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ABSTRACT 

 

The logistics industry is characterized by a high level of competition and high fragmentation. Logistics 

companies have been facing challenges such as globalization, environmental concern and higher customer 

service expectations. Horizontal alliances represent a common arrangement adopted by managers of logistics 

firms in order to cope with this demanding environment. However, it is estimated that 50% of horizontal 

cooperation between Logistics Service Providers (LSPs) fails because these alliances entail hurdles and 

drawbacks that threaten the relationship between the participants.   

The purpose of this thesis is to study horizontal cooperation between LSPs through the lenses of theories 

drawn from strategic management research with a specific focus on the relational view developed by Dyer 

and Singh (1998) and the reformulation of the research-based view (RBV) proposed by Lavie (2006). Indeed, 

the authors aim to contribute to the logistics literature answering the following Research Question (RQ): 

 

 

 

The authors conducted a multi-case study research involving eight companies from a European country, Italy. 

Every company selected can be defined as a LSP and it is part of at least one horizontal alliance with a foreign 

partner in order to support the international validity of the arguments developed. The authors conducted semi-

structured interviews with members of the firms, which are directly responsible for the horizontal cooperation 

with other logistics companies. The interviews were developed in order to address the theoretical framework 

proposed by Lavie (2006) and the findings were corroborated with previous literature and further documents. 

Overall, the research conducted partly supports the theoretical contribution of Lavie (2006). However, this 

study also highlights its limited applicability to horizontal alliances between LSPs. Thus, the authors 

developed five propositions that aim to resolve the inconsistencies between Lavie’s (2006) contribution and 

the findings of this study. The empirical research suggests three determinants that influence alliance stability, 

namely relative opportunistic behaviors, relative bargaining power and the level of competition perceived by 

alliance’s members. Furthermore, it proposes that the greater the amount of physical assets owned by each 

firm, the greater the importance of formal mechanisms and contractual governance will be in horizontal 

alliances between LSPs. In conclusion, the authors provide practitioners with further guidance emerging from 

the findings of this study and suggest the future directions for researchers aiming to resolve the limitations of 

this research. 

RQ: How does the relational view by Dyer and Singh (1998) and expanded by 

Lavie (2006) apply to horizontal alliances between Logistics Service Providers? 
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 

 
The logistics sector is crucial for guaranteeing the free flow of products throughout the European Union 

and the consequent efficiency and effectiveness of the market (Ecorys, Fraunhofer, TCI, Prognos and 

AUEB-RC/TRANSLOG, 2015). It comprises “a set of services including the planning, organization, 

management, execution and monitoring of a company’s entire material, goods and information flows 

(from purchasing, production and warehousing, to added value services, distribution and reverse 

logistics)” (Ecorys, Fraunhofer, TCI, Prognos and AUEB-RC/TRANSLOG, 2015, p. 27). In turn, 

Logistics Service Providers (LSPs) are defined as “providers of industrial logistics services that perform 

logistics functions on behalf of customers or as companies that specialize in providing various types of 

logistics services such as transportation, warehousing and freight forwarding” (Kharia, 2011, p. 12). 

Five specific trends are driving the development of the logistics sector (Cruijsen and Verweij, 2006; 

Ecorys, Fraunhofer, TCI, Prognos and AUEB-RC/TRANSLOG, 2015). First, globalization has set 

higher operational standards through lower labor costs in emerging markets as South-East Asia in 

addition to disappearing trade barriers (Cruijsen and Verweij, 2006). Moreover, the growth of 

multinational companies limits small enterprises’ profit margins increasing the competition within the 

logistics industry (Cruijsen and Verweij, 2006). Second, customer service expectations have heavily 

increased, requiring LSPs to provide not only transport and warehousing but also additional services such 

as reverse logistics, packaging, forecasting, after sale services and ICT services (Cruijsen and Verweij, 

2006; Ecorys et al., 2015). Hence, in order to stay competitive, LSPs’ activities have changed 

considerably because smaller and more frequent shipments are required to be delivered in a shorter period 

of time (Cruijsen and Verweij, 2006). Third, LSPs currently face increasing expenses such as fuel costs, 

road pricing mechanisms and severe congestion (Cruijsen and Verweij, 2006; Ecorys et al., 2015). 

Consequently, both direct and indirect costs occur complicating LSPs’ scheduling activities and 

shortening delivery times (Cruijsen and Verweij, 2006). Fourth, the introduction of Information and 

Communication technology (ICT) systems has modified the design of the supply chains and has led to 

enhanced data exchange between the partners (Fisher, 1997; Cruijssen, 2003). Indeed, recent 

technologies such as Radio Frequency Identification (RFID) and Global Navigation Satellite Systems 

(GNSS) continue to boost performances (Cruijsen and Verweij, 2006; Ecorys et al., 2015). Last, climate 
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changes, pollution and increasing concerns about health and safety have forced LSPs to adopt “greener” 

operations and environmental management, which have led to the adoption of environmental friendly 

technologies and practices (Ecorys et al., 2015). For instance, the usage of alternative energy sources has 

been forecasted to increase in comparison to traditional energy sources such as oil and gas (Ecorys et al., 

2015). 

To overcome the challenges described above, horizontal alliance has represented a common practice for 

LSPs. Indeed, Schmoltzi and Wallenburg (2012) reported that almost 60% of the companies in this 

industry are engaged in horizontal alliances. However, horizontal cooperation between LSPs entails 

hurdles and drawbacks and it is estimated that 50% of these alliances fails (Cruijssen, Cools and Dullaert, 

2005). 

 

1.1 PROBLEM FORMULATION 

Horizontal alliances are an interesting field of study from a theoretical perspective since they can be 

addressed by multiple disciplines (Cruijssen, Dullaert and Fleuren, 2007). Indeed, the purpose of this 

thesis is to study horizontal cooperation between LSPs through the lenses of theories drawn from strategic 

management research with a specific focus on the relational view developed by Dyer and Singh (1998) 

and the reformulation of the research-based view (RBV) proposed by Lavie (2006). However, Lavie 

(2006) included neither the interactions of companies at the same level in the industry or specific 

dynamics related to LSPs. Thus, the authors of this thesis aim to contribute to the logistics literature 

answering the following Research Question (RQ): 
 

RQ: How does the relational view by Dyer and Singh (1998) and expanded by Lavie 

(2006) apply to horizontal alliances between Logistics Service Providers? 
 

The RBV is grounded in the theoretical contributions of Barney (1991, 1995), which aimed to understand 

the sources of sustained competitive advantage (SCA) focusing on internal factors of the firms instead 

of external elements as previously emphasized by Porter (1980, 1985). However, the theoretical 

contributions of Barney (1991, 1995) were criticized because the author analyzed the firm in isolation 

(Dyer and Singh, 1998; Lavie, 2006). Dyer and Singh (1998) addressed this limitation developing the 

relational view which focuses on dyadic and network relationships stressing the importance of 
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idiosyncratic contributions of the partners. Afterwards, Lavie (2006) published and influential research 

that comprised a reformulation of the RBV which incorporated the relational view’s focus on dyadic and 

network relationships. Overall, this thesis aims to uncover the extent to which the RBV proposed by 

Lavie (2006), which considers the firm as embedded in a network of relationships, is valid in the case of 

horizontal alliances between LSPs and to propose an extension to address possible incongruities. 

 

1.2 OUTLINE 

This thesis is structured in three main parts, as shown in Figure 1. Part I comprises a detailed overview 

of the theories mentioned above, namely horizontal strategic alliances (Chapter 2), the resource-based 

view (Chapter 3), and the relational view developed by Dyer and Singh and Lavie’s (2006) extension 

(Chapter 4). Instead, Part II provides an exhaustive description of the methodology adopted in order to 

answer the research question (Chapter 5), and the results obtained (Chapter 6). The authors conducted a 

multi-case study research involving eight companies from a European country, Italy. Every company 

selected can be defined as a LSP and it is part of at least one horizontal alliance with a foreign partner in 

order to support the international validity of the arguments developed. In Part III, the authors present the 

discussion about the findings of the research conducted (Chapter 7) and the conclusions where the answer 

to the research question is provided (Chapter 8). 

 
Figure 1. Outline of the thesis 

  PART I  PART II  PART III 
  THEORY  EMPIRICAL 

RESEARCH 
 DISCUSSION AND 

CONCLUSIONS 
       

Chapter 1  Chapter 2  Chapter 5  Chapter 7 

Introduction  Horizontal 
Strategic Alliances 

 Methodology  Discussion 

  |  |  | 
  Chapter 3  Chapter 6  Chapter 8 
  The Resource-

based View 
 Results  Conclusions 

  |     
  Chapter 4     
  The Relational 

View and its 
Extension by Lavie 
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CHAPTER 2: HORIZONTAL STRATEGIC ALLIANCES 

 

This chapter presents an overview of past research regarding horizontal strategic alliances in order to 

offer the reader a full comprehension of the subject, which is necessary for the following chapters of this 

thesis. First, the most prominent definitions of horizontal strategic alliances are presented. Second, it 

follows an integration with social network theories. Then, the reader is provided with the description and 

analysis of the main types of cooperation and the main drivers relevant for the establishments of 

horizontal strategic alliances. Consequently, the main stages of an alliance and the relative risks are 

depicted with a review of relevant literature. Last, this chapter finishes with a specific section about 

Logistic Service Providers (LSPs) and how horizontal cooperation develops for the companies operating 

in logistics industry. 

 

2.1 DEFINITIONS 

Previous literature offers many definitions of strategic alliances due to their prominence. Gulati (1995a) 

defined strategic alliances as a purposive relationship between two or more independent firms that 

involves the exchange, sharing, or co-development of resources or capabilities to achieve mutually 

relevant benefits. Yoshino and Rangan (1995) stated that a strategic alliance is formed by at least two 

firms that remain legally independent, share results and control over the performance of each partner’s 

tasks, and constantly contribute to one or more strategic areas, such as R&D and marketing. Buckley and 

Casson (1998) described strategic alliances as an attractive configuration for complex business processes 

since they assure flexibility and limited resource commitments. According to Casson and Mol (2006), 

strategic alliances reflect long-term contractual or equity-based agreements between firms investing 

complementary resources in one or more projects and sharing the consequent benefits. Finally, Reuer 

(2000) and Nemeth and Nippa (2013) defined strategic alliances as organizational agreements that can 

be modified and, potentially, ended with the acquisition of one of the partners, the purchase of shared 

assets or termination. 

Strategic alliances can be classified as vertical or horizontal. On the one hand, the European Commission 

(2010) defined vertical cooperation as “an agreement or concerted practice entered into between two or 

more undertakings each of which operates, for the purposes of the agreement or the concerted practice, 
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at a different level of the production or distribution chain, and relating to the conditions under which the 

parties may purchase, sell or resell certain goods or services”. On the other hand, the European Union 

(2001) described horizontal cooperation as “concerted practices between companies operating at the 

same level(s) in the market”. The focus of this thesis is on the last type of strategic alliances that depicts 

a situation wherein two or more firms partner to achieve agreed-upon goals sharing the consequent 

benefits.  

 

2.2 INTEGRATION WITH SOCIAL NETWORK THEORIES 

The investigation of strategic alliances has been inappropriately conducted around three main themes 

(Gulati, 1998). First, the unit of analysis has been usually the company or the partnership (Gulati, 1998). 

This neglects the course of action of other firms, their pre-existing relationships and their exchanges with 

the markets (Hayek, 1949; White, 1981). Indeed, the dyadic connection of a strategic alliance is 

moderated by the social context where it is embedded (Granovetter, 1985). Second, the evaluation of the 

performance and the formation process has been examined in an asocial context (Gulati, 1998). 

Nonetheless, there has been interest in the social network of the firm, which is defined as “a set of nodes 

(e.g., persons, organizations) linked by a set of social relationships (e.g., friendship, transfer of funds, 

overlapping membership) of a specified type” (Laumann, Galaskiewicz, and Marsden, 1978, p. 458). The 

social network of the firm influences the flow of information through which companies acknowledge 

new possibilities and it has a direct impact on a firm’s performance (White, 1981; Burt, 1982; Baker, 

1984). Last, firm- and industry-level factors have been considered as major determinants in entering 

alliances (Andrews, 1971). Therefore, the conditions that favor future opportunities have been 

underestimated compared to the ones that enable strategic actions (Gulati, 1998). 

These network considerations are grounded in the hypothesis that economic decisions are affected by the 

social context in which they are embedded and the position they hold (Gulati, 1998). Embeddedness is 

described as “the fact that exchanges and discussions within a group typically have a history, and that 

this history results in the routinization and stabilization of linkages among members” (Marsden, 1981, p. 

1210). Research on social networks has focused around four main pillars, namely inequality, embedding, 

contagion and contingency (Burt, Gabbay, Holt, and Moran, 1994). First, literature on inequality 

highlights the reasons behind the different set of resources available to each network participants (Burt 

et al., 1994). Second, research on embedding investigates the organizations emerging from networks 
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(Burt et al., 1994). Third, studies about contagion show how social networks enhance behavioral 

conformity (Burt et al., 1994). Finally, research on contingency shows the influence of social networks 

on business processes (Burt et al., 1994). 

Moreover, two main analytical methods have been proved effective for investigating the significance of 

social networks (Gulati, 1998). On the one hand, the first approach focuses on informational advantages 

conferred by social networks (Gulati, 1998). Relational and structural embeddedness represent the two 

main mechanisms providing informational advantages, respectively stressing direct cohesive ties and the 

structural position (Granovetter, 1992). Relational embeddedness implies that two actors directly linked 

in a network own common information and knowledge leading to similar behavioral patterns 

(Granovetter, 1973). Instead, structural embeddedness entails that information and knowledge move 

through the structure of the network in addition to direct links (Gulati, 1998). Consequently, the position 

in the network is linked to the definition of status and scholars suggest that similar positions mirror 

different status group (Podolny, 1993, 1994). On the other hand, the second approach emphasizes the 

control benefits deriving from a favorable position (Burt, 1992). One actor may enjoy control benefits 

by being positioned between two others playing the so-called role of the “tertius gaudens” (Gulati, 1998). 

In this situation, players create rents by setting one actor against the other and mediating the conflict 

(Gulati, 1998). 

At the same time, network scholars such as Burt (1982) and Gulati (1995a) have extended these 

arguments to organizations. Specifically, organizational networks consist of the focal organization’s 

cluster of relationships with other actors in the same network (Gulati, 1998). Gulati, Dialdin and Wang 

(2002) argued that the value of organizational networks derives from three main underlying dimensions, 

namely network centrality, structural configuration of ties, and partner profiles. First, a company’s 

network centrality refers to the extent to which it is strategically positioned in the overall network 

(Freeman, 1979). This can be measured adopting degree, closeness and betweenness centrality as primary 

indicators (Freeman, 1979). Degree centrality refers to the number of the firm’s direct relationships, 

closeness centrality specifies the extent to which a firm is close to the other network participants through 

both direct and indirect links, while betweenness centrality points out the position of a firm between 

others (Freeman, 1979). Second, ties’ structural configuration leads to different benefits according to its 

characteristics (Baker, 1990). Inter-firm ties have been primarily classified as strong versus weak ties or 

cohesive versus bridging ties (Gulati et al., 2002). The former stresses dyadic aspects and ignores other 
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network relationships, while the latter involves deeper aspects of the network (Gulati et al., 2002). 

Specifically, cohesive ties refer to the connection between the focal firm and another firm that is already 

linked to at least one partner of the focal firm (Gulati et al., 2002). Whereas, bridging ties address the 

relationship between the focal firm and another member which is not connected to any focal firm’s 

partner (Gulati et al., 2002). Third, partner profile’s influences on the focal firms’ performance can be 

traced back to three main concepts, namely partner's status, technological distance from focal firms, and 

its network characteristics (Gulati et al., 2002). Partner’s status positively affects the focal firm’s 

performance because public markets consider the strategic alliance as an endorsement of the focal firm’s 

quality (Stuart, 2000). In addition, Stuart and Podolny (1999) argued that major technological differences 

between alliance partners enhance the likelihood of breakthrough technological innovation. Finally, the 

focal firm may benefit from information spillovers from its partner’s network leading to a superior 

performance (Gulati et al., 2002). 

 

2.3 TYPES OF COOPERATION 

As shown in Table 1, Todeva and Knoke (2005) classified thirteen forms of inter-organizational 

relationships. Market relations imply pure market transactions between two or more organizations which 

are not committed to continuous cooperation, collaboration and coordination (Todeva and Knoke, 2005). 

On the contrary, hierarchical relations refer to one firm taking full control, integrating another’s assets 

and staff within a single company (Todeva and Knoke, 2005). Between these two extremes, this 

classification shows a continuum of “hybrid” forms of strategic alliances displaying increasing degrees 

of bureaucratic integration and market exchanges from bottom to top (Williamson, 1975). Specifically, 

the highlighted elements refer to the relationships that commonly fall within the category of strategic 

alliances which are the subject of this master thesis. 
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Table 1. Classification of inter-organizational relationships 

 
Source: adapted from Todeva and Knoke (2005) 
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Within horizontal alliances, four types of relationships have been identified (Bengtsson and Kock, 1999). 

First, coexistence refers to relationships without any economic, information and social exchange, and 

where companies set goals individually (Cruijssen, 2006). Second, competition is described as a dynamic 

and reactive relation between firms that rely on the same suppliers and target the same customers 

(Cruijssen, 2006). Third, in co-opetition companies cooperate in non-core activities while they compete 

in core activities that are more visible to the customer (Cruijssen, 2006). Last, in cooperation companies 

establish tight bonds to define and pursue common objectives (Cruijssen, 2006).  

A further classification has been proposed by Cruissen et al. (2007). They identified the two types of 

relationships that can be considered as minimum and maximum levels of cooperation, arm’s length and 

horizontal integrated firms respectively. Along this continuum, it is possible to identify other cooperation 

typologies with different intensity in relation to three distinct dimensions which are level of integration, 

scope and intensity (Cruijssen et al., 2007).  

 

Level of integration  

In an arm’s length cooperation, communication as well as exchanges is limited over time (Cruijssen, 

2006). True cooperation exists when “there is a tailored relationship based on mutual trust, openness, 

shared risk and shared rewards that yields a competitive advantage resulting in business performance 

greater than it would be achieved by firms individually” (Cruijssen, 2006, p. 24). As shown in Figure 2, 

three levels of horizontal cooperation exist between the two extremes already mentioned. A type I 

cooperation is characterized by partners that coordinate their activities in a limited degree in terms of 

duration and knowledge (Cruijssen et al., 2007). In a type II cooperation, firms integrate and coordinate 

their business plans in the long-term even though few divisions of the companies are involved (Cruijssen 

et al., 2007). In a type III cooperation, which is commonly referred to as horizontal strategic alliance, 

companies integrate operations organizing themselves as a single unit in order to reduce transaction costs, 

enhance a competitive position or market power, and acquire critical organizational knowledge 

(Cruijssen et al., 2007). A strategic alliance is clearly defined by a formal agreement between partners 

which deploy resources for learning and adapting until the cooperation operates smoothly (Chen and 

Chen, 2002).  
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Figure 2. Horizontal cooperation and the level of integration (inspired by Lambert et al., 1999) 

 
Source: Cruijssen, F., Dullaert, W. and Fleuren, H. (2007). “Horizontal Cooperation in Transport and 

Logistics: A Literature Review” Transportation Journal, 46 (3) (SUMMER 2007), pp. 22-39 
 

Scope and intensity  

Four different forms of strategic alliances have been identified according to scope and intensity (Zim and 

Parasuraman, 1997). Scope is described as the width of the activities and services comprised in the 

cooperation (Cruijssen, 2006). Although some alliances have a broader scope than others this does not 

imply that they are more effective and efficient (Cruijssen, 2006). Indeed, both wide and narrow scope 

strategic alliances can deliver the same results. Intensity, instead, is defined as the extent of the 

commitment between the participants in both establishing and running the alliance (Cruijssen, 2006). 

The relative size of assets and the number of worked-hours dedicated to the cooperation are effective 

measurements of intensity (Cruijssen, 2006). The more intense the strategic alliance, the costlier it is for 

the partners to exit the established cooperation (Cruijssen, 2006).  

Hence, as shown in Figure 3, these two dimensions generate four different kinds of strategic alliances 

(Zim and Parasuraman, 1997). Integrated cooperation, which has a broad scope and high intensity, 

changes over time while the partners gradually empower their relationship (Zim and Parasuraman, 1997). 

During this process, the number of activities included increase as well as the interaction between partners 

due to increasing trust and knowledge. Focused cooperation has high intensity but a narrow scope which 

means that the alliance is characterized by few integrated services performed with a strong commitment 

(Zim and Parasuraman, 1997). Extensive cooperation is defined as an alliance with a wide range of 

services included but with a shortage of intensity (Zim and Parasuraman, 1997). Last, limited cooperation 

is characterized by both narrow scope and low intensity (Zim and Parasuraman, 1997).  
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Figure 1. Horizontal Cooperation and the Level of Integration (inspired by Lambert et
al., 1999)

Horizontal Cooperation

Arm's length Horizontal
integration

partnerships. Although some authors provide
separate descriptions of some of these types,
generally accepted definitions and distinctions
are still lacking.

in the next sections, we try to structure the
cooperative relationships between arms'-
length cooperation and integration. From here
on we will summarize these relationships as
cooperations. Moreover, forthe purpose of this
article we restrict ourselves to horizontal mani-
festations of cooperation. We categorize hori-
zontal cooperations on the basis of three impor-
tant dimensions; (I) level of integration, (2)
centralization, and (3) scope and intensity.

Level of Integration
Lambert et al. (1999) identify three types of

cooperation depending on the level of integra-
tion (see Figure I). Although this categoriza-
tion was designed for vertical supply chain
relationships, it can be translated to accommo-
date horizontal cooperation. This spectrum is
completed on the left-hand side by artns'-
length cooperation, and on the right-hand side
by horizontal integration, which is not consid-
ered to be genuine horizontal cooperation in
our context.

In an arms'-length cooperation, communica-
tion is of an incidental nature and companies
may cooperate over a long period of time, in-
volving oniy a limited number of exchanges.
There is, however, no strong sense of joint
commitment or joint operations. An example
in the logistics industry is when one LSP sub-
contracts a like LSP in the event of a capacity
shortage. This horizontal subcontracting is dis-
cussed in detail by Spiegel (1993).

One can speak of real cooperation only when
"there is a tailored relationship based on mu-
tual trust, openness, shared risk and shared
rewards that yields a competitive advantage,
resulting in business performance greater than
would be achieved by firms individually"
(Lambert et al. 1999). As illustrated in Figure
1. horizontal cooperation can be subdivided
into three types. A type I cooperation consists
of mutually recognized partners that coordinate
their activities and planning, though to a limited
degree in terms of duration, breadth, strength,
and closeness. The time horizon is short-term
and the cooperation involves only a single ac-
tivity or division of each partner company.
Type II is a cooperation in which the partici-
pants not merely coordinate, but also integrate
part of their business planning. The horizon is
of a long-term though finite length and muitiple
divisions or functions of the companies are
involved. In type III cooperations, the partici-
pants have integrated their operations to a sig-
nificant level and each company regards the
other(s) as an extension of itself Typically,
there is no fixed end date for such a coopera-
tion. The type III cooperation is often referred
to in literature as a "strategic alliance."
Whereas the type I and II cooperations dis-
cussed until now were characterized by the
absence of a formal contract, a horizontal stra-
tegic alliance is defined as a long-term (gener-
ally three years or more) explicit contractual
agreement pertaining to an exchange and/or
combination of some, but not all. of a firm's
resources with one or more competitors (Burg-
ers et al. 1993). Strategic alliances bave at-
tracted considerable academic interest (see



	 16 

 

Figure 3. Classification based on Scope and Intensity (based on Zinn and Parasuraman, 1997) 

 
Source: Cruijssen, F., Dullaert, W. and Fleuren, H. (2007). “Horizontal Cooperation in Transport and 

Logistics: A Literature Review.” Transportation Journal, 46 (3), pp. 22-39  
 

2.4 DRIVERS  

The most important motive driving the formation of strategic alliances is the search for a positive net 

present value of a cooperative project (Parkhe, 1993). Through the alliance, companies form relational 

rents defined as “a supernormal profit jointly generated in an exchange relationship that cannot be 

generated by either firm in isolation and can only be created through the joint idiosyncratic contributions 

of the specific alliance partners” (Dyer and Singh, 1998, p. 662). Accordingly, these synergies can be 

exploited though relation-specific assets, knowledge-sharing routines, complementary resources and 

effective organizational procedures (Cruijssen et al., 2005). Relational rents can be “hard” (e.g. 

economies of scale and scope) or “soft” (e.g. learning), and they can be maximized in three ways: (1) 

collecting and concentrating resources on core activities; (2) sharing and leveraging specific 

competences; (3) exchanging complementary resources to obtain mutual benefits (Bartlett and Ghoshal, 

2004). After reviewing the relevant literature, the main drivers for creating strategic alliances are here 

described.  

First, Cruijssen (2006) regards cost and productivity as a critical motive to enter an alliance. Indeed, 

being part of an alliance facilitates the access to resources and capabilities of the partners leading to a 

reduction in operating, control and purchasing costs (Kogut, 1988; Westney, 1988; Hamel, 1991). Thus, 

2007 HORIZONTAL COOPERATION 27

Figure 2. Classiflcation Based on Scope and Intensity (based on Zinn and Parasuraman,
1997)
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such as economies of scale as a result of larger
volumes shipped and improved customer ser-
vice (Shepperd and Seidman 2001). Moreover,
conferences prevent price wars by offering rate
stability. Generally, shippers oppose confer-
ences because they feel that the ability of carri-
ers to effectively compete is greatly reduced
by membership of a conference (Clarke 1997).
The frequent investigations into this claim
have, for example, resulted in a series of U.S.
government acts dating from as early as 1916
through to 1998 (Lewis and Vellenga 2(X)0).

Horizontal cooperation also plays a domi-
nant role in aviation. Some examples of major
alliances are Skyteam (nine airlines). Star Alli-
ance (sixteen airlines). Qualifier (eleven air-
lines), and OneWorld (eight airlines). Econom-
ically, there are, of course, strong incentives
for airlines to operate dense international net-
works. Growth through mergers and acquisi-
tions may provide a strong expansion of a net-
work. However, the granting of international
traffic rights is largely confined to specific car-
riers substantially owned by individual coun-
tries. This has left alliances of independent
carriers as an effective compromise to interna-
tional carriers, thus increasing the former's
joint market power (Fan et al. 2001). In addi-
tion to the quality customer service that is of-
fered, aviation alliances enable higher load fac-
tors for aircrafts and more efficient back office

organization. For further infonnation on airline
alliances, see, e.g.. Park (1997) and Oum et al.
(2000).

Although horizontal cooperation in aviation
and maritime shipping share some ofthe oppor-
tunities, impediments, and facilitators (see the
sections below) with horizontal cooperation on
the landside, the different playing fields make it
hard to draw conclusions for landside logistics.
For example, market power considerations
(and the probability of collusive actions) are
much more prevalent than in the generally
competitive landside transport sector, with its
large number of players. Secondly, ocean and
air transport differ from landside transport
since assets are more capital-intensive and av-
erage hauls are much longer. Finally, the pref-
erential treatment of domestic airliners in the
granting of traffic rights, which is the dominant
driver for horizontal cooperation in aviation,
does not play a role in landside transport. Tak-
ing these important differences into account,
the conclusions drawn for these sectors cannot
straightforwardly be applied to landside logis-
tics. More information on the special topics of
horizontal cooperation in ocean shipping and
aviation can be found in the respective survey
papers listed above.

Literature on horizontal cooperation in logis-
tics on the landside is quite scarce. Here we
discuss the most relevant publications on this
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partnering with other companies and pooling resources together is an option frequently adopted in order 

to stay on the hedge of competition (Elmuti and Kathawala, 2001). Second, Zineldin and Bredenlow 

(2003) argued that an increased customer service represents another driver to enter a cooperation because 

inter-firm specialization enables each participant to focus on fewer activities. Additionally, a quality 

improvement at lower costs may emerge through the exploitation of economy of scope and scale, skilled 

labor force, high R&D level and access to superior technology (Zineldin and Bredenlow, 2003). Last, 

Cruijssen (2006) recognized the opportunity of improving growth strategy and market position an 

additional driver for horizontal cooperation. The formation of alliances enables companies to widen their 

geographic scope and to enhance their customer reach (Bleeke and Ernst, 1995). In addition, firms might 

commit to common investments to decrease the financial risk and R&D costs (Kogut, 1988; Elmuti and 

Kathawala, 2001).  

 

2.5 DEVELOPMENTAL STAGES AND RELATED RISKS  

Even though horizontal alliances provide companies with interesting opportunities, they also entail many 

risks that change according to the stage of the alliance. As shown in Figure 4, four phases can be identified 

in the lifetime of each strategic alliance, namely partner selection, structuring/negotiation, 

implementation and performance evaluation (Jiang, Li and Gao, 2007; Das and Teng, 1999).  
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Figure 4. Managing risks and their impact on performance 

 

Source: Das, T.K. and Teng, B.S. (1999). “Managing risks in strategic alliances: an internal 
perspective.” Organization Science, 11 (1), pp. 77–101  
 

2.5.1 Stage 1: Partner selection 

Literature about resource dependence theory suggests that companies consider to enter a strategic alliance 

when they identify critical interdependences with other firms in their environment (Levine and White, 

1961; Aiken and Hage, 1968). However, not every strategic interdependence between firms translates 

into a partnership since each company does not exist at a dyadic level but it is embedded in a social 

context through which information flows (Gulati, 1998). As mentioned above, the embeddedness of the 

firm in the social network influences the decision to enter a certain partnership depending on the 

information about the existence, the reliability and the opportunistic behavior of the partner (Gulati, 

1998). 

Selecting the right partner is the first critical step to establish an alliance and many factors should be 

considered (Jiang et al., 2007). First, companies seek resource complementarity in order to effectively 

comprehend, assimilate knowledge and capabilities from their partner(s) because it positively affects the 

alliance stability (Kim and Inkpen, 2005). Second, reputation represents a key element and a strategic 
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 plement or supplement each other's resources.

 Complementary fit is needed when different

 resources of partner firms can be effectively

 combined to pursue a market opportunity. For

 example, alliances are often formed by large phar-

 maceutical firms, which provide financial and

 physical resources, and small biotech firms, which

 provide technological resources. Hewlett-Packard

 and Nokia of Finland formed an alliance to de-

 velop hand-held communications devices that

 combine a mobile phone with a computer.38 The

 alliance was intended to draw together the com-

 plementary resources of HP, the second largest

 computer company in the US, and Nokia, the lead-

 ing European mobile phone producer.

 A supplementary fit is created when similar re-

 sources are brought into the alliance by both part-

 ners to achieve competitive advantage, such as for

 achieving economies of scale, economies of scope,

 and first mover advantage. The oil and gas indus-

 try increasingly relies on supplementary alliances

 in an effort to control costs. British Petroleum and

 Mobil, for example, combined their European

 downstream operations in order to save costs and

 gain from economies of scale.39 Texaco and Shell

 Oil, on the other hand, combined their U.S. refining

 and marketing operations into a joint venture.40

 In finding resource fit, partners often risk ignor-

 ing the question of compatibility of strategic objec-

 tives, or strategic fit. Strategic fit of the alliance

 means that the firms know each other's real objec-

 tives in the alliance, and that these objectives can

 be accommodated in the alliance without harming

 the alliance or the partner firms. Many firms

 falsely assume that partner firms share objectives

 in an alliance. In fact, firms often harbor hidden

 agendas in alliances. For instance, alliances are

 often used as a cover from eventual acquisition4l

 or divestiture.42 Even if hidden agendas are not

 present, an alliance may serve vastly different pur-

 poses for the individual partners. One firm may

 seek market penetration, another reputation.

 Knowing each other's real objectives in an alliance

 is not an easy task. However, not knowing is dan-

 gerous, and often leaves a firm in a vulnerable

 position. In the alliance between Northwest and

 KLM, Northwest did not fully realize KLM's inten-

 tion to gain substantial control over its partner. As

 a result, an equity alliance evolved into a corpo-

 rate governance battle.43

 Partners need not necessarily worry about hav-

 ing different objectives. The key is whether these

 objectives are compatible, that is, whether they

 can be achieved simultaneously. When different

 Alliance Management Stages

 (1) Risks in finding fit Misfit:

 Selecting alliance ---------- Do both resource fit and strategic fit No The alliance should not be
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asset to build mutual trust, lower transactional costs, reduce opportunism and conflicts between 

participants (Jiang et al., 2007). Third, prior ties consider the existence of past interactions between the 

firms, which ease the alliance design choice (Gulati, 1995a). Indeed, prior relations are good predictors 

of the future cooperation stability (Doz, 1996). For instance, having experienced disadvantageous past 

inter-firm relations, a company is able to avoid further mistakes and reduce risks (Killing, 1983). Finally, 

different national culture as well as corporate culture can lead to conflicting goals, increasing the 

likelihood of opportunistic behaviors (Hamel, 1991; Kale and Barnes, 1992).  

Risk in achieving partner fit 

Partner ambiguity defines the appropriateness of the partner (Kumar, 2014). During the negotiating 

phase, many sources of ambiguity can arise such as discrepancies between value creation and value 

claiming, difficulties in information exchange, cultural barriers, lack of fairness and opportunistic 

behaviors (Kumar, 2014). Companies can overcome partners’ ambiguity achieving strategic consensus 

in four complementary approaches (Kumar, 2014). First, top management support increases commitment 

and facilitates negotiations (Kumar, 2014). Second, task partitioning increases flexibility in the 

negotiation process since various issues are split up in a way that they can be solved sequentially from 

the easiest problems to the more difficult ones (Kumar, 2014). Third, relationship development enhances 

partners’ commitment and facilitates the flow of information increasing the empathy between the 

companies regardless barriers such as national cultures (Kumar, 2014). Last, external frameworks can be 

adopted to ensure a win-win situation. For instance, the negotiation can be influenced by pre-existing 

procedures (Kumar, 2014).  

In addition, Das and Teng (1999) stated that both performance and resource fit are needed in the process 

of partner selection. Performance fit is the extent to which partners pursue compatible objectives (Das 

and Teng, 1999). Instead, resource fit refers to the level of compatibility of participants’ resources that 

can be effectively integrated (Das and Teng, 1999). A complementary fit is beneficial when different 

resources of the companies can be integrated to implement a market strategy (Das and Teng, 1999). A 

supplementary fit exists when partners collect similar resources to build a competitive advantage (Das 

and Teng, 1999). The acknowledgment of each other’s objectives in a cooperation is essential to reach a 

strategic fit with compatible objectives that can be achieved simultaneously (Das and Teng, 1999).  

 

2.5.2 Stage 2: Structuring/negotiation	
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Transaction cost economics influenced previous literature about governance forms asserting that when 

appropriation concerns are relevant the governance structure will be more hierarchical (Gulati, 1998). 

Hence, strategic alliances have been considered as a discrete independent event with the emphasis on 

transaction cost economics (Doz and Prahalad, 1991). Instead, Gulati (1998) embedded these 

relationships within a social structure acknowledging the role of trust between the partners. First, the 

social network makes the companies aware of each other (Gulati, 1998). Second, it becomes the basis 

for a self-enforcing trust mechanism that prevents opportunistic behaviors due to the consequent loss of 

reputation (Gulati, 1998). Ultimately, familiarity between companies of the same social network enables 

less hierarchical structures to take place (Gulati, 1998). 

In the structuring/negotiation phase, participants should decide for the right settings such as governance 

form, scope and intensity (Jiang et al., 2007). First, equity and non-equity alliances represent the two 

main alliance governance forms: the former is more suitable for complex and risky relationships than 

the non-equity agreements and it is positively related to alliance stability (Jiang et al., 2007). Second, 

alliance scope is the range of activities and services that define the cooperation agreement (e.g. R&D, 

manufacturing and marketing) so that an alliance can be based on multiple-, mixed- or single-activity 

(Jiang et al., 2007). The scope is negatively related to alliance stability since an increasing number of 

activities and functions jointly performed is more likely to raise issues due to incompatible objectives, 

systems, procedures and strategies (Kogut, 1989). Hence, potential hazards, coordination and its related 

costs increase with the width of the alliance scope (Gulati and Singh, 1998). Last, a wise division of labor 

together with a specific allocation of responsibilities among partners discourages them from changing 

alliance settings (Jiang et al., 2007).  

Risks in maintaining flexibility 	

Negotiating the structure of the alliance implies the management of different degrees of flexibility (Das 

and Teng, 1999). On the one hand, a high level of flexibility is preferred especially under uncertain 

circumstances (Das and Teng, 1999). On the other hand, structural rigidity leads to a more significant 

level of connectedness and tightness among partners reducing the probabilities that participants will exit 

the alliance (Das and Teng, 1999).  

 

2.5.3 Stage 3: Implementation	

After the partners have reached an agreement, the cooperation starts and the companies would face 
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destabilizing factors throughout the lifetime of the alliance because the implementation is regarded as 

the most crucial phase for the alliance future success (Jiang et al., 2007). Previous research focused on 

the initial conditions of partnerships that influence their development (Gulati, 1998). Parkhe (1993) 

argued that the understanding of each partner’s payoffs is key to build the incentive system that affects 

the alliance’s outcome. In addition, Khanna, Gulati and Nohria (1998) showed that the behaviors of the 

partners are strongly determined by the market overlap in their operations. Gulati (1998) stated that social 

networks can influence the decision-making process in the firms. Finally, the dynamics of development 

exist at a network level as well as within groups of firms competing with each other (Nohria and Garcia-

Pont, 1991). Indeed, over time partners’ embeddedness in the social network tend to influence the alliance 

more than other exogenous factors (Gulati, 1998). 

Risks in managing collaboration	

The implementation stage directly involves two main types of alliance risks, relational and performance, 

which are ever-present in a cooperation (Das and Teng, 1999). Relational risk expresses the probability 

and possible effects of a poor alliance performance, while performance risk comprises circumstances that 

can affect the success of the relation (Das and Teng, 1999). Two managerial actions follow in order to 

minimize these risks, which are relationship management and control.  

Relationship management 

Different factors characterize relationship management such as commitment, interdependence, mutual 

trust and conflict resolution (Jiang et al., 2007). Commitment expresses the willingness of a company to 

maintain a long-term collaborative and loyal relationship (Jiang et al., 2007). Interdependence leads to 

consequences such as increasing partners’ compliance in strategic responses to environmental and market 

changes, deeper engagement of the partners, right balance of responsibilities, shared resources and 

economic benefits (Parkhe, 1993; Jiang et al., 2007). Additionally, a symmetric interdependence 

upgrades the long-term stability and increase the probability of a successful alliance (Jiang et al., 2007). 

Mutual trust is a combination of elements like honesty, integrity and reliability that provides participants 

with plenty of mutual benefits as lower monitoring and administrative costs (Mayer, Davis and 

Schoorman, 1995; Das and Teng, 1996). The ability of solving conflicts is another key factor that 

positively affects the stability and the development of the alliance (Jiang et al., 2007). Conflicts, defined 

as “the degree at which partner firms have competing interests, preferences, and practices that cannot be 

easily reconciled in an alliance” (Das and Teng, 2003, p. 291), can raise from three different sources: (1) 
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opportunistic behaviors of partner firms; (2) the competitive pressure coming from outside the alliance; 

(3) the misfit in different procedures and preferences between participants.  

Control mechanisms 

Control mechanisms also play an important role in the alliance dynamics and they imply monitoring, 

assessing performance and rewarding (Jiang et al., 2007). Two types of control exist, namely formal and 

informal (Das and Teng, 2001). Informal control refers to subjective and intuitive criteria to gauge the 

outcomes of the alliance and the behaviors of the partners (Ouchi, 1979). Formal control can be 

envisioned in official rules and procedures for monitoring and evaluating activity (Das and Teng, 2001). 

The latter can be further labelled as behavior (process) control which entails mechanisms that outline the 

appropriate behaviors and processes but do not stress economical or financial outcome, and outcome 

control which, instead, focuses on measuring the performance of alliance activities (Ouchi and Mary, 

1975). Each of these control mechanisms affects alliances in a different way. First, social control raises 

mutual confidence and understanding creating common objectives, norms and values increasing 

cooperation stability (Das and Teng, 2001). Second, outcome control entails the use of objective metrics 

that can lead to dissatisfaction and discontent because they do not take into consideration subjective 

factors affecting the performance (Jiang et al., 2007). Last, process or behavior control may have 

opposing effects on the cooperation performance (Das and Teng, 2001). Das and Teng (2001) argued 

that incessant auditing and controlling activities undermine employees’ goodwill and mutual trust, 

whereas appropriate levels of monitoring activities support the participants to establish feasible 

objectives and to cope with real time changes.  

 

2.5.4 Stage 4: Performance evaluation	

This stage refers to the evaluation of the extent to which the alliance’s goals are satisfied (Jiang et al., 

2007). If the final performance is better than the agreed objectives, partners are likely to increase the 

resources invested to achieve more benefits in the future (Jiang et al., 2007).  Otherwise, companies may 

withdraw from some commitments in order to limit forthcoming risks (Gill and Butler, 2003). 

Performance evaluation entails two aspects which are costs and benefits (Jiang et al., 2007). Frequently, 

conflicts rise because participants tend to overestimate their costs and underestimate their partners’ 

contributions (Yan, 1998). From a negative performance evaluation five main consequences are possible: 

(1) partners change evaluating schemes and procedures; (2) participants modify the initial contracts and 
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restructure the alliance; (3) one or more partners alter their conduct unilaterally; (4) one of the partners 

exit the alliance selling its stakes to the other participants or to a third party; (5) the cooperation ends and 

the parties liquidate their interests in the alliance (Jiang et al., 2007). 

Indeed, performance evaluation has been always characterized by the investigation of the reasons why 

alliances finish (Gulati, 1998). Some of the factors include country of origin, competitive overlap and 

endogenous characteristics of the partner (Kogut, 1989; Harrigan, 1986). However, Gulati (1998) 

recognized the issues of this approach and argued the following limitations. First, this method is not able 

to distinguish between natural and pre-determined terminations. Second, previous research is based on 

the hypothesis that performance is an either-or factor. Third, assessing performance itself represents an 

issue due to the dyadic nature of the alliance which could lead to asymmetric results. Moreover, the 

author suggested the possible influence of the social context in which the firms are embedded, that could 

lead to greater flows of information and level of trust. Actually, Gulati and Lawrence (1997) found 

evidence that on average more embedded tie partnerships operate better than alternative agreements. 

Risks in planning for the future  

Both short-term and long-term perspectives have to be taken into account in order to avoid inner mistakes 

in planning the future of the alliance (Das and Teng, 1999). Participating companies are likely to 

overestimate the importance and the possibility of obtaining immediate and tangible results leading to an 

underestimation of the importance of long-term investments and commitments (Das and Teng, 1999). 

Consequently, financial and market-based indicators are relevant in order to evaluate short-term results 

and relieve the pressure from the alliance management (Das and Teng, 1999). In addition, Kumar (2014) 

defined the construct of evaluative ambiguity as outcomes discrepancies that reflect the failure of the 

alliance. This situation can be solved through a cognitive and/or behavioral reframing (Kumar, 2014). 

Cognitive reframing implies the change of the criteria assessing the performance of the alliance, while 

behavioral reframing refers to the change of level of commitment and of the governance forms (Kumar, 

2014). 

 

2.6 IMPLICATIONS FOR LOGISTIC SERVICE PROVIDERS 

After reviewing previous literature on horizontal alliances, this section outlines specific issues regarding 

LSPs that emerge from the challenges that the logistics companies must endure. Indeed, worsened 

profitability, increased fragmentation and price competition faced by LSPs has led to lack of time and 
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monetary resources for the development of new projects and capabilities (Cruijssen, 2006). Cruijssen 

(2006) argued that the industry is stagnant with low level of innovation and pro-activity, and that LSPs 

should not be only suppliers but they ought to become customers’ partners since increasing costs cannot 

be passed onto customers due to their bargaining power.  

Rogers (1995, p. 11) defined innovation as “an idea, practice or object that is perceived as new by an 

individual or other unit of adoption”, which has become the best way to shift from traditional carrier 

companies to recognized partners (Cruijssen, 2006). Cruijssen (2006) listed five forms of innovations 

that exist in the logistics sector and they are briefly described here. First, product-innovation refers to the 

creation of a new product or service consequent to investments in R&D. Second, process-innovation 

consists of modifications to the way products or services are performed or produced. Third, new methods 

of selling products and services imply a transaction-innovation. Fourth, relationship-innovation refers 

to the creation of new vertical, horizontal or lateral relationships. Last, business model-innovation results 

from changes in a firm’s modus operandi.   

Hence, innovation has led to the evolution of different types of logistic company classified by 

Vannieuwenhuyse (2003) as follows: 

 

Table 2. Service based categorization of LSPs 

 
Source: Cruijssen (2006) based on Vannieuwenhuyse (2003) 

 

Thus, horizontal alliance has represented a common practice for LSPs to overcome the challenges 

described above. Indeed, Schmoltzi and Wallenburg (2012) reported that almost 60% of the companies 

Chapter 1: Introduction 
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LSP type Description 

(1PL) In a 1PL concept, logistics activities are not outsourced, but performed in-house by the 
shipper. 

2PL In the 2PL concept, a shipper outsources transport to a carrier company that is expected to 
perform a number of clear-cut tasks. The planning and organization remain in the hands of 
the shipper. 

3PL A third party logistics service provider (3PL) allows shippers to outsource a whole package 
of logistics services. This LSP takes the responsibility for the planning and organization and 
in that role communicates with both the shipper and the receiver(s) of the goods. 

4PL A 4PL concept represents a situation where even the management of logistics activities is 
outsourced. The 4PL focuses entirely on this management task and therefore generally does 
not own logistics assets. This concept becomes beneficial if the 4PL manages multiple 
supply chains amongst which synergies can be exploited. 

Table 1-2. Service based categorisation of LSPs 

 

 

1.3 INNOVATION IN LOGISTICS 

 

The logistics challenges for both shippers and LSPs outlined in the previous section call for 

innovative actions. Particularly the LSPs have to break the vicious circle depicted in Figure 1-4. 

Rogers (1995) defines innovation as “an idea, practice or object that is perceived new by an 

individual or other unit of adoption”. Although there has been quite an explosion in the body of 

literature on innovation since 1980 (see Castellacci et al. (2005) for a recent review), this literature 

has mainly focussed on technical innovation in production environments. Unfortunately, logistics 

research has largely ignored the concept of innovation (Flint et al., 2005). This section introduces 

logistics innovation by discussing the possible types, the influence of organizational learning, the 

possible goals, and finally the speed of adoption. 

 

1.3.1 Types of Logistics Innovation 

‘Logistics innovation’ is defined as: creating logistics value out of new products or services, 

new processes, new transaction types, new relationships or new business models (cf. Verweij and 

Cruijssen, 2006). Logistics value can be either decreased logistics costs, or increased service to 

customers. The definition distinguishes five underlying innovation types that are further developed 

in Table 1-3. 
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in this industry are engaged in horizontal alliances. However, horizontal cooperation between LSPs 

entails important criticalities and it is estimated that 50% of these alliances fails because of hurdles and 

drawbacks exposed in the following section (Cruijssen et al., 2005). 

Cruijseen (2006, p. 12) defines horizontal cooperation in transport and logistics as an “active cooperation 

between two or more firms that operate on the same level of the supply chain and perform a comparable 

logistics function (on the landside)”. The same author identified three different business models can be 

found among horizontal cooperation in the transport and logistic sector, which are here briefly described. 

First, conferences play a crucial role in maritime shipping. Indeed, conferences which are defined as 

networks of ocean transporters working on a certain route against collective tariffs and the same service 

levels, provide economies of scale, increase rates stability and competition (Cruijssen, 2006). Second, 

horizontal alliances in aviation offer advantages such as greater networks expansion, increased market 

power and customer service (Cruijssen, 2006). Last, landside logistic shows less market power changes 

compared to maritime and air transportation because of the major fragmentation in the sector (Cruijssen, 

2006).  

Cruijssen (2006) classified four main impediments that undermine horizontal cooperation between LSP, 

namely partner selection, determining and dividing gains, negotiation, and coordination and Information 

& Communication Technology (ICT). Since the first two elements have already been described in the 

previous section about the stages of horizontal alliances, only the remaining factors are here assessed. In 

terms of negotiation, Cruijssen (2006) argued that the relative bargaining power of a company depends 

on three main elements which are the initial strengths and weaknesses of the partners and their 

forthcoming changes, and the possibility of competitive clashes. Participants should always pursue win-

win agreements to enhance the possibilities of the alliance’s success (Cruijssen, 2006). Indeed, fierce 

negotiations imply short-term effects for some partners and long-term negative aftermaths for the alliance 

as a whole (Cruijssen, 2006). The relative bargaining power of each partner is a powerful force in alliance 

dynamics and it explains how horizontal alliances may lead to takeover activities (Bleeke and Ernst, 

1995). Last, Cruijssen (2006) regarded ICT systems as crucial in cooperation that requires frequent 

interactions and intensive data exchange. Since LSPs are often small and medium enterprises (SMEs), 

they cope with monetary obstacles in funding the necessary investments for these technologies 

(Stefansson, 2002; Gunasekaran and Ngai, 2004). However, Cruijssen (2006) argued that this represents 

an issue mainly for medium-intensity alliance since low-intensity cooperation does not entail the 
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necessity for ICT systems while high-intensity cooperation should generate enough revenues to 

breakeven the investment.  
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CHAPTER 3: THE RESOURCE-BASED VIEW 

 

This chapter presents an overview of previous research that focused on the resource-based view (RBV) 

theory. The purpose of this chapter is to enhance the comprehension of the reader for the next chapters 

which concern arguments and discussions that take for granted the knowledge of this influential theory. 

First, the authors present the literature that had influenced the genesis of the RBV theory such as 

Ricardian and Penrosian economics. Second, it is exposed the most important contribution provided to 

the RBV by Barney (1991, 1995) and the main critiques that addressed this theory. Next, the authors 

propose a literature review on the most important research that contributed to the development of the 

RBV such as the dynamics capabilities (Teece, Pisano and Shuen, 1997). Last, the chapter is concluded 

with an integration of the RBV theory with the logistics industry through the review of the relevant 

research. 

 

3.1 GENESIS OF THE RESOURCE-BASED THEORY 

3.1.1 RBV theoretical foundations 

The resource-based view (RBV) has been developed to explain performance differences among firms in 

the field of strategic management (Barney and Arikan, 2001). RBV comprises several theoretical 

contributions until the early 1990s and it is rooted in four main theoretical sources, namely (1) the 

traditional study of distinctive competencies; (2) Ricardian economics; (3) Penrosian economics; and (4) 

the study of the anti-trust implications of economics. Each of these are briefly exposed here. 

First, distinctive competencies have been defined as those characteristics that enable a firm to pursue a 

strategy more efficiently and effectively than others (Hrebiniak and Snow, 1982; Hitt and Ireland, 1985a, 

1985b; Learned, Christensen, Andrew and Guth, 1969). General management capability was given more 

importance among distinctive competences to explain performance differences since general managers 

are typically responsible for profit and cost centers, affecting important strategic choices (Barney and 

Arikan, 2001). Moreover, leadership research focused on general managers’ skills and abilities 

emphasizing the role of “transformational leaders” on firms’ performances (Tichy and Devanna, 1986). 

However, this approach has been identified as qualitative and difficult to parameterize due to the 

subjectivity of the vague definition of a “good” leader (Yukl, 1989). Secondly, management capabilities 
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do not represent the only distinctive competence of a firm but general managers also contribute to design 

the companies’ vision and mission (Selznick, 1957).  

Second, David Ricardo (1817) focused on specific factors of production that can be considered as 

relatively fixed or inelastic resources. The renowned example from Ricardo (1817) refers mainly to land 

as a factor of production, whose ownership may lead to relevant economic implications since the owners 

of higher quality land are able to earn an economic rent in condition of fixed supply. Hence, an economic 

rent is a contribution to an owner of a factor of production in excess of the quantity required to employ 

that factor (Hirshleifer, 1980). Barney and Arikan (2001) argued that this rent entails two main 

implications. First, demand may decrease reducing the economic rent of more fertile land. Second, 

fertility may be increased through new low-cost methods, diminishing the economic rent of the best 

parcels of the land. Ricardo (1817) did not specify whether the price of the land included the economic 

rents that it can create. Indeed, the owners of superior resources would not outperform others if the price 

of the land reflects its superior performance (Barney, 1986). 

Third, the growth of a firm had always been analyzed with neoclassical microeconomics until Edith 

Penrose published the book “The Theory of the Growth of the Firm” (1959). The notion of the firm as 

supply and demand conditions has been considered by Penrose (1959) as simplistic in order to fully 

investigate the growth of the firm. Indeed, the author stated that an organization should be defined as “an 

administrative framework that links and coordinates activities of numerous individuals and groups, and 

second, as a bundle of productive resources” (Barney, 2001, p. 129). The great influence of this book is 

justified from three other theoretical contributions (Penrose, 1959). First, Penrose (1959) recognized that 

the bundles of productive resources can vary significantly and consequently, both firms and resources 

are heterogeneous. Secondly, the definition of productive factors adopted by Penrose (1959) is broader 

than Ricardo’s and comprises managerial teams and entrepreneurial skills. Last, Penrose (1959) stated 

that different resources may not fully explain the existence of different firms due to the entrepreneurial 

capabilities that change and vary consistently. 

Fourth, economists have investigated industry competition with the purpose of understanding social 

welfare implications in the area of anti-trust regulations (Barney and Arikan, 2001). The fundamental 

assumption is that social welfare is maximized when markets are perfectly competitive (Scherer, 1980). 

Consequently, it is assumed that prices will be higher when competition is not perfect as in monopolistic 

or oligopolistic markets (Scherer, 1980). This approach was the antecedent to the development of the 
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“structure-conduct-performance” (SCP) paradigm (Bain, 1956). The SCP theory suggests that the 

performance of the firm is influenced by the range of activities conducted that are shaped by the firm’s 

industry and that a persistent superior performance reflects non-competitive conducts which is a 

disadvantage for the social welfare (Bain, 1956). Instead, Porter (1979, 1980) defined the condition of 

imperfect competition as an opportunity to achieve superior results and that the choice of the industry is 

the most important for the firm. Furthermore, Demsetz (1973) suggested that long-lasting superior 

performance may be the result of other factors than competitive conducts such as better ability to satisfy 

customers’ needs, introducing strategic management aspects within the economic background of the SCP 

paradigm.  

Overall, these paragraphs witness that the RBV has deep theoretical roots in both economics and 

sociology. The complete review of important pre-RBV literature is summarized in Appendix 1 by 

Olavarrieta, S. and Ellinger, A. E. (1997).  

 

3.1.2 Early contributions and parallel streams of research 

The first resource-based contribution is Wernerfelt (1984) that developed a competitive advantage theory 

based on the resources deployed by a firm to implement the product market strategy with a clear reference 

to Porter’s (1980) product market position. Wernerfelt (1984) argued that competition between product 

market positions may be viewed as competition among resource positions. In the same year, Rumelt 

(1984) published a research about economic rents generated by companies through the lens of 

appropriating characteristics of firms suggesting a link between the resource-based theory and transaction 

cost economics. In addition, Rumelt (1984) stated that the value of resources is influenced by the context 

and by the extent to which they are secured by isolating mechanisms which are furthered explored by 

Dierickx and Cool (1989). The authors proposed that time-compression diseconomies, causal ambiguity, 

asset mass efficiency and asset stocks interconnectedness decrease the competition for resources in the 

strategic factor market. Moreover, Barney (1986) stated that the acquisition of resources in perfectly 

competitive strategic factor market anticipates the rents deriving from these resources when implemented 

in product market strategies. Obviously, strategic factor markets are not perfectly competitive due to 

elements such as luck and unusual knowledge about valuable resources (Barney, 1986).  
Overall, these important contributions built the foundation of the resource-based logic whose objective 

is to explain enduring superior performance focusing on companies’ resources as unit of analysis (Barney 
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and Arikan, 2001). 

Together with resource-based theory, other two main parallel streams were developed to investigate 

competitive advantage and they shared several similarities with the resource-based logic. First, Itami 

(1987) exposed the theory of invisible assets that are information-based resources such as customer trust, 

culture and management skills, and that are necessary for competitive success. Indeed, invisible assets 

are difficult to accumulate and they can be deployed in many ways at the same time. Second, Prahalad 

and Bettis (1986) explored corporate diversification through the lens of a resource logic. The authors 

defined dominant logic as “a mind set or a world view or conceptualization of the business and the 

administrative tools to accomplish goals and make decisions in that business” and they underlined its 

effect during corporate diversification processes (Prahalad and Bettis, 1986, p. 491). Finally, Prahalda 

and Hamel (1990) extended the concept of dominant logic introducing the concept of core competence 

that is defined as “the collective learning in the organization, especially how to coordinate diverse 

production skills and integrate multiple streams of technologies” (Prahalad and Hamel, 1990, p. 82).  

 

3.2 BARNEY’S CONTRIBUTION 

The RBV theory is grounded in the literature whose focus is to understand the sources of sustained 

competitive advantage (SCA) (Barney, 1991). Figure 5 shows the theoretical framework, better known 

as “SWOT analysis”, that has been applied since 1960s to undercover the reasons of superior 

performance (Andrews, 1971; Ansoff, 1965; Hofer and Schendel, 1978). This recommends that 

companies should exploit their internal strengths taking advantage of environmental opportunities while 

avoiding threats and internal weaknesses (Barney, 1991). Before Barney published “Firm resources and 

sustained competitive advantage” (1991), huge emphasis was usually placed on the environmental factors 

that increase performance level disregarding internal firms’ factors (Caves and Porter, 1977; Porter, 

1980, 1985). On the contrary, the RBV focuses on internal aspects which reversed the assumptions of 

the SCP paradigm. Differently from Porter, Barney (1991) assumed that firms of the same industry might 

be heterogeneous in terms of the resources they own and that heterogeneity between firms might be long 

lasting due to the imperfect mobility of these resources.  
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Figure 5. The relationship between traditional “Strengths-Weaknesses-Opportunities-threats” 
Analysis, the Resource-based model, and models of industry attractiveness 

 
Source: Barney, J.B. (1991). "Firm resources and sustained competitive advantage." In Economics 

Meets Sociology in Strategic Management, pp. 203-227 

 
Three main concepts are defined in order to avoid possible misunderstandings and inconsistency. 

Firm resources are “all assets, capabilities, organizational processes, firm attributes, information, 

knowledge, etc. controlled by a firm that enable the firm to conceive of and implement strategies that 

improve its efficiency and effectiveness” (Barney, 1991, p. 206). Barney (1991, p. 206) classified 

resources into three main categories as follow: 

 

“Physical capital resources include the physical technology used in a firm, a firm's plant 
and equip- merit, its geographic location, and its access to raw materials. Human capital 
resources include the training, experience, judgment, intelligence, relationships, and 
insight of individual managers and workers in a firm. Organizational capital resources 
include a firm's formal reporting structure, its formal and informal planning, controlling, 
and coordinating systems, as well as informal relations among groups within a firm and 
between a firm and those in its environment.”  

 

Each productive factor contributes differently to a firm’s strategy and the purpose of the author was to 
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1978). This framework, summarized in Figure One, suggests that firms obtain 
sustained competitive advantages by implementing strategies that exploit their 
internal strengths, through responding to environmental opportunities, while neu- 
tralizing external threats and avoiding internal weaknesses. Most research on 
sources of sustained competitive advantage has focused either on isolating a 
firm's opportunities and threats (Porter, 1980, 1985), describing its strengths and 
weaknesses (Hofer & Schendel, 1978; Penrose, 1958; Stinchcombe, 1965), or 
analyzing how these are matched to choose strategies. 

Although both internal analyses of organizational strengths and weaknesses 
and external analyses of opportunities and threats have received some atten- 
tion in the literature, recent work has tended to focus primarily on analyzing a 
firm's opportunities and threats in its competitive environment (Lamb, 1984). 
As exemplified by research by Porter and his colleagues (Caves & Porter, 
1977; Porter, 1980, 1985) this work has attempted to describe the environmen- 
tal conditions that favor high levels of firm performance. Porter's (1980) "five 
forces model," for example, describes the attributes of an attractive industry 
and thus suggests that opportunities will be greater, and threats less, in these 
kinds of industries. 
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define the conditions under which resources represent a source of sustained competitive advantage for a 

company.  Second, competitive advantage exists when a firm implements a value-creating strategy that 

is not undertaken by competitors (Barney, 1991). Third, a company possesses sustained competitive 

advantage (SCA) when the value-creating strategy is not implemented by any current or potential 

competitor which are also unable to achieve the same benefits of this strategy (Barney, 1991). The author 

further specified that this does not imply that a superior performance will exist forever but it only 

recommends that duplicating efforts of competitors will not be able to achieve the same competitive 

advantage. 

Barney (1991) stated the so-called “VRIN-framework” according to which a resource must be valuable, 

rare, imperfectly imitable and without equivalent substitutes in order to have the potential of sustained 

competitive advantage and these concepts are described by the author as follows. First, a resource is 

valuable when it enables the company to create or implement a strategy that increases a firm’s efficiency 

and effectiveness. Second, valuable resource owned by several competitors does not represent a source 

of competitive advantage because each company may deploy it in the same way neutralizing the value 

of the strategy. However, it is difficult to define when a resource is rare and Barney (1991) suggested 

that as long as the number of firms that owns the resource is less than the number required to create 

perfect competition that attribute might generate competitive advantage. Third, a valuable and rare 

resource cannot provide a sustained competitive advantage if it can be obtained by current or potential 

competitors but it has to be imperfectly imitable.  

The imperfect imitability of the resources could be the result of three reasons: (1) unique historical 

conditions; (2) causal ambiguity and; (3) social complexity (Barney, 1991). Here it is reported the 

explanation of the author. The RBV states that the acquisition of resources must be set in a certain place 

and time. Thus, if a company obtains valuable and rare attributes in unique historical conditions it will 

take advantage of these resources creating strategies that cannot be imitated by others. Moreover, causal 

ambiguity describes the situation where the connection between resources and competitive advantage is 

not discerned by current or potential competitors who are not able to replicate the same strategies. Last, 

resources might be imperfectly imitable because they consist of complex social phenomena that cannot 

be affected by managerial actions. Barney (1991) provided examples of such resources, which include 

interpersonal relations and firms’ reputation (Hambrick, 1987; Porter, 1980). 

Finally, Barney (1991) stated that a firm achieves a sustained competitive advantage if there is no 
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strategically equivalent resource to the one owned by the company. The author argued that strategically 

equivalent resources can be deployed in different ways to execute the same strategies. If this occurs, 

other firms might achieve the same results with different resources cancelling the sustainable competitive 

advantage of the company. Barney (1991) stated that substitutability may occur whether the alternative 

resource is similar or different as long as it can be deployed in the same strategy achieving the same 

advantage.  

In conclusion, the link between heterogeneity and immobility; value, rareness, imitability and 

substitutability; and sustained competitive advantage is depicted in Figure 6 and it outlines the conditions 

under which sustained competitive advantage can be achieved (Barney, 1991).  

 

Figure 6. The Relationship Between Resource Heterogeneity and Immobility, Value, Rareness, 
Imperfect Imititability and Substitutability, and Sustained Competitive Advantage 

 
Source: Barney, J. B. (1991). "Firm resources and sustained competitive advantage." In Economics 

Meets Sociology in Strategic Management, pp. 203-227 

 

Four years later the publication of the first influential contribution regarding RBV, Barney (1995) 

introduced organization as an additional pillar, which led to the renown VRIO-framework. Thus, the 

author argued that to fully maximize its potential “a firm must also be organized to exploit its resources 

and capabilities” (Barney, 1995, p. 56). Hence, elements such as management control systems and formal 

reporting structure are regarded as complementary determinants of a company’s organization (Barney, 

1995). Indeed, a firm can fully achieve a sustained competitive advantage only if it will be able to connect 

and integrate these components with other resources and capabilities (Barney, 1995). 
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none of these firms (including firms whose resources are being substituted for) 
can expect to obtain a sustained competitive advantage. 

APPLYING THE FRAMEWORK 

The relationship between resource heterogeneity and immobility; value, rareness, 
imitability, and substitutability; and sustained competitive advantage is summa- 
rized in Figure Two. This framework can be applied in analyzing the potential of 
a broad range of firm resources to be sources of sustained competitive advantage. 
These analyses not only specify the theoretical conditions under which sustained 
competitive advantage might exist, they also suggest specific empirical questions 
that need to be addressed before the relationship between a particular firm 
resource and sustained competitive advantage can be understood. Three brief 
examples of how this framework might be applied are presented below. 

Strategic Planning and Sustained Competitive Advantage 

There is a large and growing literature on the ability of various strategic 
planning processes to generate competitive advantages for firms (Pearce, Free- 
man, & Robinson, 1987). Evaluating strategic planning as a firm resource may 
help resolve some of the conflicting results in this literature (Armstrong, 1982; 
Rhyne, 1986). 

It seems reasonable to expect thatfi~rmal strategic planning systems (Lorange, 
1980) are unlikely by themselves to be a source of sustained competitive advan- 
tage. Even if these planning systems are valuable, in the sense that they enable 
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3.3 CRITIQUES TO RBV AND BARNEY’S RESPONSES  

The RBV has received many criticisms because of its relevance. Kraaijenbrink, J., Spender, J.-C., and 

Groen, A. J. (2010) identified eight primary critiques including their correspondent assessments and the 

relevant ones are here briefly exposed together with Barney’s (2001) responses. This section is important 

because it provides the reader with the necessary arguments in order to understand the following 

extensions of Dyer and Singh (1998) and Lavie (2006). 

 

Critique 1: The RVB has no managerial implications 

Priem and Butler (2001a) argued that the RBV misses “operational validity” since the theory does not 

provide any practical insights. This critique refers to the limited prescriptive ability of the RBV theory 

and it is divided in four main sub-arguments: (1) the attributes are resources that are not amenable to 

managerial actions; (2) the context of the RBV is not specified; (3) the definition of resource is over-

inclusive; (4) the RBV is static and does not reflect dynamism (Priem and Butler, 2001a).  

Barney (2001) answered to the first argument listing several practical implications. For instance, 

managers may achieve strategic parity identifying VRIO resources currently not owned by the firm or 

they can maintain those factors that provide a sustained competitive advantage (Barney, 2001). The 

author asserted that the second argument is not valid because its determination is exogenous to the RBV 

theory. Furthermore, the third argument is considered by Barney (2001) as an advantage because it 

increases the empirical implications of the theory. Finally, Barney (2001) found that Priem and Butler 

(2001a) contradicted themselves citing previous RBV scholars such as Penrose (1959) and Wernerfelt 

(1984) and admitting that the early RBV research is dynamic. 

 

Critique 2: The RBV’s applicability is too limited 

This criticism has been presented in three main versions. First, Gibbert (2006a, 2006b) argued that the 

uniqueness of resources defined as heterogeneous and immobile limits any possible generalization of the 

RBV. Second, Connor (2002) advanced the hypothesis that the RBV can be applied to large firms with 

a relevant market power while smaller companies cannot rely only on their resources to be competitive. 

Last, Miller (2003) discussed the relationship between sustainability and attainability suggesting that 

only firms already possessing VRIN resources can obtain additional resources arguing a possible path 
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dependency within the RBV theory. 

Kraaijenbrink et al. (2010) stated this criticism is too academic even though Barney (2002) himself 

highlighted one important limitation of RBV: The resource-based logic is applicable only to static 

environments and the research needs to investigate beyond when explaining sustained competitive 

advantage in unstable markets. 

 

Critique 3: SCA is not achievable 

Fiol (2001) argued that a sustained competitive advantage can only be temporary because firms should 

continuously innovate not to fall behind the competition. Furthermore, this is supported by the 

Marshallian quasi-monopoly and equilibrium theory that every competitive advantage is finally cancelled 

away (Kraaijenbrink et al., 2010). Even though Eisenhardt and Martin (2000) and D’Aveni (1994) came 

to similar conclusions, they did not assume firms as passive actors and stressed the importance of 

developing dynamic capabilities or organizational learning to achieve only temporary advantages and 

successfully deal with new competitors and substitute products. 

Kraaijenbrink et al. (2010) agreed with the fact that no competitive advantage can endure forever but 

they asserted that the concept of a sustained competitive advantage is related to the development of 

dynamic capabilities in a dynamic environment. Thus, including dynamic capabilities within the RBV, 

firms do not only have the resources required for achieving a sustained competitive advantage now but 

they also have resources for maintaining it ex post (Makadok, 2001). 

 

Critique 4: VRIN/O is neither necessary nor sufficient for SCA 

This critique is twofold. First, Makadok (2001) and Peteraf and Barney (2003) specified that it is not 

sufficient because possessing a VRIN/O resource does not guarantee a superior performance but it 

depends on how that resources are deployed and the RBV theory does not refer to capability deployment. 

Second, SCA is not necessarily explained by VRIN/O features. For instance, Foss and Knudsen (2003) 

considered other factors such as uncertainty and immobility as the truly basic determinants for SCA.  

Becerra (2008) and Powell (2001) argued that RBV theory does not mention the context where the firm 

is embedded. Barney (2001) asserted that he did not develop the role of the product markets in the 1991 

article because this had already been done in the 1986 article. Indeed, the latter is strictly linked to the 

following one that, instead, focuses on the factor market side. 
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Critique 5: The definition of resource is unworkable 

According to Priem and Butler (2001a), the definitions of resource provided by Barney (2001) are clearly 

over inclusive leading to tautology. Three main issues emerge from these broad definitions. First, they 

do not provide a clear difference between resources as inputs to the company and capabilities that ease 

selection, deployment and organizational processes of these resources (Kraaijenbrink et al., 2010). 

Second, the RBV does not clarify how different resources may grant different contributions to a 

company’s SCA. Indeed, Barney (1991) classified resources in physical, human and organizational 

capital but he applied the same logic with no distinction. Last, the resource based logic does not consider 

bundles of resources as unit of analysis as Newbert (2007) pointed out. He suggested that the way 

resources are combined, plays a major role in achieving SCA. This is supported by Grant (1996) who 

linked superior performance to the managerial capability of integrating resources providing hierarchy of 

integration competences from the individual to the organizational level. 

Barney (2001) argued that the problem of equifinality, or the fact that different resource configurations 

could generate the same value, was already recognized in the 1991 article introducing the substitutability 

variable. 

 

3.4 THE EVOLUTION OF THE RBV THEORY AND THE DYNAMIC CAPABILIETIES 

FRAMEWORK 

The resource-based theory has had a huge influence on strategic management literature and an 

overwhelming amount of research has been conducted on the subject since the publication of “"Firm 

resources and sustained competitive advantage” (Barney, 1991). Barney, Wright and Ketchen (2001) 

organized a thorough review of the research influenced by the RBV, which is briefly outlined here with 

a particular focus on dynamic capabilities to enhance the reader comprehension of the following chapters. 
Barney et al. (2001) listed several research fields that might have benefited from the resource base theory, 

namely (1) corporate governance; (2) management buy-outs and venture capital financing; (3) 

institutional environment; (4) entrepreneurship; (5) organizational behavior ethics and corporate social 

responsibility management; (6) information systems; (7) resources, dynamic capabilities, and 

knowledge.  

The dynamic capabilities framework has been developed to address fast changing competitive 
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environments also defined as hypercompetitive/high-velocity environments (D’Aveni, 1994; Bourgeois 

and Eisenhardt, 1988). This scenario is identified with frequent and relevant changes in technology and 

regulations. In addition, Wiggins and Ruefli (2005) related these circumstances with a decreasing 

duration of the sustained competitive advantage. This implies that companies should strive to create 

temporary advantages in response to exogenous shocks (D’Aveni, 1994; Eisenhardt and Martin, 2000). 

The dynamic capabilities subject has received considerable attention being cited in the title and the 

abstract of 1,534 articles from 1997 to 2007 (Barreto, 2010). The focus is on Teece et al. (1997) which 

is considered as the milestone of this stream of research. The authors recommended the dynamic 

capabilities approach as a further development of the RBV. Indeed, the latter was criticized for being 

static and insufficient to analyze competitive advantage in changing environments (Barreto, 2010). The 

dynamic capabilities framework is conceived to fill this gap because resources are “stocks of available 

factors that are owned or controlled by the firm,” while capabilities “refer to a firm’s capacity to deploy 

resources, usually in combination, using organizational processes, to affect a desired end” (Amit and 

Schoemaker, 1993, p. 35). Hence, Teece (1987, p. 516) proposed the following definition of dynamic 

capabilities: “The firm’s ability to integrate, build, and reconfigure internal and external competences to 

address rapidly changing environments”. The authors developed the structure of the dynamic capabilities 

framework around several aspects. Most scholars describe the nature of dynamic capabilities as ability, 

processes and routines. For instance, Eisenhardt and Martin (2000) stated that the nature is influenced by 

market dynamics that can lead to both analytical and experiential routines. The specific role of dynamic 

capabilities has also attracted a considerable amount of research that commonly relates these to the active 

change and alteration of elements of the firm such as resources, lower level capabilities and routines 

(Eisenhardt and Martin, 2000; Teece et al., 1997; Helfat, Finkelstein, Mitchell, Peteraf, Singh, Teece and 

Winter, 2007; Winter, 2003; Zollo and Winter, 2002; Zahra, Sapienza and Davidsson , 2006). 

Another main element of this stream of research is the relevant context for dynamic capabilities. Indeed, 

Teece et al. (1997) stated that dynamic capabilities provide the firm with the biggest advantages if the 

company compete in a highly dynamic environment. Nonetheless, Eisenhardt and Martin (2000), Zahra 

et al. (2006), Zollo and Winter (2002) recommend to bestow a great importance on dynamic capabilities 

even in more stable contexts. In addition to these elements, scholars have also assessed the creation and 

development mechanisms of dynamic capabilities. Research considers routinized and spontaneous 

learning activities as the most important processes to build dynamic capabilities (Eisenhardt and Martin, 
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2000; Zollo and Winter, 2002). Established processes are more likely for structured organizations, while 

trial and error methods are more suitable for start-ups (Zahra et al., 2006). 

Since Teece et al. (1997) developed this theory as an extension of the RBV, they extended the 

heterogeneity assumption to the dynamic capabilities asserting that these are unique to the firm that 

develops them. Even though influential research such as Eisenhardt and Martin (2000) disagrees, they 

also admitted that dynamic capabilities are idiosyncratic because of their path dependency. 

Moreover, scholars disagree on the outcome of dynamic capabilities or the relationship of them with a 

company’s performance. On the one hand, Teece et al. (1997) developed this framework to explain the 

sustainable competitive advantage of companies and Makadok (2001) also related dynamic capabilities 

to economic rents. On the other hand, Eisenhardt and Martin (2000) asserted that even dynamic 

capabilities are not sufficient to achieve a sustainable competitive advantage and Zahra et al. (2006) 

argued that the link with the performance is rather indirect. 

The last important element assessed by Teece et al. in 1997 was the purpose of dynamic capabilities and 

the authors stated that these should be deployed to face rapidly changing environments. In addition, 

Eisenhardt and Martin (2000) argued that dynamic capabilities are also responsible for changing the 

environment. 

In conclusion, dynamic capabilities have certainly attracted a considerable amount of research since 

1990s, which contributed to the refinement of these concepts but also to a lot of different definitions, 

conceptualizations and frameworks. Thus, the aim of this review is not to be exhaustive, whereas it is to 

provide the reader with all the information needed for the following sections. 

 

3.5 IMPLICATIONS FOR LOGISTIC SERVICE PROVIDERS 

As in the previous chapter regarding horizontal alliance, this section provides the reader with an overview 

of the literature influenced by the RBV focusing on LSPs. The first part outlines the relevant resources 

deployed by the companies in the logistics industry. The second sub-section analyzes two critical 

capabilities for the LSPs, namely integration and organizational learning. Overall, this section aims to 

bridge the RBV research with the literature regarding LSPs in order to ease the comprehension of the 

results of the empirical research performed by the authors. 

 

3.5.1 Types of resources for LSPs 
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LSPs have been facing severe challenges due to increasing globalization, technological- and knowledge-

based development (Karia, 2011). Overall, it is unlikely that LSPs are able to cope with setbacks such as 

high operating costs and inadequate customer service due to their inappropriate resources (Gunasekaran 

and Ngai, 2003; Karia, 2011). Consequently, it is crucial for LSPs to obtain and translate strategic 

resources into superior logistics performance (Lai, Li, Wang and Zhao, 2008; Wong and Karia, 2010; 

Yang, Marlow and Lu, 2009). Accordingly, resource based logistics (RBL) which is defined as resources 

and capabilities obtained and developed by a LSP, is crucial in managing the process between the 

production point and the consumption point (Karia, 2011).  

Indeed, Karia (2011) identified five categories of logistics resources that are described here, namely 

technology, physical, management expertise, relational and organizational resources. Then, the same 

author investigated the effect of each resource on LSPs’ performance analyzing the results of the 

empirical data collected. 

 

Technology Resources 

Karia (2011, p. 82) defined technology resources as “an LSP’s ability to acquire advanced equipment 

and facilities as well as advanced technologies including web- based systems, logistics systems and 

technology (e.g. IT and IS) for the improvement of logistics equipment and activities”. These resources 

are critical for LSPs willing to properly manage their business processes because they are essential to 

perform web-based IS and more traditional IS, in order to implement effective and informed decisions 

(Daugherty, Myers and Autry, 1999; Sander and Premus, 2005). In practice, these technology resources 

enable LSPs to implement tracking and tracing shipment information, to arrange web-based linkages, 

receive/shipment notices, to control the inventory and to eliminate redundant processes and data with the 

adoption of IT applications such as RFID, EDI, GPD and GIS (Lai, 2004; Lai, Ngai and Cheng, 2005). 

Barney and Clark (2007) identified IT as a possible source of sustained competitive advantage, then it is 

likely that LSPs will continue to invest in technology resources as a strategic form of innovativeness 

(Karia, 2011). 

 

Physical resources 

Physical resources refer to “LSP’s ability to acquire logistics and IT infrastructures as well as ongoing 

maintenance and improvement in equipment and facilities” (Karia, 2011, p. 84). The availability of these 
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resources is the essential requirement for LSPs to guarantee the whole logistics operations providing 

place and time utility (Karia, 2011). These resources include warehouses, transportation and packaging 

equipment as well as physical tools and machineries to assemble, repackage and store (Lai, 2004). 

Differently from IT technology resources, IT physical resources refer to ICT equipment such as 

hardware, technical platforms and databases. They facilitate the relationship and the exchange of 

information between LSPs and their customers enhancing the overall performance (Karia, 2011).  

 

Management expertise resources 

Management expertise resources are regarded as “LSP‟s ability to acquire, recruit, and develop skilled 

people and integrated teams with technical ability, knowledge and experience” (Karia, 2011, p.86). They 

comprise the recruitment and training of experienced, highly skilled and educated workers since they are 

needed to deliver high service quality and to achieve customer satisfaction (Skjoett-Larsen, 1999). 

Consequently, corporate management must assign the right people to appropriate positions in order to 

enable them to translate their knowledge and capabilities into superior performance (Karia, 2011). 

Managerial expertise resources are economically valuable and sources of competitive advantage because 

they are sticky and difficult to transfer to another firm (Lado and Wilson, 1994). Moreover, these 

resources are defined as “human-IT resources” including innovation and strategic management, and the 

understanding and the exploitation of knowledge assets (Huang, Ou, Chen and Lin, 2006). 

 

Relational resources  

Relational resources are “an LSP’s ability to build close relationships with customers and suppliers 

through collaboration and communications to coordinate and share relevant information, and understand 

customer needs” (Karia, 2011, p.88). LSPs need to develop these resources to coordinate their business 

operations and ensure timely deliveries in order to maintain high customer service level and achieve a 

sustainable competitive advantage (Brewer and Speh 2000; Mentzer, Foggin and Golicic, 2000). Indeed, 

relational resources require both formal and informal communication with trading partners with the 

purpose of developing new and synergetic ways to operate together (House and Stank, 2001; Sinkovics 

and Roath, 2004). Moreover, Wong and Karia (2010) pointed out that relational resources decrease 

mistakes and related costs, and increase the effectiveness of contract management due to a better 

understanding of customers’ needs and a following long-lasting relationship.  
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Organizational resources 

Karia (2011, p. 89) defined organizational resources as “LSP’s competences in the organizational 

routines, practices and culture which focus on customer satisfaction and requirements”. These resources 

enable LSPs to implement and maintain strategies aiming to meet customers’ requirements such as 

enquiries and request changes (Karia, 2011). The development of organizational resources requires a 

long period of time and they are considered socially complex. Lai et al. (2008) and Ellinger, Ketchen, 

Hult, Elmadag and Richey (2008) also included managerial involvement, strategic planning and customer 

orientation among organizational resources. Accordingly, Barney (1991) considered organizational 

culture and capabilities as VRIN resources that are critical in achieving a sustainable competitive 

advantage. 

 

Overall, Karia (2011) empirically tested and found the following effects of each type of resources on 

LSPs performance. It is necessary to recall that the author defined LSP’s performance as a combination 

of customer service innovation and cost leadership in order to consider more dimensions as suggested by 

RBV scholars (Karia, 2011). First, technology, physical, management expertise, relational and 

organizational resources are positively linked to both customer service innovation and cost leadership. 

Second, the bundle of organizational and technology resources positively influences customer service 

innovation while the bundle of organizational and management expertise resources positively affects cost 

leadership. Third, organizational and technology resources mediate the relationship between physical, 

management expertise and customer service innovation. Last, organizational and management expertise 

resources have a mediation effect on the relationship between technology, physical and relational 

resources, and cost leadership.   

 

3.5.2 Integration and organizational learning capabilities 

According to RBV, Shang (2009) investigated integration and organizational learning capabilities as 

VRIO resources to achieve a sustained competitive advantage in the logistics industry.  

Integration capability comprises four main characteristics, namely interaction, collaboration, 

cooperation and coordination that are here briefly described (Kahn and Mentzer, 1996, 1998; Spekman, 

Kamauff, and Myhr, 1998). First, interaction capability entails the importance of communicating and 
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sharing information through different types of communication tools such as committee meetings, video-

conferences and traditional devices (Shang, 2009). It refers to information flow that is usually mandatory, 

formal and consequently easy to track (Shang, 2009)). Second, collaboration requires both trust and 

commitment among partners, which can be achieved through a common vision and mutual understanding 

while pursuing agreed-upon goals (Spekman et al., 1998). Differently from interaction, collaboration 

cannot be easily formalized and monitored (Ellinger et al, 2000; Khan and Mentzer, 1996, 1998). Third, 

cooperation considers different functions of the same firm as interdependent in satisfying customers’ 

needs (Spekman et al, 1998). Last, coordination refers to workflow and exchange of information as 

strategic connections among and between partners (Kamauff and Myhr, 1998). 

Instead, organizational learning capability is defined as a dynamic process of creating, acquiring, 

transferring and integrating knowledge (Jerez-Gòmez, Céspedes-Lorente and Valle-Cabrera, 2005). It 

has been recognized as a basis of sustained competitive advantage (Grant, 1996). Indeed, Olavarrieta and 

Ellinger (1997) argued that organizational learning eases the improvement of assets and distinctive 

capabilities. 

Overall, Shang (2009) tested that integration is the most significant capability for LSPs since it facilitates 

organizational learning and it enhances companies’ superior performance. Similarly, organizational 

learning capability represents itself another important determinant because it influences firms’ overall 

financial performance (Shang, 2009). Thus, the author argued that top managers of logistics firms should 

always promote and invest in employees’ learning as a source of competitive advantage and that they 

should always endorse further integrations with supply chain members. 
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CHAPTER 4: THE RELATIONAL VIEW AND ITS EXTENSION BY 
LAVIE 

 

This chapter focuses on the theoretical contributions of Dyer and Singh (1998) and Lavie (2006), which 

this thesis aims to test and extend in the case of horizontal alliance between LSPs. The previous chapters 

represented the theoretical foundation of what has been proposed by Dyer and Singh (1998) and Lavie 

(2006) and they provided the reader with the necessary background knowledge to fully understand the 

content of this and the next chapters. The authors present a detailed description of the relational view 

(Dyer and Singh, 1998) and its extension proposed by Lavie (2006), which are the last theoretical part of 

this thesis.   

 

4.1 THE RELATIONAL VIEW 

Dyer and Singh (1998) published “The relational view: Cooperative strategy and sources of 

interorganizational competitive advantage” with the purpose of examining how relational rents are 

gained and retained. They focused on dyad/network as units of analysis to identify dynamics leading to 

competitive advantage and to overcome the limitations of both the industry structure view and the 

resource-based view (RBV). Indeed, these prominent views overlooked the possibility that the course of 

action of one firm is dependent on the evolution of the network of relationships in which the firm is 

embedded (Dyer and Singh, 1998). For instance, the resource-based logic identifies the source of 

competitive advantage within a firm’s boundaries focusing on the resources owned and controlled by the 

firm itself (Dyer and Singh, 1998). As previous research conducted by Asanuma (1989) and Dyer (1996) 

suggested, relation-specific investments and unique combinations of resources made by trading partners 

may be the source of a competitive advantage over competitors.  

Dyer and Singh (1998, p. 662) defined a relational rent as “a supernormal profit jointly generated in an 

exchange relationship that cannot be generated by either firm in isolation and can only be created though 

the joint idiosyncratic contributions of the specific alliance partners”. As displayed in Appendix 2, the 

authors identified four main categories as determinants of alliances’ competitive advantage, namely 

interfirm relation-specific assets, interfirm knowledge-sharing routines, complementary resources and 

capabilities and effective governance that are here briefly presented. 
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Interfirm relation-specific assets 

According to Klein, Crawford and Alchian (1978) and Teece (1987), companies must develop 

specialized assets in conjunction with those of their alliance partners to achieve a competitive advantage. 

Williamson (1985) described three types of asset specificity which are site, physical and human asset 

specificity which are described as follows. First, site specificity implies the proximity of immobile 

production stages that decreases inventory, transportation and coordination costs. Second, physical asset 

specificity concerns customized capital investments that tailor activities to a certain partner leading to 

product differentiation and quality improvements. Last, human asset specificity refers to the exchange of 

know-how accumulated by partners through the development of lasting relationships. It contributes to 

the reduction of communication errors, quality enhancement and the increase of the speed to market 

(Asanuma, 1989; Dyer, 1996). 

Dyer and Singh (1998, p. 664) asserted that “the greater the alliance partners' investment is in relation- 

specific assets, the greater the potential will be for relational rents”. Additionally, they recognized the 

influence of the length of the safeguard and the volume of transactions in alliance partners’ ability to 

generate rents through relation-specific assets. On the one hand, the safeguard length of governance 

arrangement is positively related to the creation of relational rents due to its negative effect on 

opportunism (Dyer and Singh, 1998). On the other hand, the increase of both the scale and scope of 

transactions among partners positively affects the efficiency of interfirm exchanges increasing the 

possibility for the creation of relational rents (Dyer and Singh, 1998). 

 

Interfirm knowledge-sharing routines 

Several scholars such as Powell, Koput and Smith-Doerr (1996) and Von Hippel (1988) argued that 

innovation emerges in a firm’s alliance partners from interfirm knowledge-sharing routines which are 

defined as regular patterns of interfirm interactions that enable knowledge to be transferred, recombined 

or created (Grant, 1996). Thus, Dyer and Singh (1998, p. 665) stated that “the greater the alliance partners' 

investment is in interfirm knowledge-sharing routines, the greater the potential will be for relational 

rents”. The authors adapted Cohen and Levinthal’s (1990) definition to describe partner-specific 

absorptive capacity as the ability of a company to identify and assimilate valuable knowledge from a 

certain alliance partner. They specified that partner-specific absorptive capacity is positively related to 
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the generation of greater relational rents through knowledge sharing since the design of interfirm routines 

eases information-sharing and enhance sociotechnical interplays. Moreover, Dyer and Singh (1998) 

stated that a greater alignment of formal/informal incentives among partners is likely to promote 

transparency and dissuade from free riding, consequently increasing relational rents through knowledge 

sharing.  
 

Complementary resource endowments  

Dyer and Singh (1998) defined complementary resources as relevant resources of partners that 

collectively create more relational rents than those obtained individually. These resources need to be 

invisible for the partners to establish an alliance to gain access to the complementary resource. Alliances 

may lead to firms’ superior competitive positions when a synergistic effect results from the combination 

of resource endowments that are valuable, rare and not easy to imitate more than they were before. 

Consequently, Dyer and Singh (1998, p. 667) stated that “the greater the proportion of synergy-sensitive 

resources owned by alliance partners that, when combined, increase the degree to which the resources 

are valuable, rare, and difficult to imitate, the greater the potential will be to generate relational rents”.  

The creation of relational rents is positively related with three main determinants which are prior alliance 

experiences, investments in firm-specific search and evaluation capabilities and the ability to reach 

information-rich positions within the network of the firm (Dyer and Singh, 1998).  First, previous 

experiences in alliance management allow companies to foresee which combinations of resources may 

lead to a competitive advantage (Dyer and Singh, 1998). Second, the creation of a specific business unit 

dedicated to the assessment of potential partners enhances the process of selection and maintenance of 

alliance partners and the effectiveness of the alliance itself (Dyer and Singh, 1998). Last, Gulati (1998) 

proposed that the position occupied by a firm in the network influences the quality of the information 

accessed and consequently, the number of alliances. 

The second sub-process of this determinant refers to the compatibility of the organization, processes and 

cultures of the partners and how it affects the creation of relational rents (Dyer and Singh, 1998). Once 

companies have detected the partner with complementary resources (strategic complementarity), they 

need to assess the organizational complementarity defined as organizational processes necessary to be 

able to exploit the complementary strategic resources (Dyer and Singh, 1998).  
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Effective governance 

Partners aim to select governance structures that decrease transaction costs and improve efficiency 

(North, 1990; Williamson, 1985). There are two main categories of safeguards: third-party enforcements 

imply that disputes require an external institution; self-enforcing agreements that are further divided in 

formal and informal safeguards where conflicts are not solved by a third-party (Klein, 1980; Williamson, 

1983; Gulati, 1995b). Formal self-enforcing safeguards such as equity agreements and co-specialized 

assets, are conceived to align economic incentives to decrease opportunism (Williamson, 1983). Instead, 

informal self-enforcing safeguards such as trust and reputation, complement formal mechanisms but they 

are regarded as the most effective and least costly safeguards to reduce transaction costs (Hill, 1995; 

Sako, 1991; Uzzi, 1997). 

Therefore, Dyer and Singh (1998, p. 670) argued that “the greater the alliance partners' ability is to align 

transactions with governance structures in a discriminating (transaction cost minimizing and value 

maximizing) way, the greater the potential will be for relational rents”. In addition to efficiency-related 

arguments, the relational view comprises the role played by governance effectiveness that contributes to 

the creation of relational rents in five ways that are here listed (Dyer and Singh, 1998). Indeed, the 

reduction of contracting, monitoring, adaptation and recontracting costs and superior incentives for 

value-creating initiatives may explain why relational rents increase if partners implement self-enforcing 

safeguards, both formal and informal, rather than third-party safeguards (Dyer and Singh, 1998). 

Furthermore, informal self-enforcing safeguards are more effective than formal safeguards in generating 

greater relational rents because they are less easy to be imitated and they are associated with lower 

marginal costs (Dyer and Singh, 1998). However, their effect is limited by the time necessary to develop 

them and by the paradox of trust which refers to the increased likelihood of misconducts related to 

opportunism (Granovetter, 1985). In conclusion, Borch (1994) observed that partners usually deploy 

more than one governance mechanism and Gulati (1995b) highlighted that companies often start their 

cooperation with formal safeguards switching them to informal mechanisms over time. 

 

Furthermore, the stream of RBV research recognized important isolating mechanisms to safeguard the 

rents created by alliance partners, namely resource scarcity/property right, causal ambiguity, time 

compression diseconomies and asset stock interconnectedness (Barney, 1991; Dierickx and Cool, 1989; 

Lippman and Rumelt, 1982; Reed and DeFillippi, 1990). Additionally, Dyer and Singh (1998) proposed 
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four other isolating mechanisms that are here briefly summarized. First, interorganizational asset 

interconnectedness refers to a situation where initial co-specialized assets enable future investments due 

to their interconnectedness creating a snowball effect that isolates relational rents. Second, partner 

scarcity entails the ability of the firm to identify a partner characterized by strategic and organizational 

complementarity. Consequently, companies that are able to quickly develop this ability and to ally with 

those partners may benefit form a considerable first mover advantage. Third, resource indivisibility 

derives from partners’ ability to combine resources in such a way that they become inseparable. This 

may lead to a situation where companies cannot control the resources that coevolve. Last, companies 

often decide to locate their business in institutional environments characterized by extra-hybrid 

institutions (Borys and Jeminson, 1989). These are defined as environmentally embedded mechanisms 

that limit opportunistic behaviors and ease the creation of relational rents (North, 1990) 

Overall, the relational view offers complementary perspectives on how companies generate rents (Dyer 

and Singh, 1998). Indeed, the unit of analysis becomes the dyad/network leading to different managerial 

implications (Dyer and Singh, 1998). First, the resource-based logic recommends to isolate VRIO 

resources and know-how, whereas the relational view suggests to share important resources and 

information with alliance participants when the expected value overcomes the loss due to information 

spillovers to competitors (Dyer and Singh, 1998). Second, the relational view holds that companies 

should rely on a small number of suppliers in order to enhance the performance of investments in relation-

specific assets (Dyer and Singh, 1998). On the contrary, the industry structure view proposes to rise the 

number of suppliers to increase its bargaining power (Porter, 1980). Last, the relational view has 

highlighted a new competition paradigm where networks of allied firms compete against each other and 

where the relationship itself becomes the source of competitive advantage (Dyer and Singh, 1998). 

 

4.2 LAVIE’S EXTENSION 

Strategic alliances’ literature has increased considerably in recent years without following a clear pattern 

of development (Lavie, 2006). Due to a focus on alliance formation and alliance performance, there has 

been a gap between traditional theories of performance and interconnected firms. Lavie (2006) has 

proposed an extension of the RBV to bridge this gap including the role played by social networks 

resources (Gulati, 1999) and the relational view proposed by Dyer and Singh (1998). 
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As mentioned above, the resource-based logic assumes that VRIO resources and know-how should be 

protected and isolated even though there are several evidences that sharing valuable knowledge and 

information could overcome the costs of eventual spillovers to competitors (Dyer and Singh, 1998). 

Therefore, Lavie (2006) relaxes the proprietary assumption and infers a possible influence of partner’s 

resources on the competitive advantage of the focal firm. Figure 7 shows that a firm retains a set of 

resources in common with the alliance partner and resources that are not shared and it also depicts four 

different types of rents that form the resource-based competitive advantage of the focal firm, which are 

the subject of the following discussion (Lavie, 2006).  

 

Figure 7. Composition of rents extracted by the focal firm in an alliance 

 
Source: Lavie, D. (2006). “The competitive advantage of interconnected firms: An extension of the 

resource-based view.” Academy of Management Review, 31 (3), pp. 638–658 

 

Internal rents  

Internal rents are defined as the combination of Ricardian rents that derive from the scarcity of resources, 

and quasi-rents rising from the value that the focal firm can extract from the specialized assets compared 

to what similar firms can obtain (Peteraf, 1993). Lavie (2006, p. 645) proposes that “internal rent derived 

from the focal firm’s own resources will depend on positive and negative complementarities with the 

shared and non-shared resources of its alliance partners”. This first assertion implies that the focal firm 

can leverage the value of its own resources by connecting them to complementary resources of its partner. 

On the contrary, the RBV implies that a firm should consider only the contribution of intrafirm resources’ 

shared resources and a subset of nonshared re-
sources that, together, form its complete set of
resources.3

Different degrees of convergence may exist
between the resources of the focal firm and the
resources of its partner. When the intersection of
shared resource sets, which includes similar re-
sources that both the firm and its partner own, is
substantial, we can identify the alliance as a
pooling alliance, in which partners pool their
resources to achieve a greater scale and en-
hanced competitive position in their industry. In
contrast, when this intersection is diminutive,
the alliance can be described as a complemen-
tary alliance, in which firms seek to achieve

synergies by employing distinct resources that
are difficult to accumulate in combination by
any given firm.

The resource-based competitive advantage of
a focal firm participating in an alliance can be
partitioned into four elements corresponding to
four different types of rent: (1) internal rent, (2)
appropriated relational rent, (3) inbound spill-
over rent, and (4) outbound spillover rent. Figure
1 depicts the composition of rents that the focal
firm extracts from the shared and nonshared
resources of a dyadic alliance. The following
discussion elaborates on each type of rent.

Internal rent. The term internal rent refers to
the combination of Ricardian rents and quasi-
rents derived from the internal resources of the
focal firm (Peteraf, 1993). Ricardian rents result
from scarcity of resources, which limits their
supply in the short run, whereas quasi-rents en-
compass the added value that a firm can extract
from its specialized resources relative to the
value that other firms can extract from similar
resources.

The traditional RBV focuses on internal rents;
however, when considering an interconnected
firm, we need to incorporate not only the contri-
bution of intrafirm resource complementarities

3 As mentioned earlier, alliances can take different forms.
When a joint venture is formed, the distinction between
shared and nonshared resources is clear-cut because the
new corporate entity is established only on the basis of
shared resources. For other forms of alliances, such as joint
marketing or R&D agreements, the distinction between
shared resources and nonshared resources may be rela-
tively ambiguous, but each firm should have a clear concep-
tion of which resources it is willing to share. The model
developed in this study is sufficiently robust to apply to joint
ventures as well as to other forms of alliances in which no
separate corporate entity is formed.

FIGURE 1
Composition of Rents Extracted by the Focal Firm in an Alliancea

a This figure depicts the composition of rents from the perspective of the focal firm.
Internal rent can be extracted from the focal firm’s own shared and nonshared
resources. Appropriated relational rent can be extracted only from the shared re-
sources of both partners. Inbound spillover rent applies to the partner’s shared and
nonshared resources, whereas outbound spillover rent applies to the focal firm’s
own resources. Unlike other rent types, outbound spillover rent results from the
transfer of benefits from the focal firm to the partner and is, thus, in the opposite
direction.

644 JulyAcademy of Management Review
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complementarities (Lavie, 2006). Unlike relational rents, internal rents are private and maintained by the 

focal firm only (Lavie, 2006). 

 

Appropriated relational rents  

Appropriated relational rents refer to the relational rents uncovered by Dyer and Singh (1998) who 

defined them as the common benefit that cannot be created by companies in isolation but that can only 

rise through idiosyncratic contributions of the partners. However, they did not specify how the companies 

appropriate the rents. Then, Lavie (2006, p. 646) asserted that “at the time of alliance formation, the more 

favorable the contractual agreement, the smaller the relative scale and scope of resources, the more 

attenuated the relative opportunistic behavior, and the stronger the bargaining power of the focal firm 

relative to its alliance partners, the greater the firm’s ex ante appropriated relational rent will be”. Finally, 

Lavie (2006, p. 647) accounted also for ex-post rent appropriation stating that “after an alliance is formed 

the stronger the relative absorptive capacity, the more salient the opportunistic behavior, and the stronger 

the bargaining power of the focal firm relative to its alliance partners, the greater the firm’s ex post 

appropriated relational rent will be”.  

Consequently, the author recognized the importance of five elements, namely relative absorptive 

capacity, relative scope and scale of resources, contractual agreement, relative opportunistic behavior 

and relative bargaining power (Lavie, 2006). First, absorptive capacity has been recognized as an 

important capability of the firm that refers to the ability to identify, assess, valuate and capitalize on 

external knowledge (Cohen and Levinthal, 1990). Second, empirical studies have demonstrated that 

relative scope and scale of resources influence the proportion of relational rents enjoyed by the partners 

(Lavie, 2006). For instance, Stuart (2000) showed that small enterprises with minor resources portfolio 

retain the major part of benefits compared to their larger counterparts. Third, contractual agreements 

represent a key element in rent appropriation because they set the payoff structure of the partnership and 

define proprietary information rights, as well as review, arbitration, and termination clauses (Lavie, 

2006). However, contracts are incomplete and they cannot provide full protection (Williamson, 1985). 

Indeed, relative opportunistic behavior can occur leading to a disproportionate division of rents among 

partners (Gulati, Khanna and Nohria, 1994). Consequently, opportunistic behaviors are positively related 

with ex post rent appropriation but they decrease ex ante relational rents if the alliance partner 

acknowledges this possibility (Lavie, 2006). Last, relative bargaining power influences both the contract 
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formation and the ongoing alliance performance, as demonstrated by Hamel (1991) and Khanna et al. 

(1998). 

 

Inbound spillover rents 

Inbound spillover rents refer to unintended gains deriving only from network resources and owing both 

to shared and non-shared resources of the alliance partner (Lavie, 2006). They are mostly related to 

horizontal strategic alliances based on co-opetition relationships (Lavie, 2006). Several elements 

influence the ability of the firm to gain competitive advantage from inbound spillover rents and their 

effect is summarized in the following proposition: “The more salient the focal firm’s opportunistic 

behavior and the stronger its bargaining power and absorptive capacity, the greater the inbound spillover 

rent the firm will derive from both the shared and non-shared resources of its alliance partners” (Lavie, 

2006, p. 647). Since companies have access to their partners’ shared resources, it is difficult to prevent 

ex ante the leakage of information associated with these resources (Lavie, 2006). Moreover, spillover 

rents can surge from non-shared resources leading to partners’ investments preventing knowledge 

leakage (Lavie, 2006). Thus, non-shared resources must be protected by isolating mechanisms such as 

causal ambiguity and various forms of legal safeguards (Rumelt, 1984). Lavie (2006, p. 648) assessed 

the role of isolating mechanisms proposing that “the stronger the isolating mechanisms used by the focal 

firm’s alliance partners, the smaller the inbound spillover rent the firm will derive from the non-shared 

resources of its alliance partners”. 

 

Outbound spillover rents 

Outbound spillover rents are conceived as symmetrically opposite to inbound spillover rents because also 

alliance partners can benefit from the leakage of information from the resources of the focal firm. 

Consequently, Lavie (2006, p. 648) explained the impact of outbound spillover rent as follows: “The 

more salient the opportunistic behavior of the focal firm’s alliance partners and the stronger their 

bargaining power and absorptive capacity, the greater the firm’s loss of outbound spillover rent derived 

from both its shared and non-shared resources will be” and “The stronger the isolating mechanisms used 

by the focal firm, the smaller the loss of outbound spillover rent derived from its non-shared resources 

will be”.  
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As mentioned above, Figure 7 displays how the interconnected firms’ competitive advantage is based on 

intra- and inter-firm resources. This implies that the overall benefit can be greater or smaller than the 

competitive advantage evaluated only through intra-firm resources. Therefore, Lavie (2006) augmented 

the RBV in the case of interconnected firms proposing the following. First, isolating mechanisms 

increase competitive advantage reducing outbound spillover rents and prompting internal rents. Second, 

isolating mechanisms may have the opposite effect on the focal firm if implemented by its alliance 

partner. Last, overall relational rents shared between alliance participants positively influence the 

potential for generated inbound and outbound spillover rents. 

 

In addition, Lavie (2006) proposed an integration with network theories and assessed the relevance of 

the conditions underlying the sustainability of competitive advantage in networked environments, which 

are imperfect imitability, imperfect substitutability and organizational appropriability. In networked 

environments, imperfect imitability depends more on the nature of relationships between the firms than 

on the nature of the resources. Indeed, isolating mechanisms do not function properly when a partner is 

a co-opetitor. For instance, companies participating in alliances could enjoy the benefits of the resources 

without owning them. Finally, proactive learning by partners improves the internalization of the partners’ 

resources. Overall, interconnected firms are subjective to greater erosion because of imitation. In 

addition, imperfect substitutability is also less relevant in networked environments because the firms 

have access to important resources through alliances decreasing the need for substitute resources. 

However, the organization principle is still consistent in the case of interconnected firms. These 

considerations should be extended to the network activities enabling, for example, a configuration that 

eases the creation of relational rents when accessing resources of the partner. 

Overall, the extension of the RBV by Lavie (2006) represents the missing link between the resource-

based logic and social network theories. First, Lavie (2006) emphasized the role of actors’ attributes in 

influencing firm’s performance complementing the important contributions about weak and strong ties 

proposed by Granovetter (1973). Second, the author offered a model that focuses interdependent 

relationships among more than two partners overcoming the dyadic logic of contemporary network 

theories. Third, Lavie (2006) distinguished between homogeneous and heterogeneous ego networks 

depending on the similarity of the resource sets. A homogeneous ego network increases rents deriving 

from more efficient governance settings and better bargaining due to the reduced dependence on the 
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partner, while a heterogeneous ego network enjoys benefits surging from synergies offered by 

complementary resources. Finally, Lavie (2006) argued that resources could have an impact on the firms’ 

network evolution because companies with similar attributes could act as competitors positioning 

themselves in different networks which will be extended only to companies that offer complementarities 

or new synergies.  
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CHAPTER 5: METHODOLOGY 

 

Research about horizontal strategic alliances in transport and logistics is still developing despite different 

types of cooperation are increasingly adopted by LSPs. The purpose of this thesis is to contribute to 

previous literature on RBV and horizontal alliances between LSPs through exploratory research. 

Especially, we aim to both extend and test the relational view by Dyer and Singh (1998) and its expansion 

proposed by Lavie (2006) in the case of horizontal alliances between LSPs. Consequently, we adopted a 

deductive, theory building approach analyzing multiple case studies in the Italian logistics industry. This 

research design was considered suitable for the research question we are investigating (Reuter, Foerstl, 

Hartmann and Blome, 2010), which we recall here:  
 

RQ: How does the relational view by Dyer and Singh (1998) and expanded by 

Lavie (2006) apply to horizontal alliances between Logistics Service Providers? 
 

Indeed, dyadic and network relationships are difficult phenomena to be investigated due to their socially 

complex and embedded nature. Multiple case study interviews allowed the authors to interact with the 

interviewees in order to conduct a deep investigation of the subject and to uncover new relationships and 

common generalizations (Yin, 1989, Reuter et al., 2010). The unit of analysis of research is the focal 

firm and the relationship with its partner or network. 

Figure 8 depicts the research process adopted, which is outlined by Stuart, McCutcheon, Handfield, 

McLachlin and Samson (2002). Since the research question has already been expressed, only the 

remaining stages of the framework are here described, with exception of Stage 5 that will be discussed 

in Chapter 7.  

 

Figure 8. The five stage research process model 

 
Source: Stuart, I., McCutcheon, D., Handfield, R., McLachlin, R. and Samson, D. (2002). “Effective case 

420 I. Stuart et al. / Journal of Operations Management 20 (2002) 419–433

Fig. 1. The five stage research process model.

high degree of relevancy. By combining research rel-
evancy with a more rigorous case research approach,
future case research efforts should meet increased dis-
semination success. To start, we describe a generic
model of the research process and use it to assess how
a case-based research approach should be followed.

2. The case research process

In spite of many publications describing case re-
search (Glaser and Strauss, 1967; McCutcheon and
Meredith, 1993; Eisenhardt, 1989; Lee, 1989;
Meredith, 1993, 1998; Yin, 1993, 1989), it still ap-
pears that the case research and publication process is
not well understood.1 Generically, the research and
dissemination process can be broken down into five
critical stages as illustrated in Fig. 1. Conducting case
research is no different.

2.1. Stage 1: defining the research question

The first stage of the research process involves
defining the research question. Invariably, this in-
volves contributing to building a body of knowledge
and developing theory. Ultimately, good theory is par-
simonious, testable and logically coherent, and can
result in new, frame-breaking insights (Eisenhardt,
1989; Schmenner and Swink, 1998). The importance
of theory-building is not just specific to our area. It
is also necessary to ensure business survival, since
“nothing is quite so practical as a good theory”
(Van de Ven, 1989, p. 486).

1 In this paper, we do not address the development process
used for case studies intended for teaching purposes. Teaching
cases may be a secondary outcome from the case research process
but both the intended audience and the defining characteristics
of a good teaching case are fundamentally different from case
based research. For further reference on the case development for
teaching purposes, please refer to: Leenders et al. (1989).

The role of research in any field is to gain knowl-
edge and understanding including the creation of
explanatory theory. It also includes discovery of pre-
viously unrecognized phenomena, classification and
measurement as well as understanding of these phe-
nomena (Meredith, 1998). Case studies contribute to
theory building through observation of phenomena in
the OM world that have not been empirically tested.
As Nagel (1961, p. 79) points out:

Scientific thought takes its ultimate point of depar-
ture from problems suggested by observing things
and events encountered in common experience;
it aims to understand these observable things by
discovering some systematic order in them; and
its final test for the laws that serve as instruments
of explanation and prediction is their concordance
with such observations.

Case-based research represents the intersection of
theory, structures and events (Gubrium, 1988). It is a
scientific approach that attempts to ground theoreti-
cal concepts with reality. Weber (1947) and Thomas
(1966) both assert that to understand experience and
the “real” world, positivist tendencies should be put
aside to appreciate what is really happening in the
field. Schein (1967, 1986, 1987) suggests that only
through such studies will we be able to examine and
understand non-standard forms of behavior. For ex-
ample, imagine how management knowledge might
have evolved if Mayo, Roethlisberger and their as-
sociates (Roethlisberger and Dickson, 1930) had
never conducted the famous case study performed
at the Hawthorne Works of Western Electric on the
link between lighting and worker productivity. The
well-documented case study, flawed though it may
have been as a research experiment, laid the ground-
work for incorporating sociology as a critical theoret-
ical domain for our understanding of how work gets
done through people. The branch of OM dealing with
sociotechnical systems clearly had its roots in this and



	 54 

research in operations management: A process perspective.” Journal of Operations Management, 20, pp. 

419-433  

 
 
Stage 2: Instrument Development 

The second stage of the process consists of the creation of the measurement instrument and the selection 

of suitable cases (Stuart et al., 2002). The instrument selected is the research protocol which provides the 

best fit for a case-based research. Accordingly with Yin (1989), the protocol developed included the 

questions to ask the interviewees but also the main documentations that helped to maintain the focus and 

ensure that evidences are reported consistently. Moreover, the protocol specified how the questions and 

documents would link with the research question and the following propositions developed by the authors 

as results of their research. As mentioned above, Lavie (2006) identified four types of rent, namely 

internal, relational, inbound spillover and outbound spillover rents. Then, the interviews were divided in 

four sections that investigated one category of rent each. Moreover, the study maintained flexibility in 

terms of sources of data and interactions with interviewees as recommended by Stuart et al. (2002) and 

Yin (1989) due to the social complexity of the subject. For instance, we varied the time spent on the 

questions in each interview according to the information we previously gathered, thus focusing the 

discussion on unclear elements.   

The measurement instrument also needed to prove its validity (Stuart et al., 2002). Table 3 displays an 

overview of the measures we adopted in each research phase, which aim to satisfy the four criteria 

suggested by Stuart et al. (2002). First, reliability refers to the extent to which operations can be repeated 

obtaining identical results (Cook and Campbell, 1979; Kidder and Judd, 1986; Yin, 1989). Second, 

internal validity concerns the extent to which a causal relationship can be established, whereby certain 

conditions are shown to prompt other conditions, as distinguished from spurious relationships (Cook and 

Campbell, 1979; Yin, 1989). Third, construct validity encompasses the extent to which it is possible to 

establish correct operational measures for the concepts under study’s examination (Kidder and Judd, 

1986). To ensure that this happened, multiple sources of evidence have been selected according to the 

principle of the triangulation (Stuart et al., 2002). Finally, external validity refers to the possibility to 

establish a domain to which the study’s results may be generalized (Cook and Campbell, 1979; Kidder 

and Judd, 1986; Yin, 1989). 
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Table 3. Validity and Reliability addressed throughout the course of research 

RELIABILITY/VALIDITY 

CRITERION 

RESEARCH PHASE 

Design Case selection Data gathering Data analysis 

Reliability 

Develop case 
study protocol 

Selection based 
on three criteria 
(control, 
theoretical 
replication and 
international 
presence) 

Shared Semi-
structured 
interview 
protocol for all 
interviewers 
 
Development 
and utilization 
of case study 
database 

Coding checks 

Internal Validity 

Foundation of 
our research 
model, previous 
literature, and a 
theoretical 
framework  
 
Elaboration 
from the RBV 
perspective, 
focusing on 
Lavie’s (2006) 
study 

Sampling 
criteria recorded 
in case study 
protocol 
 

Multiple 
informants 
 
Recording of 
information 
that may lead to 
alternative 
explanations 
 
Control of 
social 
desirability bias 
 

Pattern 
matching  
 
Triangulation 
of semi-
structured 
interviews and 
secondary data  
 
Discussion 
between 
authors to 
reach an 
agreement 

Construct Validity 

Adoption of 
questions from 
previous 
research in the 
field of Global 
Supply Chain 
Management 
 
Creation of 
questions based 
on Lavie’s 
(2006) study 

NA Multiple 
sources of 
information 
(primary and 
secondary data) 
 
Multiple 
interviewers 

Interviewees 
reviewed the 
protocol 
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External Validity 

Multiple 
indicators as 
sample criteria 

Clear 
description of 
case firms’ 
context and 
situation 

Comparison of 
available 
secondary data 

NA 

Source: Own production based on Stuart, I., McCutcheon, D., Handfield, R., McLachlin, R. and Samson, 

D. (2002). “Effective case research in operations management: a process perspective.” Journal of 

Operations Management, 20, pp. 419–433 

 

Case Selection 

An advantage of case-based research is that it looks for linkages and impacts (Stuart et al., 2002). Then, 

inferential statistics and sampling issues do not play a relevel role (Stuart et al., 2002). On the contrary, 

case studies rely on generalizations that researchers have to judge to be suitable for other circumstances 

(Yin, 1989). However, case-based research is undermined by bounded rationality and high-costs 

comprised in the field visits. According to Eisenhardt (1989), the upper limit of locations was set at 

twelve and the field visits were limited in the region of Italy where we were based, Lombardy. This 

decision was encouraged by the fact that diverse cases with huge potential were found in this region 

reducing the need of expanding the scope further (Stuart et al., 2002). 

The case selection was accomplished according to three principles. First, we only approached companies 

based in Italy in order to control elements such as culture, language, legal system and economic 

environment. Second, we contacted firms that have horizontal cooperation in place to foster the 

theoretical replicability of our results. Specifically, we considered only joint-ventures, equity 

investments, cooperatives, R&D consortia and strategic cooperative agreements as forms of horizontal 

interorganizational relations (Todeva and Knoke, 2005). Third, companies participating in horizontal 

alliances had to cooperate with at least a foreign company. 

Initially, we looked for databases specialized in corporate news but the relevant Italian industry 

associations, Assologistica and Confetra, confirmed that this information does not exist for the Italian 

logistics industry. Thus, we started searching for relevant news and this approach revealed to be 

cumbersome but effective. Indeed, we detected seventy-two companies that are part of alliances with 

firms of the same industry. Then, only fifty-two of them satisfied the criteria of control, theoretical 

replication and international presence. We contacted these firms by e-mail to assess the availability of 
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the person responsible of these alliances for a possible cooperation. We received a positive response from 

eight firms whose main characteristics are summarized in Table 4.  

As shown in Table 4, we achieved to maximize the differences between the companies and obtained a 

heterogeneous sample with respect to type of transportation, age, size and business area. 

 

Table 4. Case characteristics 

 Types of 
transportation 

Firm 
age* 

Firm 
size** 

Business 
area 

Participant 
position 

Participant 
background 

Company A 
 

Land 50-100 
 

> 500 
 

Europe General 
manager 

Engineer 

Company B  Air, Water, 
Land 

50-100 
 

> 500 
 

Europe, 
North Africa 

Operations 
manager 

High school 
education - 
accountant 

Company C 
 

Air, Water, 
Land 

> 100 
 

101-500 
 

Europe, 
America, 
Asia 

Director -  

Company D  Air, Water, 
Land 

25-50 
 

51-100 
 

Europe, 
America, 
Africa, Asia 

General 
manager 

-  

Company E 
 

Air, Water, 
Land 

25-50 
 

< 50 
 

Europe, Asia Business 
Development 
Manager 

Business 
degree 

Company F 
 

Air, Water < 25 
 

< 50 
 

Middle East, 
America, 
Asia, North 
Africa 

CEO Law degree 

Company G 
 

Air, Water, 
Land 

 < 25 < 50 
 

Europe,  
Asia 

Managing 
partner 

-  

Company H 
 

Air, Water, 
Land 

25-50 
 

< 50 
 

Europe, 
North Africa 

Executive -  
 

*Age = years reported in a range to help preserve companies’ anonymity 

**Size = numbers of employees reported in a range 

Source: Own production 

 

Stage 3: Data Gathering 

Both secondary and primary data for our multiple case study were collected between January and 

February 2017. Initially, secondary data were gathered from public sources such as firms’ websites and 
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LinkedIn profiles to validate the results. Then, we conducted semi-structured interviews with people 

covering high profile roles in every organization chosen, as displayed in Table 8. Moreover, the people 

interviewed had received the semi-structured interview protocol shown in Appendix 3 the day before. 

This allowed the authors to notify the interviewees of the possibility to clarify misunderstandings during 

the interviews. Consequently, interviewees had the chance to ask for clarification optimizing their time 

and reducing hesitation. Furthermore, we opted for open questions to facilitate a more free-flowing 

discussion and to avoid theoretical bias. Despite the great challenge in gathering this amount of data, one 

interview for company was sufficient to fulfil our purpose because the interviewees were the people 

directly responsible for the horizontal strategic alliances. We asked to record each interview to prompt a 

more interactive dialogue and induce verbatim results. In order to ensure the theoretical replicability of 

our results, questions were grouped into four sections to address each type of economic rent proposed by 

Lavie (2006). The interviews lasted between thirty and sixty minutes and were jointly conducted by the 

two authors in person whenever possible or via videoconference tools such as Skype and FaceTime, and 

every interview was transcribed within twenty-four hours. To control for social desirability, we granted 

to each interviewee’s company anonymity beforehand and we emphasized that there were no right or 

wrong answers. Thus, we proceeded to the next stage which entailed the analysis of the information 

gathered. 

 

Stage 4: Data analysis 

Miles and Huberman (1994) suggested multiple principles to be followed when evaluating qualitative 

data. First, coding and sorting procedures were determined resulting in our case study database that 

comprises both primary and secondary data, such as interviews transcriptions and companies’ documents 

and reports. Second, Stuart et al. (2002) identified and outlined three main weaknesses in the data analysis 

of research: the inability to detect pattern, to simplify descriptive information and to think laterally. They 

argued that classifying data in diverse ways is a very important step in recognizing commonalities and 

patterns. Therefore, we started the process of isolating and recognizing similarities, and gradually 

describing the generalizations coherent across the sample (Kaufmann and Denk, 2011; Miles and 

Huberman, 1994). Thus, we developed a matrix supported by the key-words deriving from coding 

procedures with the purpose of comparing and contrasting them for each case. According with Miles and 

Huberman (1994), we divided our data analysis into two stages, within- and cross-case. First, we detected 
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relevant characteristics of each company and its network/partnerships in order to conduct within-case 

analysis. Then, we conducted cross-case analysis by labeling communalities and differences across the 

eight cases studied and highlighting emerging patterns to be included in the propositions. Finally, we 

developed a set of propositions validated by both our empirical findings and previous literature. As 

mentioned above, the triangulation and the following robustness of our theoretical contribution were 

achieved through the analysis of market and industry reports of the logistics sector in Italy and Europe. 

Then, we focused on previous literature about both horizontal alliances and cooperation between LSPs.  
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CHAPTER 6: RESULTS  

 

This chapter outlines the results of the empirical study conducted by the authors and it is structured in 

two main sections, namely within- and cross-case analysis. As mentioned in the methodology section, 

this is the approach followed by the authors to analyze the data gathered in the research process. In 

addition, the first part of this chapter provides the reader with a brief overview of the Italian logistics 

industry in order to ease the understanding of the results. Last, this section comprises a description of the 

WCA that is a worldwide network of logistics companies which are mainly forwarding agents including 

the last four companies studied. This is considered a valuable contribute to enhance the reader’s 

comprehension of particular dynamics that emerge during the analysis of these four firms. 

 

6.1 ITALIAN LOGISTICS INDUSTRY OVERVIEW 

This section briefly outlines a snapshot of Italian logistics market dynamics and relevant trends in order 

to provide the reader with useful background information, and to enhance the comprehension of the 

results emerged from the interviews. 

The last Italian industry report about transport and logistics depicted an industry that is growing at a 

lower rate than 2015 (Centro Studi Confetra, 2016). Every type of transportation has recorded an increase 

in the volume of activities with express couriers registering a 7% increment. Consistently with a flat trend 

of GDP and price deflation, the margins of the operators continue to squeeze leading to a decreased 

profitability. Indeed, the strong level of competition of the market has been supporting the consolidating 

trend for many years with the following decline of road transport companies of 15,000 (15%) units.  

However, specific segments of the industry have been able to respond to the challenges of the market 

and the economic results reflect this strength. For instance, 3PL firms continue to show a positive trend 

due to three main reasons (Frosi, 2017). First, the growth margin is high because only 40% of logistics 

activities is outsourced in Italy. Second, the market is highly fragmented with more than 97,000 firms 

whose size is usually significantly smaller compared to their foreign competitors. Finally, new forces 

such as e-commerce, green logistics and changing customers’ requirements have been destructing 

traditional business models used by couriers and carriers. 

Freight forwarding agents represent another segment which is unexpectedly holding up against the strong 
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consolidation tendency of the industry (Euromerci, 2015). More than 1,700 freight forwarding agents are 

based in Italy employing around 30,000 people and generating 14 billion Euro total revenues in 2014. 

The majority of these players are small and medium enterprises with strong specialization on both good 

and geographical scope. Freight forwarding agents generate 19% of the total revenues of the transport 

and logistics industry which is a considerable amount considering the fact that the number of logistics 

firms in Italy is around 100,000 companies (de Forcade, 2015). The reasons why these small and 

independent players are able to overcome negative industry trends are the following (WCA, 2017a). 

Their business relies on extremely flexible and agile operations that allow them to identify the most 

appropriate service providers. Moreover, they are often part of worldwide networks that set high entry 

standards and perform monitoring activities. In addition, they are able to keep their price competitive 

because they are embedded in an endless worldwide network of agents that enable them to offer 

personalized and customized services which lead to strong personal relationships with their customers. 

 

6.2 WITHIN-CASE ANALYSIS 

This section describes the results of the within-case analysis for the eight cases studied. Each subsection 

presents a general description of the focal firm and its relationships with the partners operating at the 

same level in the logistics sector. Since five companies are part of an important network of logistics 

firms, whose name is WCA, the main rules and benefits are described before the analysis of company D 

in order to allow a full comprehension of the following cases to the reader. 

As mentioned above, the interviews were prepared to directly assess each type of rent described by Lavie 

(2006). Consequently, the within-case analysis of each company is structured in two main sub-sections. 

First, it is presented a general description of the firm to provide the reader with background information 

such as specialization and geographical scope. Then, it is proposed the analysis of the company in relation 

to the horizontal cooperation between the firm and its partner to outline and detect common patterns that 

are further explored in the cross-case analysis.   

 

COMPANY A 

General description. Company A is a consortium specialized in the beverage distribution, formed by 

three companies respectively operating in three different Italian regions, the North, the Center and the 

South of the country, and serving customers in the same areas. 
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The consortium offers more than 150,000 squared meters with three hubs, more than thirty transit points, 

and more than 2,500 trucks. The main purpose leading to the creation of this consortium is to acquire 

new customers desiring a national distribution of their products. The consortium provides the maximum 

capillarity on the national level avoiding the merger of the companies and increasing their 

competitiveness both on a national and international level. 

Company A adopts a control tower to measure the performance of the consortium and the relationship 

with each customer through Key Performance Indicators (KPIs). A control tower consists of a central 

hub with related technologies and practices that are able to capture supply chain data and, consequently, 

support decision-making processes. Finally, governance regulation states that every time strategic 

objectives are achieved, the CEO of company A will rotate among the three presidents of the founding 

firms in order to enhance internal productivity. 

Cooperation analysis. Company A’s governance is based on a clear distinction of its members’ 

competences and responsibilities described by a formal contract. The general rule is that each partner has 

to involve the whole consortium every time the national distribution is required by the customer. 

However, there are two main issues regarding the level of competition perceived. First, there are 

industries beside beverages that cannot be served by the consortium since they require different 

distribution assets. Consequently, the partner that is specialized in that industry can participate alone in 

this service without including the consortium. Second, the companies that established company A have 

had one to one relationships with their customers that sometimes refuse to be served by the other 

members, leading to borderline situations. 

The overall objective of the contract leading to company A’s formation is to acquire more customers 

requiring a national distribution and storage, while preserving the territoriality of the partners. Each 

member brings to the consortium an agreed-upon percentage of resources in the form of share capital 

that is, consequently, translated into a balanced amount of distributed profits. Furthermore, the three 

partners also share technological (IT integrated systems), physical (trucks and hubs), management (CEO 

rotation), relational (long lasting customer relationships and received offers) and organizational resources 

(strategic planning and managerial involvement). However, resources such as private information 

regarding tariffs and mark-up composition remains private and are not shared among partners. Due to 

the presence of a formal contract, opportunistic behaviors are rare and concern situations where a single 

partner refuse to integrate historical clients into the consortium since the name of the latter has not been 
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internationally recognized yet. Moreover, the presence of the legal agreement and the creation of a 

consortium also decrease the influence of different bargaining powers among participants leading to 

medium- and long-term stability and it is not considered to limit company A’s overall results. 

Last, the communication flow is enhanced thanks to the clear division of area of competence of each 

partner which eases the management of the consortium itself. Indeed, the leakage of information is 

minimized by the consortium structure itself since it guarantees that only the necessary information to 

coordinate company A is shared.  

 

COMPANY B 

General description. Company B is part of an international groupage partnership involving a larger firm 

that is not present in Italy. They share the same business’ philosophy and the same company’s structure 

since they are both family-owned. Indeed, Company B and its partner define their business plan every 

five years avoiding disruptive aspects such as CEO rotations and increasingly enforcing their cohesive 

relationship. 

Company B owns more than 2,500 moving units with more than 800,000 squared meters of logistics 

hubs, more than 50 offices in Europe and more than 1,500 employees. Company B has forecasted more 

than 500 million Euro revenues. The main purpose of this alliance is to perform groupage activities 

sharing trucks, hubs and transit points for cross-docking operations leading to better economic 

performance and increased customer portfolio. This means that goods are consolidated in the trucks of 

both the companies to decrease the number of deliveries, then they are sent to the deconsolidation hubs 

where the company that is responsible for the order will complete the last mile delivery to the customers. 

Usually, when the partner receives an order for products that are stocked in Italy and need to be moved 

abroad, company B will transfer them in a deconsolidation hub where the goods will be picked up by the 

partner firm to complete the delivery. The partner firm will provide the same groupage service for 

products that are stocked abroad and need to be moved in Italy. 

Company B adopts traditional KPIs to measure the performance of the alliance and respect the target 

transit time that the firm has set. Moreover, the two companies are part of a larger network within the 

logistics industry that monthly complies a ranking that encourages their productivity.  

Cooperation analysis. Company B signed an exclusivity contract in the two specific countries involved 

with its partner for groupage services clearly defining the phase of the productive process to be shared 
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and all the information needed to perform this. However, two critical factors undermine the stability of 

the alliance. First, both the companies run offices outside Europe and where there is no exclusivity 

contract in place, borderline situations of possible direct competition can emerge. Second, the horizontal 

alliance concerns only the groupage activity but both the companies perform other services where they 

may become direct competitors. However, agreed-upon rules help decreasing the level of competition 

perceived by the partners. At the time of alliance formation, company B and its partner defined distinct 

area of competence in order to determine the amount of shared resources, such as cross-docking hubs, 

and limit competition-related issues. 

The overall objective of the alliance contract is to achieve greater market shares while establishing a 

stronger network presence within the European logistics industry. Company B and its partner share a part 

of their productive processes, which include technological (IT integrated systems), physical (trucks and 

cross-docking hubs), relational (received offers concerning the groupage area of competence) and 

organizational resources (annual strategic planning and managerial involvement). However, resources 

such as private information regarding tariffs and mark-up composition remain private and these are not 

shared among partners. Due to the presence of a formal contract that is signed every year, the occurrence 

of opportunistic behaviors decreases because it undermines the basis of the relationship, which is 

grounded on trustworthiness and collaborative spirit. Moreover, the legal protection of proprietary 

resources is not considered to limit company B’s and alliance’s results. 

Nonetheless, company B is considerably smaller than its partner and this is perceived as a critical factor 

from company B’s employees who continuously negotiate with the partner’s counterpart. Moreover, the 

interviewee specified that this occurs without the partner firm leveraging on its greater bargaining power. 

If this happened, the behavior would be perceived as opportunism weakening the premises for a necessary 

win-win situation. Indeed, the companies also share sensitive information such as cut-off time and CRM 

systems. The communication between Company B and its partner comprises two levels. Companies share 

information by email on a daily basis for day-by-day operations and they hold meetings every six months 

for medium- and long-term strategic issues.  The interviewee considered this exchange as critical for the 

functioning of the cooperation. Moreover, the person argued that this does not represent an issue because 

some information cannot be hidden and because the alliance has a long-term horizon which prevents 

eventual opportunistic behaviors. 
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COMPANY C 

General description. Company C is an Italian family-owned freight-forwarding firm that established a 

joint-venture (JV) in Asia with an East Asian counterpart in 2007. The JV is a freight-forwarding and 

logistics firm that provides the customers with multi-modal transportation, 4PL logistics and e-commerce 

supply chain management in Asia. Company C has a long history as a forwarding agent operating with 

more the 100,000 squared meters of hubs that allow the company to perform a fully-customized logistics 

service. It employs more than 200 people in over five countries and it relies on a world-wide network of 

agents. The firms decided to establish of JV after they had maintained a constant relationship for few 

years. The purpose of this important step was to exit a period of stagnant growth and to further explore 

new opportunities in South East Asia. Indeed, the new venture initially comprised less than three offices 

and forty-five employees, whereas it currently employs more than 300 people and more than ten offices 

that provide the partners with wide-spread coverage of Asia. 

Company C adopts traditional KPIs to assess the performance of the JV such as gross operating margin 

benchmarked against the previous year results. These measures are discussed in an annual meeting that 

is usually held in Hong Kong on the Chinese New Year’s Eve. This conference primarily aims to discuss 

and design medium- and long-term strategies such as new office openings, and to solve emerging issues.  

Cooperation analysis. The relationship between company C and its East Asian counterpart is apparently 

not affected by competition issues. Indeed, company C and its partner are respectively part of their own 

forwarding agents’ networks. If company C receives a request for quotation from China it is allowed to 

complete the shipping, as well as the East Asian firm is allowed to perform the same activity if it receives 

a request for a quotation from Italy. Instead, both the companies must contact the partner to perform 

shipping to the country where the partner operates. Consequently, the perceived level of competition is 

minimized by agreed-upon rules and clearly defined roles. In addition, Company C has daily 

correspondence with the JV to coordinate every-day business operations.  

Company C considers its partner’s resources as complementary, in terms of knowledge, network and 

operative information such as rules and regulations. The most relevant asset of its Asian counterpart is 

the knowledge of local market rules and regulations. For instance, when company C’s shipping arrives 

in China it would be uneconomical to manage the end of the freight without the expertise of its East 

Asian counterpart. 

The overall objective of the JV creation between company C and its East Asian partner is to increase 
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their market shares overcoming a stagnant growth situation. The structure of the contractual agreement 

allows both the companies to maintain their own entity while sharing technological (IT integrated 

systems), physical (storage hubs), management (annual meeting and every day advisor), relational 

(received offers concerning the JV area of competence) and organizational resources (strategic planning 

and managerial involvement). However, resources such as private information regarding tariffs and 

mark-up composition remain private and are not shared among partners. The interviewee argued that the 

legal protection of proprietary resources is not considered to limit company C’s and alliance’s results.  

Indeed, the leakage of information is minimized by the JV structure itself since it guarantees that only 

the necessary information to coordinate the JV is shared. Due to mutual trust and long-lasting relationship 

among partners, opportunistic behaviors are rare and concern situations where the East Asian partner 

tries to charge a tariff that is over the level of the market leveraging on the relationship with its Italian 

counterpart. Moreover, the creation of JV also decreases the influence of different bargaining powers 

among participants leading to medium- and long-term stability. 

 

5.2.1 An introduction to WCA  

WCA was founded by David Yokeum in 1998 with the aim to create the first world-wide non-exclusive 

network of independent freight forwarders (WCA, nd). Nowadays, it comprises more than 6,461 member 

offices in 190 countries around the world, and it is set for a constant growth because it combines logistics 

potential that outweighs even the main players of the industry (WCA, nd). 

The major benefits provided by WCA are here briefly described (WCA, 2017b). First, WCA offers each 

member the unique opportunity to network and cooperate with qualified freight forwarding partners in 

almost every country of the world, which satisfy all WCA’s strict entry requirements such as financial 

stability and licensees. Second, WCA organizes annual conferences during which the organization’s 

members can meet each other and have face-to-face discussions, create new businesses together and form 

long-lasting relationships. Indeed, these conventions enable participants to enhance personal 

relationships that represent freight forwarders’ most important assets. Third, WCA has implemented the 

Gold Medallion Plan that provides each member with USD 2 million per year covered credit with a 

maximum of USD 100,000 per claim if the counterpart belongs to the same network and USD 50,000 if 

it participates to a different network. This increases the willingness of small and medium logistics firms 

to exploit opportunities outside their comfort zone creating relationships worldwide. Fourth, WCA 



	 67 

Partner Pay is a fees-free company-to-company financial transaction system which allow members to 

save financial resources while completing several transactions with WCA participants. Fifth, WCA offers 

insurance services through World Insurance Services Inc. that comprises an ad hoc suite of risk 

management products. Moreover, WCA provides its members additional benefits such as marketing 

advisory, advertisement opportunities and web-development. Overall, WCA’s benefits have attracted 

both freight forwarding agents and other types of logistics companies. This organization represents a 

concrete opportunity to be as competitive as the major players in the industry thanks to the endless 

flexibility of the services offered by members and their partnerships. Practical experiences of alliances 

among WCA members are described by the following five case studies. 

 

COMPANY D  

General description. Company D is an Italian family-owned enterprise that was born as a freight 

forwarding agent and that has now developed a range of logistics services that include storage, 

distribution, labelling, invoicing, picking and packing. It became part of WCA almost ten years ago with 

the aim of pursuing a worldwide service coverage while overcoming world financial crisis and 

uncertainty risks thanks to WCA insurance and credit.  

Company D owns more the five offices in Italy with more than forty employees and more than ten sales 

specialists. The firm has forecasted more than twenty million Euro revenues deriving mostly from 

maritime logistics services. Company D monitors its activities related to each partnership among WCA 

network on a monthly basis benchmarking present results with the ones of the previous year. The main 

measures implemented by the firm are the number of expeditions and overall profitability. Furthermore, 

the interviewee stressed the importance of maintaining long-lasting relationships with historical partners.  

Cooperation analysis. The relationship between company D and its partners is apparently not affected 

by competition issues. Indeed, they are all members of WCA which implies that they only sign non-

exclusivity contracts. Moreover, company D strives for conducting business with the same partners 

reducing the level of competition perceived and maintaining clearly defined roles. Company D considers 

its partners’ resources as complementary, in terms of knowledge about local carries, network and 

operative information such as rules and regulations of their respective countries. 

The overall objective of the partnership creation between company D and WCA members is to increase 

their market shares overcoming world stagnant economy and uncertainty risks. The legal agreements and 
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conditions accepted to enter the WCA enhance a lean bargaining process without the need for signing a 

formal contract. Since they are agile organizations without great overhead costs, company D and its 

partners share WCA IT integrated system and relational resources needed to complete the shipping such 

as receiver or customer information. Moreover, they also share strategic plans for the following year 

when they meet in person. However, resources such as private information regarding tariffs and 

quotations remain private and are not shared among partners. Since they are both part of WCA and 

subject to the same regulations, this does not seem to limit the results of Company D and its partnership 

with other member organizations. Indeed, company D and its partners adopt a multi-level communication 

style that comprises every day contacts, annual meetings scheduled by WCA and further individual 

meetings throughout the year to enhance the personal relationship. 

Since personal relationships between company D and its partners represent the most important asset, 

opportunistic behaviors are absent or have never been acknowledged by the interviewee. Nonetheless, 

this industry is fiercely competitive and elements such as bargaining power play an important role. For 

instance, company D exploits the fact that a Chinese partner is dependent on this relationship obtaining 

discounts on quotations and delayed payments. 

 

COMPANY E  

General description. Company E is an Italian private enterprise that represents a young reality 

established after 2000. It was founded as a freight forwarding agent by entrepreneurs with more than 

thirty years of experience in the logistics industry. Company E is characterized by a forward-looking 

attitude striving to offer the most innovative and customized logistics services such as 4PL and consulting 

services in Italy and abroad, national and customs warehouses, unloading and goods-in, controls, picking, 

packing, order preparation and shipments, and on-line track and trace services. Company E owns more 

the five offices in Italy and less than fifty employees. Due to its recent foundation, revenues and economic 

measures were not disclosed. 

Since its foundation, company E has had a worldwide network of partners cooperating with them due to 

the long experience of its founders in the logistics industry. Company E became part of WCA with the 

aim of pursuing a capillary worldwide service coverage while overcoming uncertainty risks thanks to 

WCA insurance and credit. Indeed, the credit given is on average 120 days leading to a great amount of 

liquidity pressure on the company. Company E has decided to enter WCA because this specific network 
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was established by logistics professionals that set high entry-standards. WCA allows continuous 

partnerships to be formed leading to a broader customer portfolio. Indeed, the interviewee specified these 

relationships work on a “do ut des” mechanisms that implies a win-win situation with companies 

exchanging sensitive information based on their needs.  

Due to its recent foundation, company E has not developed exhaustive performance measures yet. 

Instead, the interviewee stressed the importance of partners’ educational background and expertise, the 

level of trust among network’s members and the number of investments undertaken together.  

Cooperation analysis. Company E has lean and agile operations, and the complementarity with its 

partners primarily concerns information and capabilities of the firms working together. According to the 

interviewee, the level of competition perceived is generally low even though sensitive data are shared 

among partners. 

The overall objective of the partnership creation between company E and WCA members is to increase 

their market shares overcoming uncertainty risks concerning insurance and credit. The legal agreements 

and conditions accepted to enter the WCA decreases bureaucracy and transaction costs. However, the 

intersection of international, foreign and navigation laws increases the complexity of risk management 

because this interplay has not been clearly solved yet. Since they are agile organizations without great 

overhead costs, company E and its partners share WCA IT integrated system and relational resources 

needed to complete the shipping such as receiver or customer information. Moreover, they also discuss 

growth strategies when they meet in person. Indeed, company E and its partners implement a multi-level 

communication style that implies every day contacts, annual conferences scheduled by WCA and further 

face-to-face meetings throughout the year to enhance the personal relationship. 

The interviewee also outlined the importance of win-win situations between trusted parties since each 

network’s member pinpoints new favorable business opportunities and this represents the greatest source 

of growth for company E due to its young existence. Nonetheless, resources such as private information 

regarding tariffs and quotations remain private and are not shared among partners. However, the 

interviewee argued that this does not limit the overall results of the cooperation. 

According to the interviewee, opportunistic behaviors are intrinsic in the nature of this business since 

maximum profitability during each phase represents every partner’s main objective. Company E 

constantly seeks for growth opportunities and it consequently changes for a more favorable partner 

thanks to the non-exclusivity legal clause existing among WCA participants. Hence, the high level of 
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competition perceived reflects company E’s willingness to leverage on its bargaining power over its 

partners to offer lower quotations to customers. 

 

COMPANY F 

General description. Company F is an Italian private firm that was founded almost ten years ago by a 

single entrepreneur with previous experience in the logistics industry. Company F is a freight forwarding 

agent providing multiple logistics services such as direct and consolidated groupage, integrated logistics 

and warehousing, customs brokerage, insurance services and export packaging services. Company F 

owns only one office in Italy with less than ten employees. Due to its limited size, revenues and economic 

measures were not disclosed. In addition, company F does not control the performance of each 

partnership but the interviewee emphasized the importance of the stability and the frequency of the 

relationships with the partners.  

Company F became part of WCA almost five years ago with the main purposes of achieving a worldwide 

coverage and being protected by possible insolvent partners. Moreover, the interviewee stressed the 

importance of the opportunity to work with bigger players of the logistics industry that offer more 

convenient quotes and tariffs. Consequently, the interviewee always participates to the annual conference 

organized by WCA in order to enhance the brand perception of the company and to increase the 

possibility of a positive word-to-mouth marketing. The CEO also stressed the importance of ethical 

behavior in order to maintain long-lasting relationships with increasing level of trust and consequent 

businesses. 

Cooperation analysis. The relationship between company F and its partners is apparently not affected 

by competition issues. Indeed, they are all members of WCA which implies that they only sign non-

exclusivity contracts and firms are not considered as direct competitors. Consequently, the low level of 

competition perceived does not affect company F’s and the overall partnerships’ strategies. Moreover, 

company F strives for conducting business with partners that are able to provide organizational fit and 

share strategic complementary resources, in terms of knowledge about local markets, network and 

operative information such as rules and regulations. The overall objective of the partnership creation 

between company F and WCA members is to increase their market shares overcoming uncertainty risks 

concerning insurance and credit. 

The legal agreements and conditions accepted to enter the WCA enhance a lean bargaining process 
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without the need to sign a formal contract and this does not seem to limit the overall results of the 

partnerships. Indeed, the interviewee stressed the importance of the absence of bureaucratic processes 

substituted by the ethical code every firms must respect to be part of WCA. Since they are agile 

organizations without great overhead costs, company F and its partners share WCA IT integrated system 

and relational resources needed to complete the shipping such as receiver or customer information. For 

instance, the interviewee stated that the possible partners are carefully assessed according to the type of 

goods that need to be shipped. This is possible through the IT systems offered by WCA where members 

are divided according to their specialization and expertise. 

Since company F primarily bases its partnerships on trust and reliability, opportunistic behaviors are 

absent or have never been acknowledged by the interviewee. Nonetheless, this industry is fiercely 

competitive and elements such as bargaining power play an important role. This translates in situations 

where company F refuses to participate in tenders for specialized goods that are part of bigger players’ 

expertise. However, the interviewee also stated that a higher level of trust and familiarity with the partner 

decreases the perceived bargaining power. The interviewee argued that neither partners’ dimensions or 

the amount of resources shared with them have ever influenced the leakage of sensitive information.  

 

COMPANY G  

General description. Company G is an Italian private firm that was founded more than ten years ago by 

two entrepreneurs with previous experience in the logistics industry. It was born as a freight forwarding 

agent and it has now developed additional logistics services such as warehousing, distribution, custom 

brokerage, global logistics management and on-line track and trace services. Company G owns only one 

office in Italy with less than thirty employees. The firm has forecasted less than ten million Euro revenues 

deriving mostly from maritime and air logistics services.  

It became part of WCA almost ten years ago with the aim of pursuing a worldwide service coverage. 

Precisely, company G was introduced to WCA by one of its partner based in Thailand. The interviewee 

stressed the importance of maintaining long-lasting relationships with historical partners. Thus, he has 

not implemented a controlling system to measure the performance of single alliances in a quantitative 

way. Instead, the interviewee emphasized the importance of the stability and the frequency of the 

relationships with the partners that are strengthened during the annual meetings organized by WCA. For 

instance, company G has developed further alliances with its historical partners that fall outside WCA 
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legal framework.  

Cooperation analysis. The relationship between company G and its partners is apparently not affected 

by competition concerns. Since they are all members of WCA, they only sign non-exclusivity contracts 

and firms are not generally considered as direct competitors. Consequently, the low level of competition 

perceived does not affect company G’s and the overall partnerships’ strategies. The interviewee argued 

that this situation holds unless one partner firm opens an Italian branch entering company G’s market. 

This event would undermine the alliance which it would immediately terminate. Moreover, company G 

aims to ally with partners that are able to provide organizational fit and share strategic complementary 

resources, in terms of knowledge about local players, network and operative information such as rules 

and regulations. 

The overall objective of the partnership creation between company G and WCA members is to increase 

their market shares and enhance their operations’ flexibility. The legal agreements and conditions 

accepted to enter the WCA decrease bureaucracy and transaction costs while increasing protection from 

insolvent companies. Since they are agile organizations without great overhead costs, company G and its 

partners share WCA IT integrated system and relational resources needed to complete the shipping such 

as receiver or customer information. Nevertheless, resources such as private information regarding 

tariffs, quotations and local suppliers remain private and are not shared among partners. Moreover, the 

interviewee stressed the importance of personal relationships that represent company G’s main assets. 

The CEO argued that opportunistic behaviors are difficult to be acknowledged because it is not possible 

to know if the commercial information provided is misused. Even if every WCA member should follow 

a shared ethical code, maximum profitability during each phase of the productive process represents 

every partner’s main objective. Furthermore, the interviewee does not perceive the bargaining power of 

important partners because company G strives to find partners with a strategic and organizational fit that 

partly prevents this phenomenon and leads to long-lasting relationships. However, the interviewee 

acknowledged that this industry is fiercely competitive and elements such as bargaining power have to 

be considered. Nonetheless, the interviewee argued that a possible leakage of information due to partner’s 

dimension and to the amount of resources shared could occur because everything is based on information 

exchange. However, this does not represent a problem unless the relationship stops being profitable and 

it is necessary to change partner. Then, that agent would still possess the sensitive information and 

company G would not be able to detect if any misusage happened. Nonetheless, the interviewee focused 
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more on developing positive relationships with its partners decreasing the need of legal protection and 

increasing business volumes.  

 

COMPANY H 

General description. Company H is an Italian private enterprise that was founded before 1990. It was 

born as a freight forwarding agent and that has now developed additional logistics services such as 

consolidated groupage, full container services, customer service and customs clearances. Company H’s 

distinctive competence is the specialization in the fulfillment of logistics services between South Europe 

and North Africa. The firm owns more than twenty offices across its area of competence with around 

fifty employees and it has forecasted about ten million Euro revenues deriving mostly from maritime 

logistics services.  

Company H registered its North African branch to WCA almost ten years ago because there was a high 

demand for that region but insufficient supply. Afterwards, the Italian headquarter was also registered to 

WCA to satisfy North African customers’ requests that fell outside Company H’s area of expertise.  

The interviewee stressed the importance of maintaining long-lasting relationships with historical 

partners. Thus, the company has not implemented a controlling system to measure the performance of 

single alliances in a quantitative way. Instead, the strategy of company H focuses more on enhancing the 

stability and the frequency of the relationships with the partners. Consequently, annual meetings 

organized by WCA are attended primarily to strengthen partnerships already existing. 

Cooperation analysis. The relationship between company H and its partners is apparently not affected 

by competition issues, even though the interviewee argued that every member of WCA is a potential 

competitor. However, this does not affect company H’s strategies for partnerships since this aspect is 

intrinsic in the nature of the logistics industry. Moreover, company H aims to maintain existing partners 

whose resources and expertise are complementary to its organization in order to remain competitive in 

South Europe and North Africa. 

The overall objective of being part of WCA is functional to North African customers requiring services 

outside company H’s expertise. The most relevant legal agreement concerning WCA is the ethical code 

to be respected by the members because agency and specific contracts are not employed anymore. The 

level of resources and information shared by company H and its partners is minimal due to the limited 

scope of company H’s WCA membership. Consequently, private information regarding tariffs, 
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quotations and local suppliers remain private and are not shared among partners but this does not seem 

to limit cooperation results. However, there are borderline situations where the leakage of information 

cannot be controlled. For instance, the interviewee stated that Japanese companies request sensitive 

information such as balances and company H’s private information even before the beginning of the 

partnership. Consequently, it would be difficult to detect a possible opportunistic behavior by its partners.  

Since company H continuously invests in the same relationships, opportunistic behaviors are absent or 

have never been acknowledged by the interviewee. Consequently, company H has never faced a situation 

where one of its partner leveraged on a greater bargaining power since this would have undermined the 

personal relationship among partners. However, the interviewee acknowledged this industry is fiercely 

competitive and elements such as bargaining power must be expected. 

 

6.3 CROSS-CASE ANALYSIS 

The section above has outlined individual characteristics and peculiarities of each case studied and it has 

examined the relationships of the focal firm and its partners. Instead, the following part deals with the 

cross-case analysis of the eight cases studied in order to validate or not Lavie’s (2006) propositions, and 

to detect common patterns. Consequently, this section presents the empirical results for each type of rent 

presented by Lavie (2006) and it represents an additional source of evidence in terms of triangulation to 

support the theoretical implications of this thesis, which aim to answer the research question. Moreover, 

the definition of each rent is recalled with the purpose of enhancing the reader comprehension of the 

findings.  

 

Internal rents 

As mention above, internal rents are benefits that the focal firm can extract from its own resources (Lavie, 

2006). Lavie (2006) differentiates himself from RBV theorists since the framework developed also 

includes the impact of complementarities with the focal firm’s partners’ resources. This implies that an 

internal rent extracted from the focal firm can increase or decrease if the complementarities are whether 

positive or negative (Lavie, 2006). Differently from relational rents, internal rents benefit only the focal 

firm (Lavie, 2006). 

Internal rents have been identified in all the eight cases studied and two common patterns have been 

detected as sources of internal rents, namely increased reputation and customer portfolio. Interestingly, 
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every focal firm’s respondent stressed the positive effect that partnering with that specific company has 

had on the focal firm’s reputation. For instance, company B’s operations manager answered to question 

7 as follows:  
 

“Partnering with such an important firm has strengthened our image within the 

logistics industry. This has translated into a broader customer portfolio, which has 

led to a great exploitation of our assets and increased profits.” 
 

Similarly, company D’s general manager outlined that being part of WCA leads to an increased 

reputation with logistics companies outside the network. The reason is that every WCA member 

undergoes a strict economic and legal screening that certifies the trustworthiness of the company. 

Secondly, logistics companies that deal with WCA members are aware of the endless flexibility provided 

by their worldwide network of partners. Moreover, the data gathered offer another facet that corroborates 

Lavie’s (2006) internal rents argument. Indeed, company A’s general manager affirmed that firms 

forming the consortium (company A) enhanced their reputation abroad in the sectors which they are 

specialized in, and that are not covered in company A’s area of competence.  

In addition, every interviewee recognized an increased customer portfolio thanks to the network which 

the focal firms are respectively part of. During the analysis of internal rents, company A’s interviewee 

highlighted few situations where consortium’s members benefited unilaterally from customers acquired 

thanks to the consortium. As mentioned above, the firms that established company A share the 

specialization for the beverage sector. However, every partner has at least another specialization, such as 

olive oil distribution. The consortium has customers in the supermarket industry that often requires 

broader services. If a request falls within the expertise area of one partner, the latter is allowed to perform 

the service individually leveraging on its own expertise. Thus, this can be classified as an internal rent 

since only one partner reaps the benefits. 

Moreover, Company B’s operations manager asserted that from the beginning of the alliance the focal 

firm has started receiving requests from its partner’s personal customers. Indeed, they have been asking 

for shipments across company B’s Italian area of competence without involving its partner’s country. 

Indeed, company B is now the logistics partner of more clients thanks to its partnership. Consequently, 

these benefits represent focal firm’s internal rents because they are not shared with its partner. 
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Likewise, company G’s managing partner argued a similar concept. The interviewee stated that being 

part of WCA allowed the firm to increase the volume of shippings with logistics companies outside its 

network. Answering question 3, he affirmed: 

 

“WCA gives the possibility to small and medium enterprises like company G to 

establish favorable relationships with multiple agents and to build long-lasting 

relationships with several clients. Thanks to this broad and flexible network company 

G established further partnerships that fall outside WCA but that rely on contacts 

and clients acquired thanks to that organization.” 

 

Based on these evidences, the cross-case analysis supports the validity of Lavie’s (2006, p. 645) first 

proposition on internal rents: 

 

Proposition 1: Internal rent derived from the focal firm’s own resources will depend 

on positive and negative complementarities with the shared and non-shared 

resources of its alliance partners. 

 

Appropriated relational rents 

This section deals with the assessment of the concept of appropriated relational rents in the logistics 

industry as proposed by Dyer and Singh (1998) and developed by Lavie (2006). It is necessary to recall 

that appropriated relational rents are benefits rising through idiosyncratic contributions of the partners 

(Dyer and Singh, 1998). The formation and the extraction of these benefits are influenced by the 

following elements: Relative scope and scale of resources, contractual agreement, relative opportunistic 

behavior, relative bargaining power and relative absorptive capacity (Lavie, 2006). Therefore, the 

existence and the determinants of appropriated relational rents in the logistics industry have been 

examined throughout the eight cases studied and the relevant results such as common patterns are 

outlined here. 

First, the existence of appropriated relational rents themselves has found evidences across the eight cases 

studied and one common pattern has been recognized in the cross-case analysis, which is the 

appropriation of relational rents in terms of increased customer portfolio. Here is presented the case of 
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Company A, which represents a very clear example of how relational rents are created and appropriated. 

The three members shared financial resources to found the consortium in order to acquire customers that 

request a national distribution in Italy. These customers stand for the concept of relational rents because 

the additional profits could not be made without the consortium which represents the idiosyncratic 

resources shared by the three participants. The commonality detected throughout the cases is attributable 

to the scope and objective of each alliance. Indeed, the answers to question 3 show that every partnership 

was set up with the purpose of increasing the presence in the market of the firm and to ultimately increase 

profits. 

Since the existence of relational rents in the cases studied is now acknowledged, it is now presented the 

analysis of the determinants proposed by Lavie (2006), namely relative scope and scale of resources, 

relative opportunistic behaviors, relative bargaining power and relative absorptive capacity.  

The two propositions developed by Lavie (2006, p. 646-647) regarding appropriated relational rents are 

recalled below. 

 

Proposition 2: At the time of alliance formation, the more favorable the contractual 

agreement, the smaller the relative scale and scope of resources, the more attenuated 

the relative opportunistic behavior, and the stronger the bargaining power of the 

focal firm relative to its alliance partners, the greater the firm’s ex ante appropriated 

relational rent will be. 

 

Proposition 3: After an alliance is formed the stronger the relative absorptive 

capacity, the more salient the opportunistic behavior, and the stronger the bargaining 

power of the focal firm relative to its alliance partners, the greater the firm’s ex post 

appropriated relational rent will be. 

 

Relative scope and scale of resources. They respectively refer to the categories and the amount of 

resources with which every partner endows the alliance, and they influence the proportion of relational 

rents enjoyed by the partners (Lavie, 2006). Lavie (2006) argued that the smaller the relative scale and 

scope of resources, the greater the firm’s ex ante/ex post appropriated relational rent will be. However, 

this relationship has not fully emerged from the eight cases studied, notwithstanding the important 
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difference in partners’ dimension between the companies. Instead, every focal firm’s respondent stressed 

the importance of creating a win-win situation endowing the alliance with a fair scale and scope of 

resources. For instance, company A’s general manager asserted that each member brings to the 

consortium an agreed-upon percentage of resources in the form of share capital. This translates into a 

balanced amount of distributed profits. Likewise, company C and its East Asian partner that is 

considerably smaller in scale, bring a proportional scale and scope of resources due to their JV structure. 

Company’s B interviewee also argued that this phenomenon is difficult to detect since some benefits 

such as increasing reputation cannot be measured. In addition, every WCA member interviewed, namely 

companies D, E, F, G and H, stated the relative absence of private information regarding the shipping 

and the low amount of resources shared among partners. Indeed, personal relationships represent the 

most important asset for freight forwarding agents who mostly seek for long-lasting relationships with 

their partners. Answering to questions 7 and 9, company E’ business development manager stated: 

 

“It is difficult to create win-win situation with much bigger partners and therefore we 

try to ally with companies of our same size. The most important resources are our 

relationships with customers and suppliers. If we trust our partners there is high 

chance we will share information about our Italian clients, but he has to give 

something back.” 

 

Contractual agreement. It sets the payoff structure of the alliance and it specifies proprietary information 

rights, as well as review, arbitration, and termination clauses (Lavie, 2006). Lavie (2006) argued that the 

more favorable the contractual agreement, the greater the firm’s ex ante/ex post appropriated relational 

rent will be. The data gathered in the eight cases offered mixed results regarding the influence of 

contractual agreements on the focal firm’s appropriated relational rents. The issue exists because of a 

blurred definition of the term “favorable” used by Lavie (2006). If this implies an unbalanced and 

opportunistic appropriation of the benefits, the results contrast the proposition. Indeed, every focal firm’s 

respondent emphasized that the contract agreement was signed with a fair division of the resources shared 

and the future results. Signing a contract that would lead to major benefits for one partner to the detriment 

of its counterpart undermines the trust foundation necessary for each alliance since this behavior would 

be perceived as opportunism. Recalling the importance of relationships for the eight logistics companies 
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studied is needed to fully comprehend this criticism to Lavie’s (2006) propositions. Indeed, each 

interviewee stressed how relationships and alliances represent the most important asset in their portfolio. 

On the contrary, if the term “favorable” used by Lavie (2006) does not entail unbalanced and 

opportunistic appropriation of the rents, the interviews are consistent with the propositions and a common 

pattern is identified with every interviewee outlining the importance of a fair contract for a stable and 

long-lasting alliance. Here are presented the most common and significant evidences across the cases. 

Company A’s interviewee expressed the following while answering to question 8 and 9: 

 

“The three companies initially endowed the consortium with different percentages 

of share capital, which are respectively 45%, 45% and 10%. The three contributions 

are not casual but they reflect the market share of each participant in the Italian 

beverage distribution. The contract is also fair because the profits are distributed 

according to the same percentages.” 

 

This statement highlights a clear payoff structure where each of the three partner ultimately receives an 

amount of benefits which is proportional to the resources that it shared and this is also favorable to the 

stability of the alliance. When reviewing the contract to answer question 8, company A’s general manager 

pointed out that mark-up composition and information are not to be disclosed among partners. This 

witnesses the legal protection of proprietary information which is a parameter selected by Lavie (2006) 

to describe a “favorable” contractual agreement. 

When restructuring the data to detect commonalities, it was evident that this issue is less relevant for the 

cases involving WCA members, namely companies D, E, F, G and H. The reason is straightforward and 

it was stated spontaneously by the interviewees of these firms. First, every logistics firm planning to enter 

WCA must undertake a strict screening and provide documentation about its financial stability (WCA, 

2017). Second, WCA has implemented an on-line payment circuit that removes costly bank commissions 

and the need for a legal agreement. Third, every member is protected by the insurance and the credit 

coverage of max. USD two million per year. This legal framework allows the partners to maintain an 

ongoing alliance with a great amount of flexibility. Trust and reputation substitute legal clauses since a 

sudden misbehavior would lead to a loss of credibility and the consequent termination of the alliance. 

Therefore, the following quotation from Company F’s CEO represents an example that supports the 
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validity of the arguments above: 

 

“WCA offers a broad and flexible network without the need of formal contractual 

agreements. Thus, I can choose the best partner among WCA members wherever in 

the world while saving money and time. Gentlemen agreements allow small firms 

such as company F to achieve a worldwide coverage and not spending too many 

resources in dealing with legal aspects.” 

 

Relative opportunistic behavior. It refers to misbehaviors such as cheating or defecting from mutual 

agreements, and pursuing self-interest goal that maximize short-term private benefits to the detriment of 

partners’ common benefits (Lavie, 2006). When opportunistic behaviors occur, they lead to a 

disproportionate division of rents among partners (Gulati, Khanna and Nohria, 1994). Lavie (2006) 

argued that at the time of alliance formation the more attenuated the relative opportunistic behavior, the 

greater the company’s ex ante appropriated relational rent will be. After an alliance is formed the more 

salient the opportunistic behavior, the greater the company’s ex post appropriated relational rent will be 

(Lavie, 2006). The data gathered do not support the propositions since the interviewees have never 

acknowledged severe opportunistic behaviors. Instead, every interviewee regarded these misconducts as 

the most detrimental occurrence to the trust foundation of their strategical alliances. The pattern 

recognition activity revealed that companies which are members of WCA put a lot of emphasis on this 

aspect since trust, reputation and personal relationships represent their main strategic assets. While 

answering question 10, company H’s executive stated:  

 

“I have never heard about opportunistic behaviors during my long experience in the 

business. This is a people business, keeping long-lasting relationships with your 

partners makes the difference. I do not establish a partnership if I do not trust the 

company.” 

 

Differently, the other companies that are part of an alliance where a formal contract has been signed, 

focused more on the presence of a legal agreement as deterrent for opportunistic behaviors. According 

to them, misconducts are limited by specific legal clauses that specify each member’s responsibilities 
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and restrictions. Nevertheless, the within-case analysis of both company A and C revealed that borderline 

situations occurred even though these can be classified as minor events without a significant impact on 

the alliance stability. For instance, company A’s general manager described past situations where the 

members of the consortium refused to integrate historical customers that fell within the consortium’s area 

of competence. Similarly, company C’s director asserted that the JV founded in Far East Asia 

exceptionally charges tariffs which are above the level of the market but company C promptly 

acknowledged this behavior and it compared the offer with the level of other providers. However, both 

the interviewees stated that these were minor events and they did not lead to legal actions. For example, 

this is the quotation from the interview with company C’s director: 

 

“Opportunistic behaviors are rare, there were situations where our partner tried to 

charge a tariff that was over the level of the market but this was immediately 

discussed. Moreover, the creation itself of a JV decreased the occurrence of 

misconducts leading to a medium- and long-term stability.” 

 

Moreover, the concept of opportunism itself is subjective and the occurrence of misconducts can also 

depend on additional elements such as the need of growth, the number of relationships and the stability 

of the alliances. This is argued because company E’s business development manager stated: 

 

“I think opportunism is something intrinsic in this industry since every company 

seeks for maximized profitability during each phase of its business. For instance, 

company E continuously looks for discounts and high rhythms. Thus, company E is 

constantly changing for partners that better fits our growth objectives.” 

 

This quote represents an interesting starting point for a debate that will be further developed in the next 

chapter of this thesis. Indeed, every firm but company E is an established reality in their networks with 

numerous and stable relationships. Instead, company E has been founded in relatively recent times and 

it is still striving to acquire a reputation within the Italian logistics industry in order to create a volume 

of business necessary to survive. Consequently, company E’s aggressive behavior can be looked at as an 

outlier in this multiple case study but it may possibly stand for every new organization willing to succeed 
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in this ultra-competitive industry.  

 

Relative bargaining power. It influences both the contract formation and the ongoing alliance 

performance, as demonstrated by Hamel (1991) and Khanna et al. (1998). Lavie (2006) argued that the 

stronger the bargaining power of the focal firm relative to its alliance partners, the greater the firm’s ex 

ante/ex post appropriated relational rent will be. When relative bargaining power occurs, it leads to a 

disproportionate division of rents among partners (Lavie, 2006). The analysis performed on the data 

gathered from the interviews revealed a scenario that contrasts Lavie’s (2006) propositions about the 

influence of different bargaining powers. For instance, company B and its partner are very different in 

terms of size but company B’ operations manager answered to question 11 stating that:  

 

“Our partner is ten times bigger by revenue size and this can be regarded as 

influencing. However, I think the basis of our partnership would be undermined if 

our partner leveraged on its bargaining power deriving from its major dimension. In 

the end, it all comes down to two colleagues discussing and bargaining. Bargaining 

power is a factor but if it is leveraged too much it becomes opportunism and the 

partnership is threatened.” 

 

As previously discussed for opportunism, this quote also shows that leveraging on a stronger bargaining 

power undermines the basis of the alliance even if the relative bargaining power is unbalanced as in the 

case of company B. Moreover, both companies A’s and C’s interviewees denied the influence of different 

bargaining powers among partners thanks to the presence of a formal contractual agreement. Company 

A’s general manager explained that there is a board of directors supervising mutual strategic objectives, 

which increases the stability of the consortium. Likewise, company C’s interviewee underlined the 

presence of the JV that legally certifies common objectives and responsibilities decreasing the likelihood 

of a partner leveraging on its bargaining power. Even though company C is bigger than its partner, the 

importance of the relationship between the two firms represents an additional deterrent to possible 

misconducts.  

The evidence against Lavie’s (2006) propositions is stronger in the case of companies that are member 

of WCA. For instance, company G’s managing partner explained: 
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“We consider a trustworthy relationship to be more important than acting on the 

basis of a stronger bargaining power. We adopt this way of operating because we 

think this is better and cheaper than signing thousands of contracts that cannot 

provide a full protection from misconducts.” 

 

This statement is representative of the opinions shared by every WCA’s company. Their profitability 

mostly depends on the number of relationships that they are able to establish and maintain over time. 

Indeed, the more partners they have worldwide the more flexibility they can provide to their customers 

and this is the differentiator with the major players of the logistics industry. If these smaller companies 

had to face concerns about opportunism and bargaining power, their essential capability of creating and 

maintaining stable relationships would become uneconomical due to the additional costs of individual 

partnerships’ contracts and lawsuits. 

 

Relative absorptive capacity. It concerns the focal firm’s ability to identify, assess, valuate and capitalize 

on external knowledge (Cohen and Levinthal, 1990). Indeed, alliance formation is often driven by 

companies’ willingness to acquire new knowledge and to develop new capabilities (Lavie, 2006). Lavie 

(2006) argued that after an alliance is formed the stronger the relative absorptive capacity, the greater the 

firm’s ex post appropriated relational rent will be. However, this evidence has not fully emerged from 

the eight cases studied. The cross analysis of question 3 clearly outlines the reason why the impact of 

absorptive capacity was not considered. Indeed, every interviewee stated that the objective of the alliance 

was to grow and to increase market coverage and customer service. Consequently, the scope and the 

purpose of the alliances studied is different from the one proposed by Lavie (2006) to introduce the effect 

of relative absorptive capacity. This also implies that these companies have never implemented an 

evaluation and assimilation system to exploit possible knowledge acquired through the alliance. Hence, 

it was difficult to assess the effect of relative absorptive capacity on appropriated relational rents. 

Moreover, WCA provides its members with a knowledge center where the latest innovations about 

logistics operations are reported. Then, it can be argued that the relative absorptive capacity of two 

partners that are members of WCA has a minor impact because every company within the network has 

access to the latest trends in the logistics industry. 
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Overall, multi-case studies do not aim to extrapolate absolute truths and this implies that the relative 

absorptive capacity may have an impact on other companies in the logistics industry, which has not been 

detected in this research. 

 

Inbound and outbound spillover rents 

The previous section has presented the common benefits rising from shared resources (Lavie, 2006). 

Instead, the following part deals with the concept of inbound and outbound spillover rent that represents 

Lavie’s (2006) extension to the RBV and relational view theory. Inbound spillover rents consist of a 

private benefit exclusively rising from partner/network resources and refers to unintended gains 

emerging from both shared and non-shared resources of the partners (Lavie, 2006). Instead, outbound 

spillover rents stand for the symmetrical benefit that the focal firm’s partner gains from the focal firm’s 

shared and non-shared resources. Lavie (2006, p. 647-648) proposed the following: 

 

Proposition 4: The more salient the focal firm’s opportunistic behavior and the 

stronger its bargaining power and absorptive capacity, the greater the inbound 

spillover rent the firm will derive from both the shared and non-shared resources of 

its alliance partners. 

 

Proposition 5: The stronger the isolating mechanisms used by the focal firm’s alliance 

partners, the smaller the inbound spillover rent the firm will derive from the non-

shared resources of its alliance partners. 

 

Proposition 6: The more salient the opportunistic behavior of the focal firm’s alliance 

partners and the stronger their bargaining power and absorptive capacity, the greater 

the firm’s loss of outbound spillover rent derived from both its shared and non-shared 

resources will be. 

 

Proposition 7: The stronger the isolating mechanisms used by the focal firm, the 

smaller the loss of outbound spillover rent derived from its non-shared resources 

will be. 
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As argued by Hamel (1991) and supported by Lavie (2006), inbound spillover rents are distinctive of 

horizontal alliances with learning objectives because information leakages from shared and non-shared 

resources are difficult to prevent even though isolating mechanisms such as patents and trademarks have 

been implemented. However, the cross-case analysis conducted has not identified clear evidences of the 

propositions developed by Lavie (2006) about inbound spillover rents. No interviewee pointed out the 

willingness to engage in learning races as the alliance’s primary objective. As mention above, everyone 

stated that the overall purpose of the alliance formation was to grow and to increase market coverage and 

customer service. Moreover, the dangerous effect of opportunistic behaviors and bargaining power has 

already been assessed in the previous section and this furtherly decreases the possibility of inbound 

spillover rents. For instance, Company F’s CEO answered to questions 11, 12 and 13 as follow:  

 

“Logistics companies share a huge amount of information regarding joint activities. 

We constantly get to know partners’ sensitive information such as the names of their 

clients. However, we never used them to gain superior benefits to the detriment of 

our partner. This behavior would have led to the end of the partnership itself.” 

 

This statement represents a common pattern throughout the cases. Every interviewee stressed the 

importance of trust and of a stable relationship as the foundation of the partnership. Indeed, they all had 

a chance to misuse important information of the partner that was not meant to be shared but that was not 

possible to hide. Even if  no company took advantage of this situation, they did not deny the existence of 

the possibility to benefit from the leakage of information. 

Every focal firm has implemented isolating mechanisms since the beginning of the alliance. Company 

A, B and C rely on a formal contractual agreement that defines the amount of resources shared by each 

partner, each member’s competences and responsibilities, and the payoff structure. Instead, companies 

that are part of WCA, namely company D, E, F, G and H, consider trust and the development of long-

lasting personal relationships as the most reliable isolating mechanisms. Due to the lack of evidences 

where the focal firm has appropriated inbound spillover rents, it is impossible to assess the actual impact 

of isolating mechanisms such as formal contracts and trust. 

The results are symmetrical for outbound spillover rents. For example, company D’s general manager 
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answered to questions 11, 12 and 13 as follow:  

 

“The leakage of information is very limited or null. Most of the information such as 

names of customers and of shippers cannot be hidden to the partner. The only thing 

I will never share is how the tariff is built and the name of my suppliers. If I discover 

that my partner has misused that commercial information the whole alliance would 

be undermined.” 

 

The cross-case analysis conducted has not identified clear evidences of the last two propositions 

developed by Lavie (2006) about outbound spillover rents. Misusages of the focal firm’s proprietary 

information would lead to the termination of the alliance. Thus, trust and long-lasting relationships 

represented a common pattern of the interviewees’ answers. In addition, another commonality was 

detected in relation to inbound and outbound spillover rents. Isolating mechanisms such as formal 

contractual agreements have been set since the beginning of the alliances but no interviewee regarded 

legal protection as a limitation for the overall alliance’s performance. 
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6.4 SUMMARY OF RESULTS 

The analysis of the empirical findings is concluded and here it is proposed Table 8 that aims to summarize 

the results of the within- and the cross- case analysis. This has the purpose of enhancing the reader 

comprehension of the following section, which deals with the theoretical contributions of this thesis and 

the consequent propositions that are developed on the basis of the empirical research conducted in the 

previous paragraphs. 

 

Table 5.  Summary of Results 

Types of rents based on 

Lavie’s (2006) 

classification 

Is the existence 

supported? 

Is the proposition 

supported? 

Common patterns 

identified 

INTERAL RENT 

Proposition 1 

Yes  

Yes 

Increased reputation 

Increased customer 

portfolio 

APPROPRIATED 

RELATIONAL 

Proposition 2 

Proposition 3 

Yes  

 

No 

No 

Fairness 

Trust 

INBOUND SPILLOVER 

Proposition 4 

Proposition 5 

Yes  

No 

No 

Growth and increased 

market coverage and 

customer service as main 

alliance’s objectives 

OUTBOUND 

SPILLOVER 

Proposition 6 

Proposition 7 

Yes  

 

No 

No 

Complementarity of 

formal and informal 

governance mechanisms 

Source: Own production 
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CHAPTER 7: DISCUSSION 

 

This chapter represents the final part of this thesis where the authors present the implications that emerge 

from the previous sections. First, the theoretical implications are outlined and five propositions are 

suggested in order to resolve incongruities with the reformulation of the RBV proposed by Lavie (2006). 

Instead, the second sub-section of this chapter includes the managerial implications of this thesis and 

how its findings can provide useful guidance for practitioners. Last, the authors present the limitations 

of the research conducted in this thesis and suggest possible future directions for scholars. This chapter 

is relevant because it contributes to the dissemination of the research conducted by the authors and it 

extracts implications for practitioners of the logistics industry. 

 

7.1 THEORETICAL IMPLICATIONS 

The previous chapter concludes the analysis of the empirical research whose results are summarized in 

Table 8. Clearly, incongruities between Lavie’s (2006) contribution and the empirical evidences of the 

eight cases studied exist and they are addressed in the following section. The reasons of the presence of 

these inconsistences are related to the fact that the conceptual model presented by Lavie (2006) was not 

conceived for horizontal strategic alliances and for Logistics Service Providers (LSPs). Indeed, both these 

aspects imply different dynamics and determinants. In order to reconcile these divergences, five 

propositions are here developed. At this stage, the theoretical contributions of the authors are validated 

by the empirical results of the study, previous literature about horizontal alliances and Logistics Service 

Providers for the purpose of triangulation as recommended by Kaufmann and Denk (2011).  

 

7.1.1 Alliance stability 

Empirical research suggested the existence of the four types of rents proposed by Lavie (2006), while it 

did not corroborate the effect of the determinants identified by the same author, namely absorptive 

capacity, favorable contractual agreements, relative scale and scope of resources, relative opportunistic 

behavior and relative bargaining power. The effects of the determinants proposed by Lavie (2006) 

undermine the bases of horizontal alliances, which interviewees described to be trust and fairness. Indeed, 

every interviewee stressed the importance of creating a win-win situation endowing the alliance with a 
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fair scale and scope of resources and a consequent fair division of results. Moreover, everyone regarded 

opportunistic behaviors and the excess of exploitation of bargaining power as the most detrimental 

occurrence to the trust foundation of their strategical alliances. These misconducts were also not relevant 

during the signing of the formal alliance contracts, which every interviewee recognized to be fair instead 

of favorable. In addition, the objectives of the alliances studied were to increase market coverage and 

customer service with a consequent lack of focus on learning and assimilation routines.  

Furthermore, Lavie (2006) did not consider possible competition issues that can occur between 

companies operating in the same sector of the industry. No interviewee reported a major effect of the 

level of competition perceived on the relationship between the partners because this would undermine 

the foundation of the alliance based on mutual trust and clearly defined roles. Consequently, the stability 

of the partnership has been regarded by every interviewee as the most important aspect in their alliances. 

Moreover, elements such as trust, fairness, low level of competition perceived and effective governance 

represent a common pattern in relation to general misconducts in partners’ relationship such as 

opportunism and excessive exploitation of bargaining power. Thus, we propose that: 
 

Proposition 1: Horizontal alliance’s stability between LSPs is negatively affected by 

the level of competition perceived, relative opportunistic behavior and relative 

bargaining power. 
 

Traditionally, the concept of alliance stability is defined as “the degree to which an alliance can run and 

develop successfully based on an effective collaborative relationship shared by all partners” (Jiang et al, 

2007, p. 178) and it has already been recognized by previous literature as critical for the survival of the 

partnership (Dussauge and Garrette, 1995; Beamish and Inkpen, 1995). Alliance stability entails key 

dimensions such as continuous organizational change and flexibility, and the development of harmonious 

relationships among members (Jiang et al., 2007). Our empirical research suggests that the alliance 

stability is mainly affected by the level of competition perceived, relative opportunistic behavior and 

relative bargaining power, as outlined in the proposition above. Hence, the individual effect of each 

element is explored in the following paragraphs. 

 

Level of Competition Perceived 
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The empirical results of our research show that no interviewee perceives the alliance partner as a direct 

competitor. Competition has been defined by Bengtsson and Kock (1999) as a dynamic and reactive 

relationship between companies with the same suppliers and that target the same customers, whereas co-

opetition is described by the same authors as a situation where firms cooperate in non-core activities 

while they compete in core activities that are more visible to customers. Uncovering a common pattern 

in our findings is challenging because the logistics industry implies a high level of integration between 

companies of the same sector operating in different countries. The main reason is that the companies 

studied established cooperation with firms that were either specialized in a different sector of the logistics 

industry or that were present in different markets. Indeed, the interviewees argued that the relationship 

with their alliance partners is not affected by competition in a relevant way.  

Thus, the low level of competition perceived was determined by two factors, namely resource 

complementarities and market presence. However, it was possible to identify another element affecting 

the relationship between competition and alliance stability, namely the reputation of the partner. Indeed, 

interviewees reported that being part of an alliance with a trustworthy company decreases the expectation 

of misconducts related to the competition perceived between the firms. Even though the effect of 

competition was minor in our cases, horizontal alliances are characterized by co-opetition dynamics that 

must be considered. Consequently, we argue that: 
 

Proposition 1a: A high level of competition perceived negatively affects the stability 

of horizontal alliances between Logistics Service Providers. 
 

Competition issues between companies operating at the same level in the industry has attracted a 

considerable interest in the literature with a strong focus on resource complementarity and market overlap 

as related to the level of competition perceived (Cruijssen et al., 2007; Dyer and Singh, 1998; Carbone 

and Stone, 2005; Inkpen and Beamish, 1997) 

Resource complementarity has been recognized by previous literature as positively related to alliance 

stability (Kim and Inkpen, 2005; Lane and Lubatkin, 1998; Murray and Kotabe, 2005; Jiang et al., 2007). 

Jiang et al. (2007) argued that firms strive to enter cooperations where partners that can endow the 

alliance with complementary resources in order to successfully take advantage of the assets shared. 

Moreover, Kim and Inkpen (2005) asserted that excessive resource similarity, as well as excessive 
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resources diversity reduces learning opportunities and limits alliance’s future course. In addition, 

Cruijssen et al. (2007) argued that cooperating firms can benefit from synergies rising from 

complementary resource endowments through generating relational rents as defined by Dyer and Sing 

(1998). Thus, alliance partners should explore and define clear objectives to ensure a complementary fit 

and minimize pressures and instabilities (Stanek, 2004). 

Previous research recognized the importance of market presence as determinant of alliance stability 

(Carbone and Stone, 2005; Cruijssen et al., 2007). For instance, Carbone and Stone (2005) stated that 

horizontal alliances between logistics firms are a valuable option when the investment necessary for 

developing new services or expanding in new markets is not feasible for a single firm. Thus, companies 

usually look for partners to increase and strengthen their geographical network and to penetrate new 

markets (Carbone and Stone, 2005). Indeed, this is also consistent with the fact that the expansion in new 

geographical regions entails different social customs, and legal, economic rules and regulations that may 

need an excessive effort without the collaboration of a local company (Carbone and Stone, 2005).  

The importance of horizontal strategic alliance for LSPs is also outlined in Cruijssen et al. (2007) where 

the authors uncovered the interest of logistics companies for this type of cooperation to protect market 

presence and decrease costs. Similarly, Bleeke and Ernst (1995) asserted that horizontal cooperation is 

critical to increase the service range and market coverage leading to an increased customer base. Finally, 

Inkpen and Beamish (1997) connected market coverage and resource complementarity arguing that the 

process of internationalization often leads to the establishment of Joint Ventures, which are a form of 

strategic alliance, in order to assimilate new knowledge regarding local market, culture and institutions.  

 

Opportunistic Behaviors 

As mentioned above, findings from the interviews outlined the dangerous effect of opportunism which 

can undermine the foundation of the relationship between partners. Opportunism is here defined as 

behaviors by the partner that contrast with the essence of cooperation (Das and Teng, 1998).  Indeed, the 

companies interviewed have been part of long-term alliances that are based on trustworthiness where 

misconducts are rare. Furthermore, every interviewee stated that the occurrence of opportunistic 

behaviors would ultimately lead to the end of the relationship. However, the person interviewed for 

company E stressed how opportunism, meaning the continuous research of better cooperation 

opportunities, is necessary to reach a worldwide presence which is a critical survival factor for smaller 



	 92 

companies. This can be explained by the relatively short existence of the company in the industry which 

implies a lack of reputation and trustworthiness that somehow allows the firm to act opportunistically 

within the WCA network. Nonetheless, this represents the only case studied where opportunistic 

behaviors are considered whether positive or necessary by the interviewee. Thus, we argue that: 
 

Proposition 1b: Opportunistic behaviors negatively affect the stability of horizontal 

alliances between Logistics Service Providers. 
 

The detrimental role of opportunism in strategic alliances has been widely acknowledged by previous 

literature (Das and Teng, 1998; Williamson, 1985; Cruijssen, 2006). For instance, Das and Teng (1998) 

described opportunism as misconducts such as cheating and avoiding responsibilities that differ from 

desirable behaviors defined by fairness and honest dealing. In addition, Simatupang and Sridharan (2002) 

argued that opportunistic behaviors negatively affect the overall profitability of the alliance due the 

natural tendency of firms to maximize individual rents. 

Even though opportunistic behaviors are critical in horizontal alliances, previous literature agrees that 

their effects on alliance stability and profitability can be decreased or even minimized (Gulati 1995b; 

Parkhe, 1993). For instance, Gulati (1995b) and Richards and Yang (2007) argued that repeated 

relationships between companies enhance their level of trust. This may reduce the presence of 

opportunistic behaviors and related additional costs (Parkhe, 1993). Consistently, reputation has also 

been regarded by previous literature as deterrent of opportunistic behaviors (Gulati, 1998; Jiang et al., 

2007). Gulati (1998) asserted that reputation functions as a self-enforcing trust mechanism that prevents 

opportunism between the partners because a loss of reputation would be detrimental within the 

company’s network. Similarly, reputation and mutual trust are informal mechanisms effective against 

opportunism between partners (Jiang et al., 2007).  

 

Bargaining Power 

The empirical findings of our research show that relative bargaining power has a similar effect on the 

relationship between companies compared to opportunistic behaviors. Inkpen and Beamish (1997) 

defined the construct of bargaining power as based on the relative urgency of cooperation, available 

resources, commitments, other alternatives, and the strengths and weaknesses of each partner (Schelling, 
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1956). Indeed, every interviewee argued that an excessive bargaining power is detrimental for the 

trustworthiness of the alliance partner with a consequent negative effect on the foundation of the 

cooperation. Moreover, the people interviewed asserted that its effect is limited by the presence of official 

regulations that define formal procedures which aim to periodically redefine complementary objectives. 

Instead, the asset-light companies that are members of WCA stressed the importance of long-term 

relationships which allow them to maintain a worldwide coverage and a major flexibility compared to 

vertically-integrated companies. Thus, they consider the bargaining power as a danger to their major 

assets which are relational resources. In order to enhance the comprehension of the results, it is necessary 

to recall the importance of the reputation within the network for every logistics firm studied, especially 

for asset-light companies. Consequently, we argue that: 
 

Proposition 1c: An excessive exploitation of bargaining power negatively affects the 

stability of horizontal alliances between Logistics Service Providers. 
 

The negative effect of the bargaining power on alliance stability has been largely accepted by previous 

literature (Inkpen and Beamish, 1997; Yan, 1998; Jiang et al., 2007). Inkpen and Beamish (1997) 

investigated the role of bargaining power in international strategic alliances focusing on Joint Ventures 

and they argued that this is the principal element leading to alliance instability. Moreover, they linked 

this relationship to the appropriation of know-how and capabilities by one partner that results in a 

decreasing importance of the relationship and the consequent decay of the partner’s bargaining power 

(Inkpen and Beamish, 1997). Hamel (1991) also supports this argument stating that bargaining power 

exists when a partner possesses a resource that is critical for and not owned by the other company. Young 

and Olk (1994) found empirical evidence for this logic in a study conducted in the United States of 

America where the authors uncovered how companies that had already appropriated new knowledge 

were more likely to leave the cooperation.  

Consistently with our empirical results, previous research also recognized the role of legal agreements, 

formal procedures and informal mechanisms to prevent bargaining power (Goold and Quinn, 1990; 

Bleeke and Ernst, 1995). For instance, company A’s interviewee explained that the payoff structure 

implied profits proportional to each partner’s contribution. Similarly, Goold and Quinn (1990) stressed 

the importance of a fair rewarding scheme in addition to a fair contractual agreement limiting both 
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opportunistic behaviors and the exploitation of different bargaining powers. In addition, Bleeke and Ernst 

(1995) argued that bargaining power should not affect the relationship because it would lead to 

disproportionate relational rents with a consequent impact on the collaborative nature of the partnership. 

Last, reputation of the partners has a positive effect on mutual trust and collaborative relationships, as 

shown by our empirical research and by previous literature (Gulati, 1995b; Das and Teng, 2001). In turn, 

trustworthiness and a mutually beneficial collaboration positively affects alliance stability (Anderson and 

Weitz, 1989; James, 2002). Thus, reputation can ultimately decrease the likelihood of an excessive 

exploitation of bargaining power because this would lead to an important damage to the relational 

resources of the partner. 

 

7.1.2 Governance mechanisms 

Proposition 1 depicts three elements influencing the stability of horizontal alliances between LSPs, 

namely opportunism, bargaining power and the level of competition perceived. Moreover, the sections 

above show that each of these three elements is affected by both operational and contractual governance 

mechanisms (Raue and Wieland, 2015). Operational governance consists of formal mechanisms such as 

regulations and procedures, and relational mechanisms such as the building of trust and interpersonal 

relationships (Raue and Wieland, 2015). Whereas, contractual governance refers to safeguards such as 

agreed-upon monitoring procedures and penalties aiming to enhance alliance stability (Raue and 

Wieland, 2015). 

We identified two groups of firms among the eight cases studied which are classified as asset-based and 

asset-light companies. The former includes company A, B and C that are firms displaying a major 

proportion of physical assets while the latter comprises company D, E, F, G and H that are freight 

forwarding agents part of WCA and that rely more on resources such as knowledge and relational 

resources. Both the groups recognize the critical roles played by operational and contractual governance 

but with different emphasis. For instance, asset-based companies rely more on formal contracts that 

define the payoff structure, areas of competence and responsibilities. Thus, these firms consider aspects 

such as mutual trust and interpersonal relationships important but secondary. Instead, every asset-light 

company is member of WCA which implies that they do not sign exclusivity contracts and they regard 

mutual trust and long-lasting personal relationships with their partners as the real foundation of their 

strategical alliances. Hence, we argue that: 
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Proposition 2: The greater the amount of physical assets owned by each firm, the 

greater the importance of formal mechanisms and contractual governance will be in 

horizontal alliances between Logistics Service Providers. 
 

The interplay of contractual and operational governance has attracted considerable interest in the field of 

cooperation management but the literature investigating their role in horizontal alliances between LSPs 

is still at its early stage (Raue and Wieland, 2015). Indeed, co-opetition relationships entail the necessity 

of establishing a suitable set of governance mechanisms (Hoetker and Mellewigt, 2009; Schmoltzi and 

Wallenburg, 2012; Steinicke, Wallenburg and Schmoltzi, 2012). As mentioned above, contractual and 

operational governance have been identified as the two main governance structure choices available 

(Raue and Wieland, 2015). On the one hand, Reuer and Ariño (2007) asserted that contractual governance 

in the form of contractual safeguarding plays an important role in setting the regulations for exchange 

processes and conflict resolutions. Similarly, Klaas-Wissing and Albers (2010) stressed how contractual 

governance focuses on designing penalties and incentive system. In addition, Poppo and Zenger (2002) 

argued that the controlling role of contractual governance is likely to prompt long-term relationships. On 

the other hand, formal mechanisms within operational governance have been regarded by previous 

literature as effective in LSP alliances (Schmoltzi and Wallenburg, 2012). One possible reason is the 

high intensity and frequency of interactions between partner logistics firms that need a predefined set of 

regulations to avoid conflicts (Klaas-Wissing and Albers, 2010). The relational form of operational 

governance is also regarded as beneficial for LSPs (Wallenburg and Raue, 2011; Kale, Singh and 

Perlmetter, 2000). For instance, Wallenburg and Raue (2011) discovered that relational mechanisms 

decrease the likelihood of conflicts or they enhance the benefits deriving from conflictual situations. 

Finally, Raue and Wieland (2015) investigated the relationship between contractual governance and 

operational governance and they concluded that the former can substitute formal mechanisms of 

operational governance when striving to improve cooperation-based performance. In addition, they 

argued that relational governance in the form of relational capital is always complemented by contractual 

governance in the form of contractual safeguardings (Raue and Wieland, 2015). 

Overall, the premises of the literature mentioned above support our findings. For instance, every case 

studied comprised both contractual and operational governance. However, we advance the present 
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research proposing that alliance governance is further influenced by the type of logistics companies 

investigated. Indeed, our findings clearly outline how asset-light companies rely heavily on relational 

mechanisms of operational governance such as trust and reputation, whereas asset-based logistics service 

providers rely also on contractual governance and formal mechanisms of operational governance.  

 

7.2 MANAGERIAL IMPLICATIONS 

Our results provide guidance for managers of LSPs that are engaged in cooperation with companies at 

the same level in the industry or that are willing to enter long-term and stable partnerships. Indeed, 

horizontal alliances have been widely adopted by logistics companies and it is estimated that almost 60 

% of them are part of at least one horizontal strategic alliance (Schmolzi and Wallenburg, 2011). When 

considering to enter a horizontal cooperation, LSPs’ managers should consider three main implications 

deriving from our empirical study. 

First, our results suggest that LSPs’ managers must ensure that the future partner can provide a 

complementary fit. Practically, our research suggests that both the companies should offer specific 

knowledge in terms of local market and regulations if the partnership involves different countries. 

Moreover, the companies should be able to complement each other in terms of specialized goods and 

services. Indeed, this would lead to the optimal situation where both the firms possess something critical 

for the other company which is important for the existence of the partnership. The complementary fit 

between the two partners is likely to increase their respective commitment into the alliance since both 

the companies will extract benefits from the partnership. Moreover, it will decrease the level of 

competition perceived leading to a more stable and long-term relationship. Finally, our research also 

revealed a symmetric argument because of which it is suggested to avoid cooperations with companies 

that would lead to a market overlap and to an increased likelihood of conflicts. 

Second, our results suggest that LSPs’ managers should cooperate only with companies with an 

established reputation within their network. In practice, LSPs’ managers should be aware of firms’ prior 

partnerships and their duration. Indeed, this would create the right preconditions for a long-term 

relationship grounded on trust and reliability. As shown in our study, the cooperation with a relatively 

young firm entails different dynamics that concern profitability and the need for growth which is critical 

in this industry. However, possible instability can be prevented if the detected future partner is part of an 

organization such as WCA that performs strict controlling activities on its members and that exerts an 
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important role in case of conflict. Overall, reputation is a strong moderating force in LSPs cooperation 

because of the high integration between logistics companies and their network and our research has 

suggested that this might prevent possible misconducts. 

Last, our results suggest that LSPs’ managers should be aware of the importance of investing in and 

adopting the right combination of both contractual and operational governance mechanisms since 

implementing them in isolation is not advisable. On the one hand, contractual safeguardings in the form 

of regulations such as penalties and agreed-upon rewarding systems can lower the likelihood of conflicts 

and ease every-day operations. On the other hand, operational governance which comprises both formal 

and relational mechanisms, can enhance mutual trust among partners and lead to a more stable 

cooperation. In practice, our research shows that asset-based companies should implement a set of 

regulations about each partner’s responsibilities and complement these agreements with regular contacts 

and meetings where both strategic objectives and daily operations can be assessed and periodically 

realigned. Instead, asset-light companies should heavily invest in the relationships with their partners 

while focusing on the protection of their knowledge about local markets and regulations which represent 

their main resources. 

 

7.3 LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH 

This empirical study presents some limitations that may be addressed in future research. First, results are 

limited by the investigation of only eight companies based in one single country, Italy. Even though these 

cases provide detailed perspectives of horizontal alliances between LSPs, they do not represent an 

exhaustive sample to extract generalizations valid throughout the logistics industry. Our research show 

that business dynamics extensively change between asset-light and asset-based logistics companies. 

Then, further research should aim to build theories which are valid only for homogeneous groups of 

firms. In this way, research would provide practitioners with solid managerial guidance directly 

applicable to each company’s case. 

Second, another limitation of our empirical study is that the measurement of the amount of assets 

respectively owned by asset-based and asset-light companies is not precise and this is a consequence of 

the limited number of firms investigated. Hence, this relative measurement results in a blurred 

classification of the cases studied. Consequently, future research should focus on developing a more 

systematical approach to assessing the relationship between the quantity of assets with which each 
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member endows the alliance, and the types of governance and control mechanisms adopted. 

Third, our research focuses only on one member of each horizontal alliance/network. We consider this 

an important limitation because our theoretical contribution is grounded on the perspective of only one 

company. This prevents the authors to build an overall perspective which can be incorporated in the 

propositions developed. Consequently, future research should aim to consider both the partners if issues 

such as opportunistic behaviors and bargaining power are addressed. However, the decision to focus on 

one firm derives from the theoretical framework inherited by Lavie (2006) in order to reunite resource-

based view (Barney, 1991) and the relational view by Dyer and Singh (1998). 

Last, our research suggests an effect of opportunisms, bargaining power and co-opetition-related issued 

on horizontal alliance’s stability between LSPs. However, our contribution is limited by the lack of 

effective measurement of the aspects mentioned above on alliance’s stability. Even though our study 

proposes several indications for the existence of this relationship, further research should aim to 

operationalize the interplay of these three sources of instability. To our knowledge, previous research has 

not investigated in a thorough way the direct effect of each of these elements even if opportunism, 

bargaining power and co-opetition have been widely acknowledged by the previous literature such as 

Dyer and Singh (1998) and Lavie (2006) as critical to horizontal alliances between LSPs. 

Overall, these limitations can be reconciled with the research method chosen for this thesis. Indeed, a 

multi-case study approach entails criticism that cannot be overcome but whose importance can be 

decreased if the purpose of the research is coherent with this methodology (Stuart et al., 2002). Since our 

research can be positioned at the exploratory stage of the subject studied, we considered a multi-case 

study approach an appropriate technique to address the research question. Consequently, we strived to 

diminish intrinsic limitations through enhancing the rigor, the reliability and the validity of our research 

through the recommendation proposed by Yin (1989). Thus, this thesis has uncovered new relationships 

between important elements such as opportunism, bargaining power and co-opetition issues which have 

been widely discussed in the literature and future research is needed in order to test and expand our 

theoretical contributions through the adoption of different research methods.  
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CHAPTER 8: CONCLUSIONS 

 

The purpose of this thesis was to study horizontal cooperation between LSPs through the lenses of 

theories drawn from strategic management research with a specific focus on the relational view 

developed by Dyer and Singh (1998) and the reformulation of the research-based view (RBV) proposed 

by Lavie (2006). Thus, this last chapter provides the reader with the answer to the research question of 

this thesis, which is recalled here: 
 

RQ: How does the relational view by Dyer and Singh (1998) and expanded by 

Lavie (2006) apply to horizontal alliances between Logistics Service Providers? 
 

As discussed in Chapter 3, Barney (1991, 1995) represents the foundation of the resource-based view 

(RBV) that aims to understand the sources of sustained competitive advantage (SCA) exclusively 

deriving from internal factors of the firms. Instead, Dyer and Singh (1998) developed the so-called 

relational view which takes into account dyadic and network relationships, consequently overcoming 

some RBV limitations and stressing the importance of idiosyncratic contributions of the partners. Later, 

in 2006 Lavie published “The competitive advantage of interconnected firms: An extension of the 

resource-based view” that included a reformulation of the RBV which integrated the relational view of 

Dyer and Singh (1998). 

Overall, this thesis aimed to uncover the extent to which the RBV proposed by Lavie (2006), which 

considers the firm as embedded in a network of relationships, is valid in the case of horizontal alliances 

between LSPs and to propose an extension to address possible inconsistencies. The empirical research 

conducted by the authors of this thesis revealed incongruities with Lavie’s (2006) RBV reformulation 

because it was not conceived for horizontal strategic alliances and for Logistics Service Providers (LSPs), 

which imply different dynamics and determinants. Indeed, this study supports the existence of the four 

rents identified by Lavie (2006), namely internal, appropriated relational, inbound spillover and outbound 

spillover rents. However, the results do not validate the effect of the determinants identified by the same 

author, which are relative scale and scope of resources, relative opportunistic behavior and relative 

bargaining power. Instead, our empirical research suggests that they decrease the stability of horizontal 

alliances between LSPs because they undermine the foundation of the relationship, which is grounded in 
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trustworthiness and fairness.  

In order to overcome the inconsistencies detected, we argued that horizontal alliance’s stability between 

LSPs is negatively affected by the level of competition perceived, relative opportunistic behavior and 

relative bargaining power. First, Lavie’s (2006) contribution did not consider the intrinsic level of 

competition that can be perceived by companies operating at the same level of the industry. Second, 

Lavie (2006) regarded relative opportunistic behavior and relative bargaining power as behaviors that 

companies can adopt in order to increase their profitability. However, every alliance’s participant stresses 

the importance of creating a win-win situation endowing the alliance with a fair scale and scope of 

resources and a consequent fair division of results. 

Moreover, we argued that the greater the amount of physical assets owned by each firm, the greater the 

importance of formal mechanisms and contractual governance will be in horizontal alliances between 

Logistics Service Providers. Indeed, both asset-based and asset-light companies recognized the critical 

role played by operational and contractual governance. However, asset-based companies rely more on 

formal contracts that define the payoff structure, while every asset-light companies regarded mutual trust 

and long-lasting personal relationships with their partners as the real foundation of their strategical 

alliances. 

Since the methodology chosen for this thesis is a multi-case study, we have also highlighted the 

problematics of this approach and the possible future research that may address these limitations. 

Literature has started investigating horizontal alliances between LSPs relatively recently and it still has 

to uncover the reasons why it is estimated that 50% of them fails (Cruijssen et al., 2005). Furthermore, 

we provide practitioners of the logistics industry with new guidance on cooperation with companies at 

the same level in the industry. In conclusion, horizontal alliances represent a common practice adopted 

by managers of this industry in order to cope with the challenges existing in this sector. Accordingly with 

market reports and previous literature, the interviewees stressed the importance of providing a flexible, 

fast, worldwide and reliable service. Certainly, horizontal alliances represent a valuable arrangement to 

achieve these objectives for companies that are not able to reach a worldwide coverage individually.  
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CHAPTER 10: APPENDIXES 

Appendix 1 

Key works of the resource-based theory of the firm 

 
Source: Olavarrieta, S. and Ellinger, A. E. (1997). "Resource-based theory and strategic logistics 

research", International Journal of Physical Distribution & Logistics Management, 27 (9/10), pp. 559 - 

587 	

IJPDLM
27,9/10

562

Authors (year) Major contribution

Penrose (1959) Firms as bundle of resources, firm’s growth based on firm’s resources 
and limited by managerial resources

Lippman and Rumelt
(1982) Causal ambiguity as a key requisite to superior performance
Wernerfelt (1984) Firms as bundles of resources
Rumelt (1984) Strategic theory of the firm based on the idea of firms as resource 

bundles
Barney (1986a) Characteristics of the factors market determine possibilities for a firm

to earn rents
Rumelt (1987) Firms as rent-seekers. The importance of isolating mechanisms to earn

rents
Rumelt (1987), Dierickx Summary article on imitability barriers (e.g. causal ambiguity and
and Cool (1989) isolating mechanisms like asset interconnectedness, asset stock 

efficiencies, etc.) that impede (or make very costly) imitation from other
competitors

Day and Wensley Strategic formulation models that have firm resources as the central
(1988), Aaker (1989), concept and as the sources of sustainable competitive advantage
Grant (1991), 
Wernerfelt (1989)
Prahalad and Hamel Core-competences as the drivers of corporate strategy and 
(1990) diversification. Business should exploit and leverage core competences.

Corporations should diversify in related businesses which can make use
and enhance the core competences of the organization

Hansen and Wernerfelt Empirical studies that support the hypothesis that firm-specific
(1989), Rumelt (1991) resources or organizational factors are more important than industry

variables for explaining firm superior performance
Barney (1991) Key strategic resources can be sources of SCA if they are scarce,

difficult to imitate, non-substitutable, and valuable
Conner (1991) Comparison of the resource-based theory of the firm with other strategy

approaches derived from economics. Clarification of assumptions of the
resource-based theory and its implication for rent-earning strategies

Peteraf (1993) An integrative resource-based framework of SCA. Proposes that firms
obtain superior performance, by earning rents from scarce and efficient
resources and/or from market power in the product markets

Day (1994) Capabilities framework of SCA. Distinguish between outside-in, 
spanning and inside-out capabilities. Suggests that market-driven
organizations possess better outside-in capabilities, particularly
market-sensing and customer linking, which influence the rest of the
organization. Logistics and customer-order fulfilment capabilities are
included in the framework

Collis and Montgomery Most recent managerially-oriented reviews of the RBT theory of the firm
(1995), Barney (1995)
Collis and Montgomery Edited book examining the linkages between resource-based theory of 
(1995) the firm and evolutionary approaches
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Appendix 2 

Determinants of Interorganizational Competitive Advantage  

 
Source: Dyer, J. and Singh, H. (1998). "The relational view: Cooperative strategy and sources of 

interorganizational competitive advantage." The Academy of Management Review, 23 (4), pp. 660-679 
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FIGURE 1
Determinants of Interorganizational Competitive Advantage

Determinants of
relational rents

Subprocesses facilitating
relational rents

1. Relation-specific assets

2. Knowledge-sharing routines

3. Complementary
resources and capabilities

4. Effective governance

la. Duration of safeguards

lb. Volume of interfirm transactions

2a. Partner-specific absorptive capacity

2b. Incentives to encourage transparency
and discourage free riding

3a. Ability to identify and evaluate potential
complementarities

3b. Role of organizational complementarities
to access benefits of strategic resource
complementarity

4a. Ability to employ self-enforcement
rather than third-party enforcement
governance mechanisms

4b. Ability to employ informal versus formal
self-enforcement governance mechanisms

Asanuma (1989) was among the first to doc-
ument how the relation-specific skills devel-
oped between Japanese suppliers and their
automakers generated surplus profits and
competitive advantages for collaborating
firms. Similarly, Dyer (1996a) found a positive
relationship between relation-specific invest-
ments and performance in a sample of auto-
makers and their suppliers. Additionally, Sax-
enian (1994) found that Hewlett Packard and
other Silicon Valley firms greatly improved
performance by developing long-term partner-
ships with physically proximate suppliers.
She claims that proximity in high-technology

industries "greatly facilitates the collabora-
tion required for fast-changing and complex
technologies" (1990: 101). Indeed, several
scholars have shown that physical proximity
created through site-specific investments fa-
cilitates interfirm cooperation and coordina-
tion, thereby enhancing performance (Dyer,
1996a; Enright, 1995; Nishiguchi, 1994). Finally,
Parkhe (1993) found that the commitment of
"nonrecoverable investments" in a sample of
strategic alliances was positively related to
performance. These studies indicate that rela-
tional rents generated through relation-
specific investments are realized through
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Appendix 3 

Semi-structured Interview Protocol  

Company                                                                                                                                            Date 

Name                                                                                                                                             Position 

 

1) Please introduce yourself and your role in your company.  

2) Describe the partnership among logistic firms. 	

3) Why and when have you considered entering an alliance?  

4) Which measures do you use to assess the performance of the alliance? If you don’t, why not?  

5) How do you manage the relationship with your partner? (communication, meetings,...)  

 

6) To what extent do you consider your partner as a competitor and how does it affect your company’s 

and the alliance’s strategy?  

7) To what extent your and your partner’s resources complement each other?  

 

8) Which were your primary objectives while signing alliance contracts? Which legal aspects do you 

consider being more relevant?  

9) Which criteria do you adopt to define shared and non-shared resources of a strategic alliance? 	

10) Have your ever faced opportunistic behaviors by alliance partners? If so, how do you prevent it?  

11) Is the decision-making process biased due to different bargaining power among partners?  

 

12) Do you see any correlation between possible leakage of information and the dimension of your 

partner firm?  

13) Do you see any correlation between possible leakage of information and the amount of resources 

shared with your partner?  

14) Do you think that legal protection of proprietary resources limits the alliance overall results?  

 


