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Abstract: Traditionally governance structures are classified
into “hierarchy or market” or ‘“equity or non-equity.”
However, such classifications may not be effective in
characterizing all governance structures of research and
development (R&D) alliances. Therefore, the first objective
of this study is to investigate why there exist different
organizational governance in managing R&D
alliances; the second objective of this study is to give strategic
advice in choosing appropriate forms with respect to various
characteristics of R&D alliances. Through the theoretical lens
that integrate both transaction cost economics ( TCE) and the
resource-based view (RBV),

structures

a model that focuses on six
major factors is developed for determining governance
structure choices, namely, technological uncertainty, cultural
difference, asset specificity, technology complementarity,
appropriability of the individual firm’s know-how, and trust.
An R&D alliance with higher technological uncertainty, larger
cultural differences, and greater concerns for protecting an
individual’s know-how is more likely to adopt non-integrated
alliances as the governing structure. An R&D alliance with a
higher degree of asset-specificity, greater technology
complementarity and  greater among  partnering
organizations is more likely to adopt integrated alliances as the
governing structure; an R&D alliance in the face of lower
technological uncertainty will tend to adopt integrated
alliances. The more aligned the choice of the governance
structure with its determinants, the better the R&D alliance

trust

will perform, and vice versa.
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ompetition in the marketplace has turned to whether
firms can create and commercialize knowledge in a
timely and cost-efficient manner, particularly in the con-
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text of technology-intensive industries where the pace of
technological development is increasing; product life cy-
cles are shortening; and the expense of updating capital
equipment is rising. In response to these competitive
pressures, firms often look for alternatives to in-house R&
D. R&D alliances represent one such alternative to facili-
tate inter-firm collaboration and jointly conduct R&D ac-
tivities'"! .

Despite the popularity of alliances, firms always face
the challenges of settling appropriate structures that fit the
characteristics of their alliances'” . Such an interorganiza-
tional issue is particularly critical not only because it re-
lates to the operations and decision making of more than
one firm but because it leads to the collective competitive-
ness of alliance member firms. Among various govern-
ance structures of strategic alliances, two most discussed
forms are equity alliances and non-equity alliances, which
are often considered the variations of “hierarchy” and
“market” structures, respectively. However, a growing
amount of literature argues that equity involvement or
market/hierarchy taxonomy oversimplifies the complex
nature of interorganizational governance. For example,
Geringer and Hebert”' maintain that control is not neces-
sarily a strict and automatic consequence of ownership.
Particularly in R&D alliance governance, the problem of
using equity/non-equity taxonomy is evidenced by the
fact that most R&D alliances are non-equity alliances,
which vary significantly, and there is no proper classifica-
¥ Given that how an alliance is
controlled as an important dimension of the governance of

tion for these alliances

R&D alliances, this study aims to explore the governance
structures of R&D alliances from the perspective of con-
trol.

Control in an alliance is characterized as the process by
which the focal firm influences an alliance as a whole to
behave in a manner that achieves other partners’ objec-
P Two distinctive governance structures of R&D
alliances, based on the types of control, are defined in

tives

this study as integrated alliances and non-integrated alli-
all the partners jointly
share profits and risks and an alliance management team

ances. In integrated alliances,

makes most of the decisions in a top-down manner,
which are followed by the other partners. Closer coordi-
nation and more frequent communications are extended to
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all levels of an alliance organization. On the other hand,
in non-integrated alliances, an R&D project is divided in-
to a few distinctive tasks for which each partner is prima-
rily responsible, technically and/or financially. As the
chain of command decentralizes to each partner rather
than centralizes to an alliance management team, partner
firms make their own decisions directly without the formal
consent from other partners. For example, Fujitsu Sie-
mens Computers, an alliance formed in the late 1990s,
shows relatively distributed decision making. Evidence
suggests that Fujitsu Computer ( Europe) and Siemens
Computer systems are equally contributing their techno-
logical resources and capabilities to create this alliance.
By uniquely pooling Fujitsu’s leading-edge product de-
signs with Siemens’ manufacturing and marketing capaci-
ties, the alliance has become the top supplier of personal
computer products in Europe.

For the above two distinct governance structures com-
monly observed in R&D alliances, transaction cost eco-
nomics ( TCE) points out environmental and behavioral
uncertainties imbued in transactional exchange as key de-
terminants of whether or not firms should enter into a col-
laborative relationship'®. As Williamson'” called for
more research into how existing firm capabilities influence
governance, and much remains to be done in this area,
we attempt to address, in response to this call, how the
resource-based view (RBV) complements the traditional
TCE approach to the governance choices of R&D alli-
ances. As a resource owner, a firm’s ability to create,
appropriate, and sustain value from the owned resources
partly depends on the extent to which the firm is able to
access the complementary resources in alliances and how
well such matched resources are exploited to gain collec-
tive competitiveness. The dual theoretical lenses, based
on TCE and RBV, will shed more light on the determi-
nants of governance structures in R&D alliances.

1 Organizational Control and Governance Stru-
ctures in R& D Alliances

The term “governance structure” is frequently used and
discussed in organization literature, but it often refers
vaguely to only one or two dimensions of governance
structures. In fact, governance structures can be concep-
tualized through different sets of decision making, coordi-
nation mechanisms, and incentives', and with different
levels of influence in controlling and coordinating the ac-
tivities in a partnership'.

Among various classification schemes upon the legal
form of organization, many scholars attempt to capture
the alliance forms by the equity/non-equity dimension' .
However, a proxy of equity involvement may not fully
capture the nuances of many different patterns of relation-
ships between partnering firms, either closely or loosely
coupled. It is then logical to expect that more patterns of
inter-firm relationships can be better explained by other

notions. As the key to managing alliances is the integra-
tion, exploitation, and protection of strategic resources,
control is the underlying mechanism for managing such
resources'” and determines how partners can influence
the decision-making process and the outcome of alliance.
In an empirical work, Mjoen and Tallman'" reject the
traditional governance hypothesis that relies strictly on
ownership to delineate the degree of control. Actually
Geringer and Hebert"™ contend that ownership is only one
of the control mechanisms, and that “selective control” o-
ver some critical activities or resources is often more ef-
fective and desirable than overall control. They also sug-
gest that there are three dimensions of control: the mech-
anisms of control, the extent of control, and the focus of
control.

In light of the above perspectives, we thus define two
distinctive control-focused governance structures for R&D
alliances: “integrated alliances” and “non-integrated alli-
ances.” A new means of classifying collaborative ar-
rangements may open a way to better empirical inquiries
and many questions of central interest to academics and
practitioners.

Integrated alliances are characterized by all the partners
jointly sharing profits and/or risks of an alliance accord-
ing to an agreed proportion even though distinctive tasks
may still be assigned to each firm. The alliance manage-
ment team makes major decisions, which will be followed
by all the partners. The needs for coordination and com-
munication are extended to all the levels of an alliance.
On the other hand, non-integrated alliances are character-
ized by each firm being technically and/or financially re-
sponsible for its assigned tasks, which are often negotia-
ted. Each firm makes most decisions related to the as-
signed tasks without the needs of consent from other alli-
ance partners and the needs for coordination and commu-
nication are limited to higher level managers and are min-
imal for individuals. Note that we do not consider that the
governance structure of an R&D alliance will be on the
extreme side of either integrated or non-integrated alli-
ances. The actual governance structures of an R&D alli-
ance should be located in the spectrum between the two
extremes. Therefore, when integrated alliances are pro-
posed to be a preferred governance structure in this paper,
we mean that the structure on the spectrum closer to inte-
grated alliances side is preferred.

We thus argue that the differentiation of these two con-
trol-focused governance structures, namely, integrated al-
liances and non-integrated alliances, is critical to our un-
derstanding of the antecedents of governance choices.

2 A Model for Choices of Governance Structure
in R& D Alliances

2.1 An integrated framework of economic and strate-
gic approaches

Academic interest in strategic alliances can be dated
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back to economic literature in late 1970s. Afterwards a
number of management studies > "™, mainly inspired
by transaction cost economics ( TCE)'”, have analyzed
the alliance governance choices and their performance
outcomes. TCE frames governance as a cost-minimizing
and discriminating alignment between uncertainty and
Despite TCE’s intuitive appeal, one major
weakness of the TCE construct in the alliance domain is

that it overemphasizes the individual parties’ minimization

control'® .

of transaction costs while holding other factors constant.
This weakness limits the TCE’s explanatory capability,
particularly when dealing with hybrid structures such as
alliances. A better perspective is desirable for studying
the governance decisions of R&D alliances.

As the RBV is widely used to explain the sources of the
competitive advantages of firms, the complementarity of
resources owned by the firm and its partners becomes one
of the rare, valuable, immobile and non-substitutable re-
sources, leading to a long-lived competitive advantage.
For example, in the context of R&D alliances, firms of-
ten seek partners with complementary resource combina-
tions (e. g., financial assets, technical capabilities, and
marketing savvy) in pursuit of competitive advantage.

The discussion above highlights the complementary na-
ture between RBV and TCE regarding the governance
structures of alliances. In the following sections, we shall
derive and discuss each of the propositions.

2.2 TCE perspective: cost-related determinants of a
governance choice

Under TCE, governance forms that minimize the costs
of exchange arising from uncertainty and asset specificity
are considered efficient'”. Although scholars who hold
traditional views like Williamson'” may see opportunism
by alliance partners as a key source of transaction costs,
we take a broader view as emphasized by Matthews'"”
that transaction costs are “the overheads of conducting a
set of transactions...and maintaining the system of proper-
ty rights. ” In this subsection, three major factors will be
discussed and linked with the governance choices in R&D
alliances.

Technological uncertainty refers to the probability of
unexpected changes in technologies; for instance, the
current technology development effort may be rendered
obsolete because of new generations of technology. Fol-
ta[l4]
from the fact that it is difficult to discern which capabili-

ties are critical for future success.

argues that technological uncertainty also comes

The needs for less hierarchical control under technolog-
ical uncertainty can also be understood from the perspec-
tive of the option pricing theory as argued by Folta'. A
firm’s governance should be able to make future discre-
tionary investments through a more flexible and less hier-
archical structure so as to avoid the opportunity cost of ir-

. 15
investments'"”’

reversible
since each firm is technically and financially responsible
for its assigned tasks, partners can avoid the high-level
commitment and thus enable them to assign technical and
financial tasks autonomously. Furthermore, because of

the loosely coupled partnership in non-integrated alli-

In non-integrated alliances,

ances, partners can change their commitment more easily
to avoid the potential loss due to technological uncertain-
ty. Therefore, from the TCE perspective, it is logical to
argue that an R&D alliance with high technological uncer-
tainty will perform better under non-integrated alliances.
Accordingly, the first proposition is given as follows.

Proposition 1 An R&D alliance encountering higher
technological uncertainty is more likely to adopt non-inte-
grated alliances as the governing structure; contrarily, an
R&D alliance in the face of lower technological uncertain-
ty will tend to adopt integrated alliances.

Organizational culture refers to the set of values, be-
liefs, understandings, and ways of thinking that are com-
mon to the members of an organization''”. Many prob-
lems experienced by firms in alliances can be traced back
I Cultural differences play an im-
portant part in making the choice of governance structure
and they often will increase the transaction costs, inclu-
ding information transmission costs, contracting costs,
and monitoring and coordination costs. As for the choice
of integrated alliances or non-integrated alliances, we
shall examine the transaction costs under different control
structures.

We share the broader view held by Matthews' ~ that
transaction costs are the overheads of conducting a set of
transactions. The question is: Under different levels of

to cultural differences

[13]

cultural distance, what control structure minimizes trans-
action costs? Buckley and Casson'"’
tural homogeneity, acting through shared beliefs, reduces

maintain that “cul-

transactions costs by avoiding misunderstanding ...” In
contrast, if the cultural difference is large, it should be
comparatively costly to jointly manage an alliance because
there will be a lack of shared beliefs and values.
the integrated alliances’ structure involves much higher
degrees of coordination and communication, larger cultur-
al differences will naturally and significantly increase the
difficulty of collaboration and potential conflicts. There-

Since

fore, the non-integrated alliances, characterized by divid-
ed responsibility and minimal coordination and communi-
cation, can reduce the conflicts and costs of coordination
that arise from organizational cultural differences. Ac-
cordingly, we argue that when the cultural differences are
larger, non-integrated alliances will be a more efficient
form that reduces transaction costs.

Proposition 2 An R&D alliance with larger cultural
differences among partnering organizations is more likely
to adopt non-integrated alliances as the governing struc-
ture, while the R&D alliance with smaller cultural differ-
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ences is more likely to adopt integrated alliances.

Asset specificity is of special significance in the TCE
developed by Williamson'"'. Specific assets refer to the
non-recoverable and idiosyncratic investments that firms
make in a particular relationship, or the assets that are
suitable for a particular transaction and cannot be easily
reorganized to be used outside the relationship of the par-
ties to the transaction™ . The problem of specific assets
is that it is impossible to redeploy transaction-specific as-
sets without losing productive value. In joint R&D, spe-
cific assets are not limited to specific technological invest-
ments. The R&D process itself can create or increase as-
set specificity.

Meanwhile, opportunism due to asset specificity can be
complicated and intensified by particular operational or
business relationships after a joint partnership, and such
relationship and its consequence can hinder the progress
of a project. The opportunism problem is a central con-
cern for all partnering firms, stronger firms and weaker
firms, in R&D alliances, when the degree of asset speci-
ficity is high. The major solution to such opportunism is
to pursue more centralized and tighter control; for exam-
ple, vertical authority relationships and hierarchical con-
trol procedures presumably show greater safeguarding ca-
pabilities'™ . Therefore, from the TCE perspective, we
argue that integrated alliances, characterized by more cen-
tralized and tighter control, will be a better choice for the
R&D alliances with a higher asset specificity. Hence, we
suggest the third proposition as follows:

Proposition 3 An R&D alliance with a higher degree
of asset-specificity is more likely to adopt integrated alli-
ances as the governing structure, while an R&D alliance
with a lower asset-specificity is more likely to adopt non-
integrated alliances.

2.3 RBV perspective: competence-based determi-
nants of a governance choice

From the competence-based perspective, different firms
should take into account the characteristics of their specif-
ic resources and advantages to pursue different strategies
for profit. Such a view emphasizes the value creation and
sustainability of competitive advantages of a firm through
continuous accumulation and utilization of valuable re-
sources, including tangible and intangible resources’.
For the purpose of the effective management of resources,
three other major determinants of the governance choice
in R&D alliances are identified: technology complemen-
tarity, concerns for protecting an individual firm’s know-
how, and trust, where the former indicates the accessibil-
ity of complementary resources and the latter two indicate
the accessibility of intangible resources. These three de-
terminants are closely associated with selective and specif-
ic control in alliances as we shall explain in the follow-
ing.

Complementarity refers to the extent to which the alli-

ance partners are able to bring non-redundant distinctive
competencies to the partnership'™. For example, an
R&D alliance, composed of firms with specialties in op-
tics and electronics respectively, leads to optoelectronics
and the development of the fiber-optics system, and the
combination of biotechnology and pharmacy leads to a bi-

15 N
51 " From the resource-based view,

otechnology alliance
the use of R&D alliances can be justified by the pooling
or integration of necessary or imperfectly imitable re-
sources owned by the allied firms so as to create a unique
strength or competitive advantage.

Due to the needs of R&D resources and capabilities,
firms often seek to cooperate with others to gain access to
the complementary capabilities'*’ in order to generate
their sustainable competitive advantages. As is pointed
out by Hagedoorn™'
pany to have an all-embracing competence in every field
of technology and science, and thus it is crucial for com-
panies to build close collaboration between each other so
as to access complementary technology inputs. Sakak-
ibara'® also argues that capability heterogeneity in R&D
cooperation is important not only in the project, but also
in the process of resource accumulation or learning. Here
we define the technology-related resource complementari-
ty as technology complementarity.

We argue that since more coordination and communica-
tion are required with higher technology complementari-
ty, a joint R&D project with higher technology comple-
mentarity will perform better under integrated alliances,
which are characterized by a unified authority system,
more coordination and communication between partners,
and thus a more integrated use of key resources. There-

, it is almost impossible for a com-

fore, we propose the fourth proposition:

Proposition 4 An R&D alliance with greater technol-
ogy complementarity among partnering organizations is
more likely to adopt integrated alliances; on the other
hand, an R&D alliance with lower technology comple-
mentarity is more likely to adopt non-integrated alliances.

Learning from partners represents the primary motiva-

tion for firms to enter into alliances™'.

In many cases
transferring particular technological know-how is one of
the major goals or deals of an R&D alliance. A firm’s or-
ganizational learning capability can create a competitive
advantage. Khanna et al. " emphasize that by picking up
skills from its partners a firm can actually unilaterally earn
private benefits. According to the RBV, learning from
competitors or cooperating partners can be crucial to the
creation and sustainability of a firm’s competitive advan-
tage, since such learning helps a firm internalize the de-
sired outside intangible resources such as know-how and
expertise. On the other hand, from the resource perspec-
tive, one of the first priorities for the firm is to keep
one’s own valuable resources securely in the firm and se-

[21]

cure its competitive advantage='. The choice of alliance
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thus depends on the protection levels of each firm’s know-
how.

We argue that a joint R&D that has greater concerns for
the needs to protect individual firms’ know-how would
prefer to adopt non-integrated alliances because each firm
is technically responsible for its assigned tasks and the
chain of command mainly lies independently within each
participating firm in non-integrated alliances. Contrarily,
since integrated alliances provide a better environment for
learning due to a unified chain of command, closer col-
laboration, and more frequent communication, an R&D
alliance with fewer concerns for the protection of individ-
ual firms’ know-how would prefer to adopt integrated alli-
ances. Therefore, based on the resource perspective, the
fifth proposition for the governance structure of joint
R&D is proposed as follows.

Proposition 5 An R&D alliance with greater concerns
for protecting individual know-how in the alliance is more
likely to adopt non-integrated alliances;
hand, an R&D alliance with fewer such concerns is more
likely to adopt integrated alliances.

Although TCE focuses on how transaction costs resul-
ting from opportunism are minimized and does not regard
trust as a common or realistic factor that governs transac-
tions, organization scholars'” have recently considered
trust as a key relational factor or mechanism contributing
towards alliance success. Moreover, from the neo-institu-

on the other

tionalism perspective, trust, among others such as norms
and habits, is considered an important factor that explains
the institutional environment and interactionism'**'.

Trust is built upon an expectation that one partner has
for another in the partnership such that their interaction is
predictable and the behavior and responses are mutually
acceptable to one another. Trust among firms indicates
the positive belief that a partner will not take advantage of
other partners. Therefore, trust can also be considered as
reliability, an important expectation of the partner in the
alliance.

Although TCE prescribes the “hierarchy” structure in
the absence of trust among alliance partners'™, we argue
that social capital, as a private good exclusively owned
by alliance members, can be viewed by an RBV as valua-
ble and immobile resources for competitive advantage and
that the mutual trust can be considered the driving force
for close collaborations and learning. Specifically, trust
promotes knowledge exchange and mutual learning in an
R&D alliance.

In fact, trust among alliance partners can be considered
as a non-substitutable and non-imitable resource. Here we
take the RBV and examine how trust impacts on compe-
tence of firms under an integrated governance structure. If
a contracting firm has a higher level of trust toward other
partners, it is more likely for the firm to foster closer col-
laborations, enhance risk-sharing capacity, and undertake

higher resource commitment. Consequently, integrated
alliances will be a better form for R&D alliances in foste-
ring both individual and collective competence. This
leads to the following proposition:

Proposition 6
among partnering organizations is more likely to adopt in-
tegrated alliances as the governing structure; on the other
hand, firms with little trust will tend to adopt non-inte-

grated alliances for their R&D alliance.

An R&D alliance with greater trust

3 Performance Implication of Alliance Govern-
ance Structures

Here we suggest the last proposition, illustrating the re-
lationship between the governance structure fit and the
performance. We emphasize that a better fit between the
attributes of an R&D alliance and its associated govern-
ance structure will yield higher performance. Empirical
evidence on the relationship between governance structure
choice and alliance performance have been presented by
Leiblein et al. ™ in a study of the semiconductor indus-
try, by Yin and Zajac'™ in a research of restaurant fran-
chising, and by Murray and Kotabe'™ in a study of the
Fortune 500 list. Better structuring of alliances may facil-
itate more robust cooperation and reduce the likelihood of
failure. Leiblein et al. ™" also argue that the efficiency of
alternative forms of governance will be enhanced when a
“fit” exists between the chosen governance arrangement
and the attributes of the transaction. Appropriate govern-
ance forms can enable the organization to take on value-
creating activities and thus bring benefits to the partners.
As a result, the last proposition concerning the improved
performance due to the appropriate choice of governance
structure is given as follows:

Proposition 7 The more aligned the choice of gov-
the better the
R&D alliance will perform, and vice versa.

ernance structure with its determinants,

4 Results

This paper argues that an integrated framework fusing
traditional TCE and recent RBV together can provide a
more comprehensive explanation of the governance struc-
ture choices of R&D alliances. The integrated model pro-
posed in this paper is illustrated in Fig. 1, depicting our
corresponding seven propositions.

5 Conclusion

In the high-tech industries, the need for either estab-
lished firms or start-ups to develop new technological ca-
pabilities may have led to increased reliance on alliance
forms that were apt to facilitate risk sharing, cost reduc-
tion and mutual learning. However, the radical nature of
technological change and the risk of rapid technological
obsolescence in those industries may have deterred rela-
tion-specific investments or long-term equity-based partn-
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Fig.1 The governance structure model for R&D alliances

erships, reducing the needs for high involvement forms of
alliance governance. Thus the choice of governance struc-
ture may have been a result of the balance between the
opportunistic costs and the commitment to learning and
improving competitive advantage.

In this paper, we first review relevant theories and dis-
cuss how they are related to the choice of governance
structures in R&D alliances. Then, we combine TCE and
RBV as two complementary theoretical perspectives to
build an integrated model for the choice of governance
structures in R&D alliances. The model offers an inte-
grated conceptual model of governance choices, showing
that alliances choose governance structures based on con-
tractual hazards confronted and the need of competence
building in R&D alliances. Specifically, the conceptual
model uses two theoretical lenses: the cost-related per-
spective of TCE and the competence-based perspective of
RBYV, to explain why there exist different organizational
governance structures in managing joint R&D, and how
such a governance choice yields different performance
outcomes. On the one hand, TCE highlights the need to
cope with uncertainty and other transaction hazards raised
from firms’ opportunism, and emphasizes the cost-econo-
mizing properties of integrated alliances. On the other
hand, the competence perspective of RBV argues that the
main logic underlying the governance choice of R&D alli-
ances is the value creation and appropriation through the
development of co-specialized capabilities and the protec-
tion of firm-specific know-how.

Despite the considerable empirical studies on the for-
mation of alliances and their performance effects, this
study contributes to the literature in several ways. First,
we clarify different governance structures in R&D alli-
ances by the notion of control, namely, integrated alli-
ances and non-integrated alliances. Our taxonomy sheds
new light on interorganizational controls, such as profit
and risk sharing, centralized or decentralized chains of
command, and the extent to which alliance partners are

Second-
ly, the study develops an integrated model that unifies the
strengths of two schools of thought for the choice of the
appropriate alliance form. Thirdly, this study also con-
tributes to the practices of joint R&D activities by provi-
ding easy guidance on deciding the choice of the govern-
ance structure.

coordinated and communicated with each other.

References

[1] Hagedoorn J. Inter-firm R&D partnerships: an overview
of major trends and patterns since 1960 [J]. Research
Policy, 2002, 31(4): 477 —492.

Gulati R, Singh H. The architecture of cooperation: man-
aging coordination costs and appropriation concerns in
strategic alliances [J]. Administrative Science Quarterly,

1998, 43(4): 781 —814.

[3] Geringer J M, Hebert L. Control and performance of in-
ternational joint ventures [J]. Journal of International
Business Studies, 1989, 20(2): 235 —254.

[4] Arranz N, Arroyabe, J C F. Joint R&D projects: experi-
ences in the context of European technology policy [J].
Technological Forecasting and Social Change, 2006, 73
(7): 860 —885.

[5] Inkpen A C, Currall S C. The coevolution of trust, con-
trol, and learning in joint ventures [J]. Organization Sci-
ence, 2004, 15(5): 586 —599.

[6] Williamson O E. The economic institutions of capitalism:
firms, markets, relational contracting [ M]. New York:
Free Press, 1985.

[7] Williamson O E. Strategy research: governance and com-
petence perspectives [J]. Strategic Management Journal,
1999, 20(12): 1087 —1108.

[8] Yin X L, Zajac E J. The strategy/governance structure fit
relationship: theory and evidence in franchising arrange-
ments [J]. Strategic Management Journal, 2004, 25(4):
365 —383.

[9] Child J, Faulkner D. Strategies of cooperation: managing
alliances, networks, and joint ventures [ M]. New York:
Oxford University Press, 1988.

[10] Mjoen H, Tallman S. Control and performance in interna-
tional joint ventures [J].
(3): 257 —274.

[2

—

Organization Science, 1997, 8



366

Lin Yi-Hsin, Ho Shih-Ping, and Wu Hsueh-Liang

[11] Oxley J E. Appropriability hazards and governance in
strategic alliances: a transaction cost approach [J]. Jour-
nal of Law Economics & Organization, 1997, 13(2): 387
—4009.

[12] Oxley J E. Institutional environment and the mechanisms
of governance: the impact of intellectual property protec-
tion on the structure of inter-firm alliances [J]. Journal of
Economic Behavior & Organization, 1999, 38(3): 283 —
309.

[13] Matthews R C O. The economics of institutions and the
sources of growth [J]. 1986, 96
(384): 903 —918.

[14] Folta T B. Governance and uncertainty: the trade-off be-
tween administrative control and commitment [J]. Strate-
gic Management Journal, 1988, 19(11): 1007 —1028.

[15] Santoro M D, McGill J P. The effect of uncertainty and
asset co-specialization on governance in biotechnology al-
liances [J]. Strategic Management Journal, 2005, 26
(13): 1261 —1269.

[16] Daft R L. Organization theory and design [ M].
South-Western College Publishing, 2001.

[17] Horii T, Jin Y, Levitt R E. Modeling and analyzing cul-
tural influences on project team performance [J].

Economic Journal,

Ohio:

Journal
of Computational & Mathematical Organization Theory,
2004, 10(4): 305 —321.

[18] Buckley P J, Casson M. An economic model of interna-
tional joint venture strategy [J]. Journal of International
Business Studies, 1996, 27(5): 849 —876.

[19] Williamson O E. Comparative economic organization: the
analysis of discrete structural alternatives [J]. Administra-
tive Science Quarterly, 1991, 36(2): 269 —296.

[20] Geyskens I, Steenkamp J, Kumar N. Make, buy, or al-
ly: a transaction cost theory meta-analysis [J]. Academy
of Management Journal, 2006, 49(3): 519 —543.

[21] Das T K, Teng B S. A resource-based theory of strategic
alliances [J]. Journal of Management, 2000, 26(1): 31

& BxRia

WE: W

—-61.

[22] Hill R C, Hellriegel D. Ceritical contingencies in joint ven-
ture management: some lessons from managers [J]. Or-
ganization Science, 1994, 5(4): 594 —607.

[23] Hagedoorn J. Understanding the rationale of strategic
technology partnering: interorganizational modes of coop-
eration and sectoral differences [J]. Strategic Manage-
ment Journal, 1993, 14(5): 371 —385.

[24] Sakakibara M. Heterogeneity of firm capabilities and co-
operative research and development: an empirical exami-
nation of motives [J]. Strategic Management Journal,
1997, 18(S1): 143 —164.

[25] Peng M W. The resource-based view and international
business [J]. Journal of Management, 2001, 27(6): 803
—829.

[26] Khanna T, Gulati R, Nohria N. The dynamics of learning

alliances: competition, cooperation, and relative scope
[J1. Strategic Management Journal, 1998, 19(3): 193 —
210.

[27] McEvily B, Perrone V, Zaheer A. Trust as an organizing
principle [J]. Organization Science, 2003, 14(1): 91 -
103.

[28] Nooteboom B. Trust, opportunism and governance: a
process and control model [J].
1996, 17(6): 985 —1010.

[29] van de Vrande V, Lemmens C, Vanhaverbeke W. Choo-
sing governance modes for external technology sourcing
[J1. R&D Management, 2006, 36(3): 347 —363.

[30] Leiblein M J, Reuer J J, Dalsace F. Do make or buy de-
cisions matter? The influence of organizational governance
on technological performance [J].
Journal, 2002, 23(9): 817 —833.

[31] Murray J Y, Kotabe M. Performance implications of stra-
tegic fit between alliance attributes and alliance forms [J].

Organization Studies,

Strategic Management

Journal of Business Research, 2005, 58 (11): 1525 —
1533.
A A
SRR B KRG
wEE e RFRS
(' Al kFERFR, @7 210096)

CEeBERFERIARFZ, & 10672)

e AERFERLLF R, & 10672)
THARGERIGEREM S A FER T S AR AR 5, miX k5 KPR A4
kﬂfﬁﬂ?\;ﬁ/é‘ﬂ SRR A B, BOL AR B e R AT R IR K “F’ AT IRBGETRR AL e R M %

S T T AR B AT R B A PR BT R B LR, e T 4R EE B 4G 08
LA 6 6 /l\l%[ﬂ%,éa\ﬁl HBEARRH M A EF T4

ﬁ ;um,a VAR FEH T A R B RG 2

MR e X G RAZFFRIEE

TR HAR 69 ZAME A H 8] SR TR BF L E R A4S, st 5 KA AR B AL K B g R R
ERAR A Z AR K AR B ARG BT E AL S a9 Bria s, R 3R 5 P 3 2L 4 AR B B89 3 7~

BHHRMER G BEARGEAIER K KRR G, N RA £ PR Y. B
LEMY AL WA TR B AT 0 SR, RZ T R
LEM AR R KRR AR S XD RAGRF T RIS

R

9&%2@ : 20 47 /\z:?
HE 5 ES:N36

e YA RS bR ) c ek





