization. Considering alliances as 

stand-alone activities implies that we treat alliances as not being part of a firm’s activities 

(Khanna et al., 1998). Recognizing the importance of firm-level factors on alliance 

performance, induced various scholars to study the way in which these capabilities should be 

build. Recently, therefore, organization’s capabilities have proven to be a distinct source of 

rent generation in alliances (Anand and Khanna, 2000). Various scholars have empirically 

confirmed the positive relationship between alliance capabilities and alliance performance 

(Kale et al., 2002; Powell et al., 1996; Simonin, 1997; Sivadas and Dwyer, 2000). However, 

results are still scattered and little is known about the underlying process of capability 

development. A recent investigation by Duysters and Heimeriks (2002) has shown that 

successful alliance firms employ a significantly larger number of mechanisms than low 

performing alliance firms. From this study, it shows that a number of firm-level mechanisms 

such as having an alliance or an alliance database can significantly increase a firm’s alliance 

performance. Consequently, firm-level mechanisms can play an important role in leveraging 

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

separate activity (Lorenzoni and Baden Fuller, 1995). However, firms should commit to a 

combination of mechanisms depending on the task at hand (Zollo and Winter, 2002) and the 

mechanisms chosen should fit its needs as learning and capability development are path 

dependent (Eisenhardt and Martin, 2000).  

 

The contributions of this stream of alliance research is twofold. First, it emphasizes the need 

for firms to focus on internal aspect. In doing so, a firm will turn its attention to its own 

resources and capabilities to improve their alliance success. Firm-level mechanisms can help 

a firm manage its alliances by concentrating on the one hand on learning and knowledge 

development and on the other hand on governance and coordination in the firm itself. 

Mechanisms such as an alliance database or the intranet can be used to disperse alliance 

knowledge and experiences, thereby inducing the adoption of new or updated a firm’s 

routines used in managing alliances. For instance, assigning a vice-president or an alliance 
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manager can ensure that alliances are governed in the correct way and responsibility and tasks 

are well coordinated within the firm. His experience can help other employees to adapt their 

behavior and act accordingly in a particular situation.  

 

Second, as a consequence of the first contribution, by increasing a firm’s awareness of its own 

resources and capabilities a firm may be less likely to point to its alliance partner(s) in case an 

alliance discontinues. Being more aware of its own role in the alliance, it may therefore be 

more apt to change its own routines by complementing existing or creating new mechanisms. 

For instance, if an alliance fails because the wrong partner selected, a firm may choose to use 

a partner selection program when selecting a partner for any future alliance. In this way, it 

may be better able to ensure the partner will be able to fulfill its role in the future alliance.  

 

The third stream of alliance research analyzes the network level. In addition to firm-level 

factors to predict value creation in alliances, some scholars point to the need to analyze 

external network structures rather than dyadic or firm-level factors (Lorenzoni and Lipparini, 

1999). Whereas traditional organizations preferred to go alone, recently firms start to 

cooperate at an increasing rate (Gomes-Casseres, 1996). As firms continue to ally, networks 

start to emerge. The pattern therefore shifts from often bilateral relations to a complete 

network of relations. Obviously, in our network era the number of external relations are 

increasing and their significance to organizations is constantly growing (Gebrekidan, Awuah, 

2002). 

 

Since firms can to some extent deliberately design the network structure in which they 

cooperate and compete, the ability to structure and position oneself can become a source of 

competitive advantage (Gulati et al., 2000). Networks take shape when partners ally with each 

other and new alliance opportunities arise when network members inform each other about 

their partners. Partners generally keep each other informed about the reputation of the 

organizations they work with and this may affect the creation of subsequent alliances 

(Dollinger et al., 1997). In this way an organization network is set up that enables the 

members to react promptly and adequately on a changing market, to realize innovations and 

to increase flexibility. Moreover, networks may prove a valuable way to enrich a firm 

endowments by facilitating competence development (Andersson et al., 2002).  

 

Figure 1 clearly illustrates that a firm’s alliance formation is dependent upon the network in 

which it is situated. Airlines are increasingly engaged in so-called group-based competitive 

processes. As in other industries, the airline industry is witnessing the formation of cohesive 

groups in alliance networks. These groups build up social capital among each other. Increased 
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social capital creates a basis of trust and intimacy among the participating companies. The 

development of trust among partner influences the nature of information exchanged (Uzzi, 

1997). For future alliances partners, many firms seem to be engaged in and restricted to local 

search processes only. Firms tend to repeat existing ties instead of searching for new ones 

(Gulati, 1998). However, a network can also impose lock-in and lock-out effects on the 

companies involved. Switching from one group to another is not easy and is often considered 

as unethical behavior. Sunk costs involved in setting-up and managing existing alliance 

relationships prevents companies from moving swiftly among alliance partners. 

 

Figure 2 Alliance network of the airline industry 

Source: Centre for Global Corporate positioning, 2001. 

 

A number of contributions to issue of alliance management are made by the third stream of 

alliance research. First of all, as illustrated in figure 1, firms should consciously consider both 

their position and structure of their network. Not only do these two factors determine to a 

great extent their informational advantages, they also determine future opportunities. The 

principle of path dependency also applies as a consequence of lock-in and lock-out effects.  

 

The second contribution is the fact that if firms optimally use their network, the range of 

competences available can increase (Uzzi and Gillespie, 2002). For instance, having a 

common knowledge-sharing process within a strategic group can provide this (sub-)network 

with distinct competences (Dyer and Nobeoka, 2000). This implies that competitive 
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advantage can be gained when firms ally to attain a common goal. More importantly, this 

requires alliances to be managed by a view that surpasses the dyadic level and takes serious 

notion of the potential advantages of a firm’s network. Thus, increasingly networks determine 

the context in which alliances operate, requiring firms to not only get a better understanding 

of their alliance management practices, but also of controlling alliances in a network. 

 

AN INTEGRATED FRAMEWORK 

 

Having discussed the contributions of the three stream of alliance research and the 

concomitant levels of alliance management, this part presents the integrated framework 

wherein all three levels are linked. As mentioned in the former part, each stream of alliance 

research is conducive to understanding antecedents of alliance performance in its in own way. 

However, rather than proposing any stream in particular, we propose to combine the three 

levels of alliance research. Figure 2 shows an integrated framework in which the three levels 

of alliance management are integrated. 

 

Figure 3 An integrated framework 

 
 

As shown in this figure, all three levels of alliance management are necessary in order for 

firms to be able to optimally manage their alliances. First, firms need to ensure to obtain a 

sufficient degree of “fit” with their individual partners at the dyadic level. The dyadic factors 

researched by the first stream of alliance research provides a vast list of critical issues. This is 
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represented in the figure by number 1 and the bold arrow referring to the interplay between 

the two firms in the network. Second, firms need to develop alliance capabilities within their 

own organization to successfully manage its alliances. This requires an understanding of the 

dispersion of alliance experience and knowledge to ensure learning, governance and 

coordination. Finally, firms should pay attention to the network in which they are embedded, 

as network positioning has become a major source of competitive advantage over the past 

decades.  

 

Thus, for alliances to be managed in an optimally fashion, firms need to simultaneously pay 

attention to three levels of alliance management: dyadic, firm and network level. Furthermore, 

we reckon that alliance capabilities play an important role in managing the dyadic level as 

well as the network level. With respect to the dyadic level, we suggest that using an alliance 

manager can provide the managerial means to successfully execute alliances as this person is 

responsible for the alliance progress and its performance. Moreover, the use of a partner 

selection program can enhance the strategic and operational fit between companies. With 

respect to the network level, we posit that an alliance department which can coordinate the 

firm’s entire alliance portfolio can mange the firm’s network.  

 

CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSION 

 

This paper focuses at the developments in the literature on alliances. As many firms have a 

very poor track-record in the field of alliances their subsequent performance is very poor. In 

order to gain appropriate understanding of alliance management, three different streams of 

alliance research are identified each having different theoretical underpinnings. Thereafter the 

different stream of alliance research, their concomitant levels of analysis and their 

contributions are described.  

 

In isolation, none of the streams of alliance research can provide us with a comprehensive 

understanding of alliance management. The first level referred to as dyadic factors that help 

optimize performance in individual alliances by investigating issues internal to the alliance. 

These factors refer to for instance to a sufficient degree of commitment, trust and partner fit. 

As this level treats alliances as separate undertaking and leave unmentioned how firms can 

develop alliance capabilities, the second level of alliance management researches the 

influence of firm-level mechanisms on performance. These mechanisms enable firms to 

develop routines which are based on their alliance experience and for instance help to 

disperse knowledge across the firm. Managing alliances at this level therefore allows firms to 

capitalize their experience across their entire alliance portfolio. The third level of alliance 
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management turns to the role of alliances in networks. This level of alliance management is 

especially to investigate the advantages of certain positions in a network. Moreover, it 

underlines the limitations of partner choice given the fact that the network structure and 

existing relationships are likely to impose the restrictions on future alliance possibilities. In 

the end, we acknowledge firms should manage alliances at three levels: dyadic, firm-level and 

network level. Only by paying attention to each level as presented in our integrated 

framework can the full complexity of alliance management be grasped. 

 

 14



REFERENCES 

 

Amit R, Schoemaker PJH. 1993. Strategic Assets and Organizational Rent. Strategic 

Management Journal 14(1): 33-46. 

 

Annand B.N. and Khanna, T., 2000. Do firms learn to create value?. The case of alliances. 

Strategic Management Journal 21, pp. 295-315 

 

Anand J, Vassolo RS. 2002. An examination of dynamic capabilities: is evolutionary theory 

under-determined? Paper presented at SMS Conference, Paris. 

 

Anderson, J.E., Hakansson, H., Johanson, J., 1994, Dyadic Business Relationships within a 

Business Network Context, Journal of Marketing, Vol. 58, No. 4, pp. 1-15. 

 

Andersson U, Forsgren M, Holm U. 2002. The strategic impact of external networks: 

subsidiary performance and competence development in the multinational corporation. 

Strategic Management Journal 23(11): 979-996. 

 

Burt RS. 1992. Structural Holes: The Social Structure of Competition. Harvard University 

Press, Cambridge, MA. 

 

Coase RE. 1937. The nature of the firm. Economica, 4: 386-405. 

 

Combs, J.G., Ketchen D.J.jr., 1999, Explaining Interfirm Cooperation and Performance: 

Toward a Reconciliation of Predictions from the Resource-Based View and Organizational 

Economics, Strategic Management Journal, Vol. 20, pp. 867-888. 

 

Conner, K. Prahalad, C., 1996, A resource-based theory of the firm: Knowledge versus 

opportunism, Organization Science, Vol. 7, pp. 477-501. 

 

Contractor, F.J. and Lorange, P., 1988, Cooperative Strategies in International Business. D.C. 

Heath and Company, Lexington, MA 

 

Das, T.K., Teng, B-S., 2000a, A Resource-Based Theory of Strategic Alliances, Journal of 

Management, Vol. 26, No. 1, pp. 31-61. 

 

 15



Das, T.K., Teng, G-S, 2000b, Instabilities of Strategic Alliances: An Internal Tensions 

Perspective, Organization Science, Vol. 11, No. 1, pp. 77-101. 

 

Das TK, Teng B-S. 2002. The dynamics of alliance conditions in the alliance development 

process. Journal of Management Studies 39(5): 725-746. 

 

Dollinger, M.J., Golden, P.A., Saxton, T., 1997, The effect of reputation on the decision to 

joint venture, Strategic Management Journal, Vol. 18, pp. 127 - 140 

 

Duysters G, Hagedoorn J. 2000. A Note on Organizational Modes of Strategic Technology 

Partnering. Journal of Scientific & Industrial Research 58: 640-649. 

 

Duysters GM, Heimeriks KH. 2002. The Influence of Alliance Capabilities on Alliance 

Performance: An Empirical Investigation. Paper presented at SMS Conference Rotterdam. 

 

Duysters, G.M., Man, de, A-P., Wildeman, L., 1999a, A Network Approach to Alliance 

Management, European Management Journal, Vol. 17, No. 2, pp. 182-187. 

 

Duysters, G. M., Kok, G., Vaandrager, M., 1999b,  Crafting strategic technology 

partnerships, R&D Management, Vol. 29, pp. 343-351. 

 

Dyer, J.H., 2000, Collaborative Advantage, Winning through extended enterprise supplier 

networks, Oxford University Press, New York. 

 

Dyer, J.H., Kale, P., Singh, H., 2001, How To Make Strategic Alliances Work, Developing a 

dedicated alliance function is key to building the expertise needed for competitive advantage, 

Sloan Management Review, Vol. 42, No. 4, pp. 37-43. 

 

Dyer, J.H., Nobeoka, K., 2000, Creating and Managing a High-Performance Knowledge-

Sharing Network: The Toyota Case, Strategic Management Journal, Vol. 21, 345-367. 

 

Eisenhardt KM, Martin JA. 2000. Dynamic capabilities: What are they?. Strategic 

Management Journal Special Issue 21(10-11): 1105-1121. 

 

Gebrekidan DA, Awuah GB. 2002. Interorganizational cooperation: a new view of strategic 

alliances. The case of Swedish firms in the international market. Industrial Marketing 

Management 31(8): 679-693. 

 16



 

Geringer, J.M., 1991, Strategic Determinants of Partner Selection Criteria in International 

Joint Ventures, Journal of International Business Studies, First Quarter, pp. 41-62. 

 

Gomes-Casseres, B., 1996, The Alliance Revolution: The New Shape of Business Rivalry, 

Harvard University Press, Cambridge, MA. 

 

Granovetter M. 1982. The strength of weak ties: a network theory revisited. In Social 

Structure and Network Analysis. Marsden PV, Nan Lin (eds). Beverly Hills: Sage. 

 

Grant, R.M., 1996, Prospering in Dynamically-competitive Environments: Organizational 

Capability as Knowledge Integration, Organization Science, Vol. 7, No. 4, pp. 375-387. 

 

Gulati, R., 1998, Alliances and Networks, Strategic Management Journal, Vol. 19, pp. 293-

317. 

 

Gulati R, Nohria N, Zaheer A. 2000. Strategic networks. Strategic Management Journal 

21(3): 203-215. 

 

Harbison, J.R., Pekar, P. jr., 1998, Smart Alliances, A practical guide to repeatable success, 

BoozAllen & Hamilton, Jossey-Bass Publishers, San Francisco. 

 

Harrigan, K.R., 1985, Strategic Flexibility: A Management Guide for Changing Times, 

Lexington Books, Massachusetts 

 

Hutt, M.D., Stafford, E.R., Walker, B.A., Reingen, P.H., 2000, Defining the Social Network 

of a Strategic Alliance, Case study, Sloan Management Review, Vol. 41, No. 2, pp. 51-62. 

 

Ireland RD, Hitt MA, Vaidyanath D. 2002. Alliance management as a source of competitive 

advantage. Journal of Management 28(3): 413-446. 

 

Kale, P., Dyer, J. H., Singh, H., 2002, Alliance capability, stock market response, and long 

term alliance success: The role of the alliance function, Strategic Management Journal, Vol. 

23, No. 8, pp. 747-767. 

 

Kale, P., Singh, H., 1999, Alliance Capability and Success: A Knowledge-Based Approach, 

working paper, Wharton School, University of Pennsylvania. 

 17



 

Khanna, T., Gulati, R., Nohria, N., 1998, The Dynamics of Learning Alliances: Competition, 

Cooperation, and Relative Scope, Strategic Management Journal, Vol. 19, pp.193-210. 

 

King, A.W., Tucci, C.L., 2002, Incumbent Entry into New Market Niches: The Role of 

Experience and Managerial Choice in the Creation of Dynamic Capabilities, Management 

Science, Vol. 48, No. 2, pp. 171-186. 

 

Kogut, B., Zander, U., 1992, Knowledge of the Firm, Combinative Capabilities, and the 

Replication of Technology, Organization Science, Vol. 3, pp. 383-397. 

 

Koka BR, Prescott JE. 2002. Strategic alliances as social capital: a multidimensional view. 

Strategic Management Journal 23(9): 795-816. 

 

Larsson, R., Bengtsson, L., Henriksson, K., Sparks, J., 1998, The Interorganizational 

Learning Dilemma: Collective Knowledge Development in Strategic Alliances, Organization 

Science, Vol. 9, No. 3, pp. 285- 305. 

 

Lei, D., Slocum, J.W., and Pitts, R.A., 1997, Building Co-operative Advantage: Managing 

Strategic Alliances to Promote Organizational Learning, Journal of World Business, Vol. 32, 

no. 3, p. 203 - 222 

 

Lorenzoni G,  Baden Fuller C. 1995. Creating a strategic center to manage a web of partners. 

California Management review 2: 14-23 

 

Lorenzoni, G., Lipparini, A., 1999, The Leveraging of Interfirm Relationships as a Distinctive 

Organizational Capability: A Longitudinal Study, Strategic Management Journal, Vol. 20, 

No.  4, pp. 317-338. 

 

Madhavan P, Koka BR, Prescott JE. 1998. Network in transition: how industry events 

(re)shape interfirm relationships. Strategic Management Journal 19(5): 439-459. 

 

Madhok, A., 2002, Reassessing the Fundamentals and Beyond: Ronald Coase, the 

Transaction Cost and Resource-based Theories of the Firm and the Institutional Structure of 

Production, Vol. 23, No. 6, pp. 535-550. 

 

 18



Medcof, J.W., 1997, Why Too Many Alliances End in Divorce, Long Range Planning, Vol. 

30, No. 5, pp. 718-732. 

 

Mohr, J., Spekman, R., 1994, Characteristics of Partnership Success: Partnership Attributes, 

Communication Behavior and Conflict Resolution, Strategic Management Journal, Vol. 15, 

pp. 135-152. 

 

Nault, B.R., Tyagi, R.K., 2001, Implementable Mechanisms to Coordinate Horizontal 

Alliances, Management Science, Vol. 47, No. 6, pp. 787-799. 

 

Nelson, R., Winter, S., 1982, An Evolutionary Theory of Economic Change. Cambridge, 

Mass: Harvard University Press. 

 

Nohria, N., Eccles, R.G., 1992, Networks and Organizations, Structure, form and action, 

Harvard Business School Press. 

 

Oxtoby, B., McGuiness, T., Morgan, R., 2002, Developing Organisational Change 

Capability, European Management Journal, in press. 

 

Park, S.O., Ungson, G.R., 2001, Interfirm Rivalry and Managerial Complexity: A Conceptual 

Framework of Alliance Failure, Organization Science, Vol. 12, No. 1, pp. 37-53. 

 

Parkhe, A., 1993, “Messy” research, methodological predispositions, and theory 

development in international joint ventures, Academy of Management Review, Vol. 18, pp. 

227-268. 

 

Poppo L, Zenger T. 2002. Do formal contracts and relational governance function as 

substitutes or complements?. Strategic Management Journal 23(8): 707-725. 

 

Powell, W.W., Koput, K.W., Smith-Doerr, L., 1996, Interorganizational Collaboration and 

the Locus of Control of Innovation: Networks of Learning in Biotechnology, Administrative 

Science Quarterly, Vol. 41, No. 1, pp. 116-145. 

 

Rindova, V.P., Kotha, S., 2001, Continuous ‘Morphing’: Competing through Dynamic 

Capabilities, form, and function, Academy of Management Journal, Vol. 44, No. 6, pp. 1263-

1281. 

 

 19



Ring, P.S.A., Van de Ven, A.H., 1994, Developmental Processes of Cooperative 

Interorganizational Relationships, Academy of Management Review, Vol. 19, pp. 90-118. 

 

Sanchez R, Heene A, Thomas H. 1996. Dynamics of Competence-Based Competition: Theory 

and Practice in the New Strategic Environment. Oxford: Elsevier Pergamon. 

 

Sanchez R. 2001. Building Blocks for Strategy Theory: Resources, Dynamic Capabilities and 

Competences. In Rethinking Strategy. Volberda HW, Elfring T (eds). Sage Publications: 

London: 143-157. 

 

Simonin, B.L., 1997, The Importance of Collaborative Know-How: An Empirical Test of the 

Learning Organization, Academy of Management Journal, Vol. 40, No. 5, pp. 1150-1174. 

 

Sivadas E, Dwyer RF. 2000. An examination of organizational factors influencing new 

product development in internal and alliance-based processes. Journal of Marketing 64 (1): 

31-40. 

 

Takeishi, A., 2001, Bridging Inter- and Intra-Firm Boundaries: Management of Supplier 

Involvement in Automobile Product Development, Strategic Management Journal, Vol. 22, pp. 

403-433. 

 

Teece, D.J., Pisano, G., Shuen, A., 1997, Dynamic Capabilities and Strategic Management,  

Strategic Management Journal, Vol. 18, No. 7, pp. 509-533. 

 

Thomke, S., Kuemmerle, W., 2002, Asset Accumulation, Interdependence and Technological 

Change: Evidence from Pharmaceutical Drug Discovery, Strategic Management Journal, 

Vol. 23, No. 7, pp. 619-635. 

 

Uzzi B. 1997. Social structure and competition in interfirm networks: the paradox of 

embeddedness. Administrative Science Quarterly 42: 35-67. 

 

Uzzi B, Gillespie JJ. 2002. Knowledge spillover in corporate financing networks: 

embeddedness and the firm’s debt performance. Strategic Management Journal 23(7): 595-

618. 

 

Wernerfelt, B., 1984, A Resource-Based View of the Firm, Strategic Management Journal, 

Vol. 5, No. 2, pp. 171-180. 

 20



 

Williamson, O.E., 1975, Markets and Hierarchies: Analysis and antitrust implications, New 

York: Free Press. 

 

Williamson, O.E., 1991, Comparative Economic Organization: The analysis of Discrete 

Structural Alternatives, Administrative Science Quarterly, Vol. 36, pp. 269-296. 

 

Zollo, M., Winter, S.G., 2002, Deliberate Learning and the Evolution of Dynamic 

Capabilities, Organization Science, Vol. 13, No. 3, pp. 339-351. 

 21



                      
 
W O R K I N G   P A P E R S 

 
 
 
Ecis working papers 2002-2003 (July 2003): 
 

 
02.01 M. van Dijk 

The Determinants of Export Performance in Developing countries: The Case of Indonesian 
manufacturing 
 

02.02 M. Caniëls & H. Romijn 
Firm-level knowledge accumulation and regional dynamics 
 

02.03 F. van Echtelt & F. Wynstra 
Managing Supplier Integration into Product Development: A Literature Review and Conceptual Model 
 

02.04 H. Romijn & J. Brenters 
A sub-sector approach to cost-benefit analysis: Small-scale sisal processing in Tanzania  
 

02.05 K. Heimeriks 
Alliance Capability, Collaboration Quality, and Alliance Performance: An Integrated Framework. 

 
02.06 G. Duysters, J. Hagedoorn & C. Lemmens 

The Effect of Alliance Block Membership on Innovative Performance 
 

02.07 G. Duysters & C. Lemmens 
Cohesive subgroup formation: Enabling and constraining effects of social capital in strategic technology 
alliance networks 
 

02.08 G. Duysters & K. Heimeriks 
The influence of alliance capabilities on alliance performance: an empirical investigation. 
 

02.09 J. Ulijn, D. Vogel & T. Bemelmans 
ICT Study implications for human interaction and culture: Intro to a special issue 
 

02.10 A. van Luxemburg, J. Ulijn & N. Amare 
The Contribution of Electronic Communication Media to the Design Process: Communicative and 
Cultural Implications 
 

02.11 B. Verspagen & W. Schoenmakers 
The Spatial Dimension of Patenting by Multinational Firms in Europe 
 

02.12 G. Silverberg & B. Verspagen 
A Percolation Model of Innovation in Complex Technology Spaces 
 
 



02.13 B. Verspagen 
Structural Change and Technology. A Long View 
 

02.14 A. Cappelen, F. Castellacci, J. Fagerberg and B. Verspagen 
The Impact of Regional Support on Growth and Convergence in the European Union 
 

02.15 K. Frenken & A. Nuvolari 
Entropy Statistics as a Framework to Analyse Technological Evolution 
 

02.16 J. Ulijn & A. Fayolle 
Towards cooperation between European start ups: The position of the French, Dutch, and German 
entrepreneurial and innovative engineer 
 

02.17 B. Sadowski & C. van Beers 
The Innovation Performance of Foreign Affiliates: Evidence from Dutch Manufacturing Firms 
 

02.18 J. Ulijn, A. Lincke & F. Wynstra  
The effect of Dutch and German cultures on negotiation strategy comparing operations and innovation 
management in the supply chain 
 

02.19 A. Lim 
Standards Setting Processes in ICT: The Negotiations Approach 
 

02.20 Paola Criscuolo,  Rajneesh Narula & Bart Verspagen 
The relative importance of home and host innovation systems in the internationalisation of MNE R&D: 
a patent citation analysis 
 

02.21 Francis K. Yamfwa, Adam Szirmai and Chibwe Lwamba 
Zambian Manufacturing Performance in Comparative Perspective 
 

03.01 A. Nuvolari 
Open source software development: some historical perspectives 
 

03.02 M. van Dijk 
Industry Evolution in Developing Countries: the Indonesian Pulp and Paper Industry 
 

03.03 A.S. Lim 
Inter-firm Alliances during Pre-standardization in ICT 
 

03.04 M.C.J. Caniëls & H.A. Romijn 
What drives innovativeness in industrial clusters?Transcending the debate 
 

03.05 J. Ulijn, G. Duysters, R. Schaetzlein & S. Remer 
Culture and its perception in strategic alliances, does it affect the performance? An exploratory study 
into Dutch-German ventures 
 

03.06 G. Silverberg & B. Verspagen 
Brewing the future: stylized facts about innovation and their confrontation with a percolation model 
 

03.07 M.C. Caniëls, H.A. Romijn & M. de Ruijter-De Wildt 
Can Business Development Services practitioners learn from theories on innovation and services 
marketing?   
 

03.08 J.E. van Aken 
On the design of design processes in architecture and engineering: technological rules and the principle 
of minimal specification 
 
 



 
03.09 J.P. Vos 

Observing Suppliers observing Early Supplier Involvement: An Empirical Research based upon the 
Social Systems Theory of Niklas Luhmann 
 

03.10 J.P. Vos 
Making Sense of Strategy: A Social Systems Perspective 
 

03.11 J.A. Keizer & J.P. Vos 
Diagnosing risks in new product development 
 

03.12 J.M. Ulijn , A. Fayolle & A. Groen 
European educational diversity in technology entrepreneurship: A dialogue about a culture or a 
knowledge management class? 
 

03.13 J.M. Ulijn, S.A. Robertson, M. O’Duill 
Teaching business plan negotiation: How to foster entrepreneurship with engineering students 
 

03.14 J.E. van Aken 
The Field-tested and Grounded Technological Rule as Product of Mode 2 Management Research  
 

03.15 K. Frenken & A. Nuvolari 
The Early Development of the Steam Engine: An Evolutionary Interpretation using Complexity Theory  
 

03.16 W. Vanhaverbeke, H. Berends, R. Kirschbaum & W. de Brabander  
Knowledge management challenges in corporate venturing and technological capability building 
through radical innovations 
 

03.17 W. Vanhaverbeke & R. Kirschbaum   
Building new competencies  for new business creation based on  breakthrough technological innovations 
 

03.18 K.H. Heimeriks & G.M. Duysters   
Alliance capability as mediator between experience and alliance performance: an empirical investigation 
into the alliance capability development process 
 

03.19 G.M. Duysters & K.H. Heimeriks  
Developing Alliance Capabilities in a New Era  

 
03.20 G.M. Duysters, K.H. Heimeriks, J. Jurriëns 

Three Levels of Alliance Management 
 

 


	CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSION
	kaft94.pdf
	Three Levels of Alliance Management
	July 2003


