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Abstract:

An alliance is an effective strategy for knowledge-intensive businesses in competition. Yet, little
is known about how strategic alliances work within small firms in the telecommunications
industry, which plays an essential part in the COVID-19 pandemic infrastructure. The purpose of
this article is to examine the impact of strategic alliance on firm performance among small
entrepreneurial firms (SEFs) in the telecommunications industry. The study uses structural
equation modeling to analyze primary data obtained from a sample of 74 small entrepreneurial
firms in the telecommunications sector. We find that strategic alliances significantly and
positively impact partners’ performance in terms of financial, operational, and organizational
effectiveness among small entrepreneurial firms in the telecommunication sector. Drawing on
the findings, we recommend small entrepreneurial firms pay particular attention to pre-alliance
and post-alliance issues, including partner similarity, alliance experience, partner’ reputation,
complementary skills, industry scope, commitment to improving trust and skill, and
collaboration to boost performance. In addition, based on the results of this study, we discuss
research implications for challenges of telecommunications SEFs in the time of the COVID-19
pandemic crisis.

Keywords: developing economies | firm performance | small entrepreneurial firm | strategic
alliance | telecommunication industry

Article:
Introduction

Strategic cooperation has become an essential aspect of strategy literature (Huang et al., 2015;
Ireland et al., 2002). Researchers have recently paid particular attention to the way firms ally and
the advantages, hurdles, and barriers they encounter during alliances (Albers et al., 2014; Flatten
et al., 2011; Hong, 2020). An alliance with another company provides many advantages. These
include technology transfer, organizational effectiveness, reduction of costs in design and after-
sales services, improvement of financial performance, and opportunity creation (Cumming et
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al., 2017; Ireland et al., 2002; Kang et al., 2014). However, cooperation alone is not enough to
achieve positive results. An impactful alliance requires actions and capabilities that drive
company success, such as pre-alliance and post-alliance activities (Meier, 2011; Nielsen &
Nielsen, 2009). These activities cover different stages during the alliance development and
explain various aspects of relationship development, resource and knowledge sharing, and
commitment to cooperation (Nielsen, 2007).

The role of small firms, the industry, and the geographic context are each recognized as
important factors contributing to economic growth and development (Franco & Haase, 2016;
Haber & Reichel, 2005). Since the development of the telecommunications industry, these
factors have garnered policymakers’ attention due to their vital role in national economic
development. Hence, this industry deserves further study and investigation to find practical
remedies to survival and growth barriers. Furthermore, the telecommunications industry is one of
the key industries in Iran, which is a driving force behind many technological and

entrepreneurial ventures. Therefore, developing capability and enhanced performance in this
field will significantly impact the country’s economic development.

Existing evidence stress numerous survival and growth barriers small telecommunications
companies are confronted with, such as the lack of resources, defective networking capabilities,
and financial issues (Pannone, 2001). Furthermore, encouraging local telecommunications
companies to work in close collaboration with their competitors can improve their competitive
position relative to the international market leaders and bring about economic progress.

The literature stresses the growing importance of strategic alliances for small firms, especially in
crises where large corporations and global market leaders dominate local markets, leaving small-
sized competitors with no choice but to exit business (Klein & Todesco, 2021). Moreover,
interfirm learning enabled by strategic alliances can compensate for the small firms’ shortage of
resources (Subramanian et al., 2018), which perhaps explains why governments open local
markets for international competition while encouraging local businesses to collaborate to
compete effectively against global rivals.

Entrepreneurship studies show that the alliance perspective is a useful theoretical perspective
(Alvarez & Barney, 2001; Hong, 2020; Moghaddam et al., 2016). Although alliance-building is
an effective strategy for knowledge-intensive small, competitive businesses (Lee, 2007;
Moghaddam et al., 2016; Talebi et al., 2015), little is known about how strategic alliances work
among small firms in the telecommunications industry. This study focuses on strategic alliances
in the telecommunications industry among small entrepreneurial firms (SEFs) in Iran. The
research makes two main contributions to the strategic alliance literature. First, it adds new
insights to the context of SEFs that operate in the telecommunications sector by examining the
impact of strategic alliances, characterized by pre- and post-alliance activities, on firm
performance. Second, this research examines the effect of alliances on financial, operational, and
organizational performance effectiveness. Multiple measures are more robust value creation
indicators of performance than solo accounting measures at the firm level (Bonardo et al., 2010;
De Geuser et al., 2009; Kaplan & Norton, 1992).



This research responds to recent calls in literature for a deeper understanding of strategic
alliance-firm performance linkage. Previous research has raised questions about the contexts and
conditions in which alliances take place (Geleilate et al., 2021), the response to environmental
dynamics during the alliance period (Huang, 2020), and the determinants and consequences of
alliance formation (He et al., 2020). To better respond to these calls, our study takes the pre- and
post-alliance formation perspective (Jennings et al., 2000; Nielsen, 2007) that helps break down
the multiple-stage process of alliance formation and, in turn, investigate the performance
characteristics of such activities more effectively. Highlighted by seminal works in the field
(e.g., Nielsen, 2007), the inclusion of both pre- and post-alliance formation factors into the study
of strategic alliances helps explain the various aspects of alliance performance within each
subtest. In addition, the existing alliance performance research focuses primarily on accounting
and financial measures of performance inspired by seminal studies of Arino (2003) and Lee
(2007). We attempt to extend this research to subjective measures that include the alliance
partners’ abilities to manage internal business operations and adapt to environmental dynamics.

Another aspect of the originality of this study lies in the context of SEFs in the
telecommunications sector. SEFs refer to small-sized enterprises that possess a strong desire to
introduce new products, services, or processes frequently, enter or create new market niches
regularly, undertake risky yet lucrative investments, or seize new-to-the-industry opportunities
ahead of the competition (Shane & Venkataraman, 2000; Yu et al., 2014). Given that resource
constraints widely characterize SEFs due to their small business network and a lack of financial
and human capital, strategic alliances seem to be a solution that enables resource, knowledge,
and risk-sharing (Moghaddam et al., 2016). However, given the high failure rate of strategic
alliances (Chiang et al., 2020), SEFs should supposedly be reluctant to such practices as they
cannot afford the resulting financial losses. Therefore, it is crucial to investigate the alliance-
performance relationship in this context. Besides, the telecommunications sector is highly
relevant as the value co-creation practices between mobile communication and information
service providers have proven the benefits to customers (Babu et al., 2020). Commonly observed
in this sector, customers, motivated by promotional incentives, switch service providers
frequently, and therefore collaborative relationships between telecommunication firms facilitate
the switching procedure (Feller et al., 2009).

Drawing on the arguments developed so far, we identify a gap in existing analyses of alliance-
performance relationships in the context of telecommunication SEFs, particularly in times of
crisis such as the COVID-19 pandemic. Therefore, this research aims to answer how strategic
alliances affect the performance of SEFs that operate in the telecommunication industry and face
economic shocks.

The organization of the remainder of this article is as follows: we first conduct a literature review
on alliance strategy and business performance. We then propose hypotheses along with the
conceptual research model. Following this, the methodology section includes the study design,
measures, and validated data. Next, we present the results of the research model employing the
statistical procedures in section four. Finally, we provide discussion, concluding remarks, and
implications for the telecommunication industry in the COVID-19 crisis.



Theory and hypotheses
Strategic alliances

An alliance refers to cooperation between two or more companies created to enter a developing
market or overcome the current business environment (Leiblein & Reuer, 2004). Strategic
alliances are collaborative relationships built to achieve mutual strategic goals and enhance long-
term market positioning (Cravens et al., 2000; Franco et al., 2020; Reuer & Arino, 2007). A
strategic alliance can also be defined as a long-term relationship between two or more firms that
intend to improve their competitive position and performance through sharing resources and
competencies (Beamish & Killing, 1997).

Access to resources, knowledge, technology, skills, and markets is the main reason for
developing an alliance strategy (Brockstedt & Carr, 2005), as gaining such benefits is much more
difficult individually (Conn & Bitran, 2004). According to Giura (2015), the resource-based
view of the firm highlights resources as the primary reason for the formation of alliances. Other
research stresses the importance of developing new skills and abilities and reducing external
business risks to succeed in highly competitive business environments (Huang et al., 2015).

While alliances are sometimes formed at lower levels of commitment or for shorter periods with
respect to the partners’ different interests and objectives, companies can also coalesce at higher
levels of trust and find common ground around most issues (Zoogah & Peng, 2011). IBM
(International Business Machines Corporation) is an example of the former type engaging in
frequent short-term alliances. This company forms alliances with many small and medium-sized
enterprises to produce software systems in many different areas. On the other side, Fuji Xerox, as
an illustration of strong tie alliances, was built between Fuji Films and Rank Xerox, both
recognized as well-established printing companies in Japan (Lee, 2007).

Alliances as key growth strategies are commonplace in many industries, such as airlines,
telecommunications, software, hardware, biotechnology, educational services, and automotive
industries (e.g., Hsu & Prescott, 2016; McNaughton, 2001; Reuer & Arino, 2007). Focusing on
the software industry, McNaughton (2001) highlights the soundness of alliance strategy to
promote access to key resources that software developing companies need to offer more
desirable products. Citing R&D alliances in the pharmaceutical industry as an example,
Brockstedt and Carr (2005) believe that this strategy brings about the expected advantages of
cooperation and reaps hidden strategic benefits. Sambasivan et al. (2011) stress the importance
of alliances between supply chain partners as one of the most common types of inter-
organizational cooperative activities, leading to a better flow of information and creating more
commitment and trust. In addition, closer cooperation between supply chain parties contributes
to greater stability and solidarity, leading to enhanced performance (Sambasivan & Yen, 2010).

Previous literature recognizes multiple types of interfirm relationships. One common way to
categorize these is by the focus or purpose of cooperation. For example, firms form cooperative
contractual arrangements such as licensing or franchising products and services to take
advantage of new markets. Similarly, firms can undertake direct exporting to reach new foreign
markets. Outsourcing and subcontracting are other forms of interfirm cooperation in which the



company pays a third party to complete part of the work. In a subcontract, the contractor can
control the operations, and there is less potential for autonomy and control over the activities
during outsourcing. Firms engage in joint ventures to gain access to shared resources, and
depending on the level of joint activity, partake in mergers and acquisitions (i.e., the purchasing
company acquires the ownership and control of the target company’s assets), strategic alliances,
or supply chain relations (i.e., a partnership with suppliers, buyers, or distributors).

Different types and categories of strategic alliances are described in previous literature.
Depending on the acquisition of equities, alliances can be either equity (e.g., affiliates) or non-
equity (e.g., research and development cooperatives) (Lee, 2007). Focusing on the industry
characteristics and resources, alliances can be either horizontal (i.e., the partners belong to the
same industry) or vertical (i.e., the partners belong to different industries). Alliances can also be
symmetric (i.e., the exchanged resources are homogenous) or asymmetric (i.e., the resources
exchanged are heterogeneous) (Yasuda & lijima, 2005). Further, alliances can be either
exploration or exploitation alliances depending on the purpose of cooperation. While exploration
alliance partners aim to achieve something new (e.g., product, service, or market), exploitation
alliances are formed to develop specific skills and capabilities needed to pursue existing
opportunities (Lee, 2007). A body of scholars stress the functional scope and categorize alliances
based on the focused functional activities of partners such as product or service development,
marketing, or sales (Kalaignanam et al., 2007). The geographical context is another criterion
used to classify alliances. In this context, alliances can either be international (i.e., alliance with a
foreign partner) or domestic (i.e., partners operate in the same country or region) (Franco &
Haase, 2016). Finally, given the partner’s position in the supply chain, alliances can be built with
suppliers, customers, competitors, or third-party actors such as universities or research centers
(Duysters & Lokshin, 2011). Table 1 presents an overview of different types of interfirm
relationships with clarification of the differences and similarities.

Table 1. Different types of interfirm relationships and differences/similarities with strategic
alliances

Interfirm relationships Differences Similarities
Cooperative contractual arrangements There is minimal control over the work in Partners share knowledge and
(e.g., licensing or franchising) cooperative contractual arrangements resources

Outsourcing and subcontracting There are no or limited resource sharing A contract is established
practices in outsourcing or subcontracting between two parties

Merger and acquisition Merger and acquisition results in one partner Long-term goals are sought
purchasing the other one

Supply chain relations In supply chain relations, the partners belong A close relationship between
to the same value chain the partners is built

The process of creating a strategic alliance can be divided into two main stages of pre- and post-
(i.e., during and after) alliance formation (Jennings et al., 2000; Nielsen, 2007). This perspective
has contributed to the theoretical development of strategic alliances. Categorizing the factors
related to an alliance into the two sub-categories helps explain the alliance process and identify
the determinants of success (Meier, 2011). Like the input—output system, this approach is helpful
to specify antecedents (i.e., factors leading to the formation of an alliance) as well as
consequences (i.e., factors resulting from the formation of an alliance) of an alliance (Nielsen &
Nielsen, 2009).



The most critical factors in the pre-alliance phase include similarity, previous experience,
reputation, managers’ interactions, complementary skills, risk reduction, legal and regulatory
factors, and industry-related issues. Correspondingly, partner similarity refers to the common
features of partners, which are reflected in organizational culture (Nielsen, 2007). In general,
these partner similarities are developed in marketing, production, raw materials, accounting,
information systems, firm structure, technology, customer relationship management, goals and
strategies, leadership styles, decision making, and human resources. The previous experience
between parties addresses the importance of partners’ former cooperation from simply buyer—
supplier relationships to strategic alliances. The reputation of alliance parties originates from the
reputation of the managers, product/service functions, financial standing, good relationships with
other firms, and the firm’s size. Reputation is commonly reflected in the brand and positively
affects the market value of the partner, often just by the public announcement of the alliance
(Houston, 2003). Managers’ interactions include personal relationships with close friends, family
members, or former colleagues (Dubini & Aldrich, 1991). Based on interpersonal contact theory,
Li and Chen (2016) specify four modes of interconnections: task interplay (i.e., interactions to
develop market and product problem-solving strategies), cross-functional training (i.e.,
interactions created in collective learning processes), helping behavior (i.e., to share resources
with those in need), and senior management emphasis (i.e., the involvement of top managers in
lower-levels organizational issues). Skills complementarity pertains to each partner’s distinct
capabilities from the other partner (Chung et al., 2000). Sharing these skills can compensate for
each other’s weaknesses. Risk reduction means that there is a lower probability of failure (Das &
Teng, 2001). This incentive encourages many companies to engage in alliances with the premise
that they can count on their partner in uncertain times. Legal and regulatory issues refer to the
role of government in supporting alliances by lessening legal barriers to interfirm collaborations
(Collins & Fabozzi, 1999). Finally, Industry-related factors highlight the scope of activities
companies undertake in each industry (Damodaran, 1997). For example, some industries require
firms to invest more financial capital, whereas others rely on strong networks.

After allying, post-alliance activities play an essential role in the failure or success of the
alliance. In this study, these factors include the improvement of inter-relationships due to higher
levels of trust between parties that allow each alliance member to access knowledge

(Moore, 1998). Mistrust between alliance members results in the discontinuation of the alliance.
Commitment to achieving mutual objectives builds better relationships. Skills and knowledge
sharing are the other key alliance outcomes (Giura, 2015; Meier, 2011). Close collaboration and
collective problem-solving activities play a significant role in providing the alliance members
with new practical capabilities. Pre-alliance formation factors influence the situation (i.e.,
complementary skills). Finally, the commitment to continue cooperation stresses the enthusiasm
and responsibility for the alliance’s success (Jennings et al., 2000; Moore, 1998). Effective and
frequent communications between the parties can strengthen this commitment.

Concerning the main effects and benefits of a strategic alliance, a literature review reveals that
successful alliance engagement leads to effective knowledge transfer and technology diffusion
(Vivarelli, 2013; Wang & Nicholas, 2005). Through international alliances, born-global firms
gain access to local markets and customers (Cumming et al., 2017; Franco & Haase, 2016).
Scholars also recognize the hidden benefits of collaborative alliances, such as greater access to



sources of innovation, better external network relationships, and increasing internal competition
inside the network (Brockstedt & Carr, 2005). This strategy can serve as a source of competitive
advantage, especially for smaller enterprises seeking to expand overseas with scarce resources
(Arranz & Arroyabe, 2016). Although a considerable number of alliances fail chiefly due to a
lack of management in strategic, technological, financial, cultural, and political issues, the
prevailing business environment conditions have left enterprises with no choice but to develop
partnerships (Conn & Bitran, 2004).

Alliance strategy has attracted a great deal of attention from management scholars. Different
perspectives and theories have been adopted to explain the strategic alliance phenomenon.
Considering international trade theory, scholars explain global strategic alliances as practical
strategies to seize new opportunities in international markets (Franco & Haase, 2016). The
resource-based view of the firm is applied to describe further the resource-sharing processes
involved in alliance relationships and the challenges and opportunities of resource management
over the alliance life cycle (Giura, 2015). Other scholars (e.g., Vivarelli, 2013) build on
knowledge management and organizational learning theory to explain the knowledge or
technology transfer processes and manage information flows in strategic alliances. Finally,
several researchers (e.g., Geurts & Van der Zee, 2001; Sambasivan et al., 2011) take the supply
chain network theory to explore how supply chain partners can engage in strategic alliances and
how supply chain alliances differ from other types of interfirm relationships.

Firm performance

Senior managers need to have a clear understanding of their firm for appropriate decision-
making, and firm performance is one of the most relevant criteria in determining efficiency and
effectiveness (Adams & Sykes, 2003). However, the measurement of firm performance is always
challenging and requires collecting precise and accurate information to assess the firm’s status in
a specific context (Galbreath et al., 2020).

In line with previous research, analysis of financial statements and other accounting reports helps
measure company performance (Lee, 2007). Nevertheless, measuring performance solely by
financial records might be too narrow in assessing the alliance’s success, particularly when a
long-term analysis is needed (i.e., new product development) (Rikhardsson et al., in press).
Moreover, there is a lack of consensus about the appropriate methods for measuring alliance
performance (Carton & Hofer, 2010). Nevertheless, objective indicators (e.g., increases in
revenue, profits, and market value) (Do & Mai, in press), along with subjective measures (e.g.,
the development of new products or services and customer satisfaction) (Shirokova et al., 2021),
can be employed to evaluate alliance performance. Many studies include both objective and
subjective measures of alliance performance (Haber & Reichel, 2005).

Performance has been measured in multiple ways. Hudson et al. (2001) introduce several
dimensions: quality, flexibility, time, finance, customer satisfaction, and human resources. They
argue that these dimensions cover all the aspects of firm performance. The first four dimensions
(i.e., quality, flexibility, time, and finance) measure operational performance. In contrast, the
customer satisfaction dimension measures the external dimension of performance, and the human
resources dimension assesses the firms’ cultural aspects. Omran et al. (2021) highlight both



financial and non-financial dimensions of firm performance. Hooley et al. (2005) explain firm
performance based on three dimensions: customer performance (e.g., loyalty and satisfaction of
customers), market performance (e.g., growth in sales and market share), and financial
performance (e.g., accounting indicators, such as profit margin and return on investment). Based
on the Balanced Scorecard concept, scholars demonstrate that the measurement of firm
performance is limited to internal factors, such as sales and revenue growth, and external factors,
such as the number of customers and their perceptions (Lim & Ok, 2021). The proposed model
includes financial measures, operational measures, employee learning and growth measures, and
customer satisfaction. Therefore, scholars agree that an inclusive measure of performance should
consist of both objective and subjective measures.

Arino (2003) presents six performance dimensions relating to alliances that include overall
performance satisfaction, strategic goal fulfillment, net spillover effects of the alliance on the
parent firms, the alliance’s longevity, contractual changes in the ownership structure, and
survival of the alliance. Drawing on the work of Venkatraman and Ramanujam (1986), Arino
(2003) proposes three levels of performance: financial performance for alliances with explicit
financial objectives, operational performance for alliances built on non-financial goals, and
organizational effectiveness when the fulfillment of both sides’ interests is considered. Since the
advantages of alliance engagement are often long-term and performance evaluation is considered
a strategic issue (He et al., 2020), operational performance is as important as financial
performance when evaluating success. Arino (2003) contends that organizational effectiveness
works the best as it encompasses the other measures.

Hypotheses development

There are few studies conducted in the domain of strategic alliance and firm performance in
small firms (Hong, 2020; Moghaddam et al., 2016), let alone small entrepreneurial firms (SEFs)
in the telecommunications industry (Schaper & Volery, 2007). However, some investigations of
the relationship between strategic alliance and performance study the two constructs from
different perspectives (e.g., Alvarez & Barney, 2001; Arend & Amit, 2005; Flatten et al., 2011;
Lee, 2007).

Organizational culture, organizational structure, entrepreneurship, and social capital are variables
that potentially play important roles in the strategic alliance and performance relationship
(Sambasivan & Yen, 2010; Talebi et al., 2015; Walter et al., 2007). The recent literature on
alliance and performance relationships suggests that interfirm cooperatives generally improve the
party’s performance as they engage in the relationship with a pre-defined purpose that helps to
enter and grow in novel markets (Cacciolatti et al., 2020). Interfirm learning, resource sharing,
risk reduction, and other advantages of strategic alliances potentially pave the way for partners to
respond to environmental changes and outperform the competition (Babu et al., 2020). The win—
win situation achieved through strategic alliances enables the partners to foster innovation to
introduce new products, services, or processes (Cacciolatti et al., 2020).

Pansiri (2007) studied the impact of alliance partners’ characteristics on performance, concluding
that the commitment and trust between the parties positively affect the performance of alliances
measured in terms of market share growth and profitability, and consequently, increase their



satisfaction level. Tsaur and Wang (2011) highlight the role of the partners’ owners or managers
in successful mutual decision-making processes. They find that a healthy relationship between
the managers mediates the relationship between the strategic alliance and performance, while the
competitive intensity moderates the relationship. The study of the alliance-performance
relationship is of fundamental importance, especially for SEFs that encounter severe economic
shocks. On the one hand, the business downturn leaves SEFs with no other choice than
cooperation to access additional resources. On the other hand, the financial risks of alliance
failure can be devastating for SEFs (Chiang et al., 2020). Moghaddam et al. (2016) examine the
relationship between alliance formation and the market performance of the SEFs in the pre-IPO
stage. While alliance formation positively and significantly impacts these firms in the software
industry, the large number of alliances negatively impacts performance valuations. Drawing on
the prior research, we argue that strategic alliances potentially influence partners’ SEF
performance. Therefore,

Hypothesis 1. Strategic alliances have a positive impact on SEFs’ performance in the
telecommunications industry.

Entrepreneurial firms ally with specific firms to obtain rare, costly, and non-substitutable
resources, which help them to form and exploit unique opportunities in their target market
(Alvarez & Barney, 2001), all other factors being equal. To the extent that strategic alliances
accomplish these objectives, partner firms will increase value (Stuart & Sorenson, 2007; Wang et
al., 2012). Within strategic alliances, entrepreneurial firms often use their partners’ tangible and
intangible capabilities vital to commercializing new technologies, products, or services (Babu et
al., 2020; Coombs et al., 2006; Deeds et al., 2004; Moghaddam et al., 2016; Rindova et

al., 2010). SEFs operate in more uncertain business environments, so they need more of the
partners’ tangible and intangible capabilities. These uncertain environments often force SEFs to
focus on a particular segment of the market or niche markets. This can be even more crucial in
Iran due to the high degree of uncertainty in the business environment, the unstable political
environment, and regulatory uncertainty, making business planning more difficult (Emami &
Klein, 2020).

An alliance is successful if the parties achieve their intended objectives (i.e., achieving mutual
goals and individual purposes) (Cashman, 1998). Success refers to the positive consequences of
alliances, such as the growth in sales or market value, reduction of expenses, or expanding the
communication network (Spekman et al., 2000), and sustainability (the durability of an alliance)
(Agarwal et al., 2010). Performance success has been chiefly characterized by accounting
measures (Deeds et al., 1997, 2004; Hong, 2020). This study measures success by financial,
operational, and organizational effectiveness that can yield a long-term competitive advantage
for small firms (Arino, 2003). In addition, we posit that SEFs need to act appropriately in both
pre- and post-alliance formation activities to achieve success. For example, a
telecommunications company has signed a highly profitable contract to install unique (very tall
and light) telecommunication towers to take the radio and telephone signals to a deprived area.
However, such a tower structure does not exist. Based on its reputation and expertise, the
telecommunications company allies with a structural engineering company to create the tower.
As such, the telecommunications company will financially support the structural engineering
company’s work. This is an example of a common alliance among firms in this industry, even if



the firms are rivals (Gholami et al., 2004). If both entities develop the trust and commitment to
share their skills, knowledge, and problem-solving techniques (Kale et al., 2001), they should be
able to boost their short-term and long-term objectives through collaboration. In addition, they
will learn from this experience to increase their effectiveness in responding to market changes
(Moghaddam et al., 2016). The literature also argues that alliance fulfillment creates a shared
vision between partners, which positively influences their performance (Khalid & Larimo, 2012).
Nielsen (2007) confirmed the positive impact of alliance experience on partners’ ability to create
new, effective methods of operations and concluded that better communication between partners
facilitates further cooperation activities.

In summary, we argue that SEFs utilizing pre- and post-alliance formation activities obtain better
financial, operational, and organizational performance outcomes. Therefore:

Hypothesis 2a. Strategic alliances between SEFs in the telecommunications industry lead
to improved financial performance.

Hypothesis 2b. Strategic alliances between SEFs in the telecommunications industry
lead to improved operational performance.

Hypothesis 2c. Strategic alliances between SEFs in the telecommunications industry lead
to improved organizational effectiveness.

A conceptual model is proposed as follows.
Research methodology
Sampling and data collection

The sample consists of the founders and upper-level management of small firms in the
telecommunications industry in Iran. The selected respondents are most familiar with strategic
planning, alliance agreements, and networking strategies, and therefore are best to respond to the
questionnaire (Bodunde et al., 2020). Although the telecommunications industry is principally a
state-owned sector in the country, dominated by the Telecommunication Company of Iran (TCI),
there is an increasing number of small high-tech firms in this sector. Some of these firms are TCI
subsidiaries, while the rest are privately owned. Some are in science and technology parks and
university incubators, while the rest are scattered throughout the country. We used a two-stage
sampling design with data collected between 2017 and 2018 and Schaper and Volery’s small
firm definition (2007, p. 83), which describes small firms as independently owned, individually
managed, or managed by a few owners, and employing five to nineteen individuals.

We obtained a list of firms in the telecommunications industry from science and technology
parks and university incubators in the first stage. In the next step, we administered an online
questionnaire containing items determining the degree of entrepreneurial orientation as selection
criteria for determining the final sample of the SEFs. Entrepreneurial orientation enables small
firms to proactively recognize opportunities to attain key value creation advantages (Martins &
Perez, 2020) and is recommended for alliance research (Reuer et al., 2006; Talebi et al., 2015).



Firms with higher levels of entrepreneurial orientation are characterized by rapid responses to
environmental disruptions, creating new opportunities rather than exploiting the existing ones,
balanced account of short-term and long-term objectives, and creative destruction of existing
structures (Khalid & Larimo, 2012). In addition, entrepreneurially oriented firms can discover
and penetrate less competitive market niches quickly, saturate the market’s needs before
competitors, and exit the market when the competition is stiff (Galbreath et al., 2020). Three
firm-level constructs widely measure entrepreneurial orientation: innovativeness, risk-taking, and
proactiveness (see Pittino et al., 2017). We adapted six innovativeness items, three risk-taking
items, and three proactiveness items from Covin and Wales (2012) and Lumpkin and Dess
(2001).

Using Emami and Dimov’s (2017) threshold score method, we included respondents with mean
scores (based on the twelve items) greater or equal to the sample mean in the primary data
collection. The selection process indicates that our cohort in this study is likely to represent the
target population. Ultimately, we are left with 203 cases satisfying our criterion. Next, we
administered the final questionnaire containing the items of strategic alliance and firm
performance. Of these, 74 SEFs (108 respondents) operating in different subsectors of the
telecommunications industry gave complete information on all measures. Table 2 shows the
profile of the respondents in terms of demographic characteristics of respondents (i.e., gender
and age), their professional experiences with strategic alliances, and the operational scope of the
sample. Firms that participated in the research are further characterized by the number of
alliances developed so far. The sample includes heterogeneous groups of enterprises who have
not yet formed any partnerships to groups with more than five alliances. This helps cover
different viewpoints towards the implications of strategic alliances for SEFs.

Table 2. Respondent profiles

Percent (approximate) Number Groups Feature
29 31 Female Gender

71 77 Male

11 12 Less than 30 years old Age

43 47 Between 30 and 40 years old

46 49 More than 40 years old

3 3 Less than 1 year Work experience
13 14 Between 1 and 5 years

15 17 Between 5 and 10 years

69 74 More than 10 years

13 15 Long-distance carriers Subsectors
6 5 Foreign telecom services

10 11 Processing systems and products

14 15 Diversified communication services

12 13 Wireless communications

7 8 Processing systems and products

38 41 Communications equipment

22 16 No Number of alliances formed so far
42 31 1-2 by cases
24 18 2-5

12 9 More than 5




Measures and validity/reliability assessment

The research questionnaire consisted of 57 items in which questions are divided into three
sections of pre-alliance formation factors, post-alliance formation factors, and firm performance.
All questions used a 5-point Likert scale with answers ranging from 0 (strongly disagree) to 5
(strongly agree). The pre-alliance formation construct is made up of five dimensions, each
measured with multiple items. The dimensions focus on different levels, namely individual (e.g.,
managers), organizational, and industrial, allowing for a comprehensive examination of factors
leading to the formation of strategic alliances. In addition, the post-alliance formation construct
comprises three dimensions, each measured with several indicators. The three dimensions
explain three key consequences of engaging in alliances that lead to enhanced firm performance
if managed effectively. Finally, the firm performance construct is explained by three dimensions
that cover objective measures and subjective indicators to allow for a more accurate assessment
of alliance performance. Table 3 presents the constructs, dimensions, and the number of
questions that measure each latent variable.

Table 3. Dimension constructs

Constructs Dimensions # of items

Pre-alliance formation factors Reputation of the parties
Managers’ interactions
Skills complementarity
Risk sharing
Legal and contractual factors
Industry-related factors
Post-alliance formation factors Improvement of the relationship
Skills and knowledge sharing
Commitment to continue collaboration
Firm performance Financial performance
Operational performance
Organizational effectiveness
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Data analysis and results

We employ the structural equation modeling (SEM) technique due to its advantage in accounting
for measurement errors, treating latent variables using their indicators, and simultaneous
assessment of constructs’ intercorrelations (Golob, 2003). Further, using this technique in
analyzing business performance is widespread (e.g., Pandi et al., 2016). We conduct the
modeling analysis within two sections of the measurement model and structural model. The
variables are divided into latent (i.e., construct) and observed (i.e., item) variables. Here,
strategic alliance and firm performance are considered second-order latent variables, their
dimensions as first-order constructs. The questions used to measure the constructs are considered
the manifest or observed variables (Hulland, 1999).

We use Smart PLS software to execute the SEM method. This software can analyze complex
models (i.e., models containing more constructs and relationships). It is not sensitive to data
distribution, and it enables analyses of the measurement models with a few items. Since our
sample size is small, the normality distribution of responses is hard to meet. Due to the high



number of latent variables in the model (i.e., complexity), we could not use other SEM
techniques. Employing PLS, the model fitness is checked in terms of reliability and construct
validity. The latter is analyzed in terms of convergent and discriminant validity, where
convergent validity refers to the degree to which the measures agree, and discriminant validity
explains the degree to which the constructs are different. The initial results of running the model
(Table 4) indicate adequate reliability and convergent validity. Regarding reliability, Cronbach’s
alpha and the composite reliability (CR) values are higher than 0.7 and therefore are in the
adequate range as suggested by Nunnally (1994). In assessing convergent validity, the average
variance extracted (AVE) is higher than the cut-off of 0.5, as indicated by Hulland (1999).

Table 4. Reliability and convergent validity assessment

Organizational Operational Financial Strategic

effectiveness performance performance alliance Constructs
75 .83 .84 .84 Alpha

.86 .87 .90 .83 CR

.66 .53 75 .65 AVE

Evaluating discriminant validity, as suggested by Fornell and Larcker (1981), we compared the
square roots of latent variables” AVEs (diagonal elements of the matrix shown in Table 5) and
the correlation coefficients between them (off-diagonal elements). As can be seen in

Table 5 below, each variable’s AVE square is sufficiently greater than the correlation
coefficients, indicating sufficient divergent validity.

Table 5. Discriminant validity assessment

Organizational Operational Financial
effectiveness performance performance Strategic alliance Constructs
.81 Strategic alliance
.87 .40 Financial performance
73 .55 47 Operational performance
81 .61 42 43 Organizational effectiveness

After the measurement model assessment in terms of reliability, convergent validity, and
discriminant validity, the causal relationships between strategic alliance and firm performance
and its dimensions are assessed. Employing a PLS algorithm and bootstrapping algorithm via
Smart PLS, the results are shown in Figs. 1 and 2 and confirm the positive and significant impact
of strategic alliance on firm performance dimensions, namely financial performance, operational
performance, and organizational effectiveness (at the level of 99.9%). Further, the ‘operational
performance’ dimension receives the highest influence from the strategic alliance construct.
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Fig. 2. Results from PLS algorithm and bootstrapping procedures

In addition to the graphical illustration, the model results are displayed in Table 6. Accordingly,
the hypotheses are all confirmed at the level of 99.9%, which confirms the positive effect of
strategic alliances on SEFs’ performance in terms of financial, operational, and organizational
effectiveness, thus supporting previous research (e.g., Arend & Amit, 2005; Flatten et al., 2011).
Given that there is no considerable difference between the three path effects, strategic alliances
produce a balanced effect on three aspects of firm performance: financial performance,
operational performance, and organizational effectiveness. Furthermore, the t-values are
remarkably higher than the shortcut value suggesting a strong relationship between strategic
alliances and firm performance dimensions. Our findings corroborate prior research that uses
multiple aspects of firm performance rather than solo financial criteria (e.g., Bonardo et

al., 2010; De Geuser et al., 2009).



Table 6. Hypotheses testing

Results Standardized coefficients t-value Hypotheses

Confirmed 397 4.953 Strategic alliance financial performance
Confirmed 470 6.286 Strategic alliance operational performance
Confirmed 432 5.684 Strategic alliance organizational effectiveness

Discussion and Conclusion

The investigation of the strategic alliance-performance relationship in this study contributes to an
understanding of how alliances impact the success of small firms. Small firms can engage in
strategic alliances to survive in competitive environments. Moreover, synergies resulting from
these collaborations help partners overcome the negative consequences of environmental change,
uncertainty, and effective growth (Cacciolatti et al., 2020).

Consistent with previous research confirming the significant positive impact of strategic
alliances on partners’ performance (e.g., Alvarez & Barney, 2001; Arend & Amit, 2005; Flatten
etal., 2011; Lee, 2007), the results of this study confirm the impact of strategic alliances on all
three dimensions of performance-financial, operational, and organizational effectiveness.

In agreement with Giura (2015), an important advantage of alliance strategy is that it facilitates
access to resources and assets, improving partners’ competitiveness and financial performance.
Moreover, Arino (2003) states that the enhancement of partners’ financial performance is one of
the primary motivations for forming alliances. In addition, Sarkar et al. (2001) conclude that
strategic alliance strategies are positively associated with factors, such as new technology
implementation, prevention of threats posed by competitors, and quality enhancement of
products and services. These indices are close to firms’ operational performance, which is
proposed as one of the dimensions of firm performance in this study. Moreover, Walter et al.
(2007) found that the alliance portfolio effectively reduced internal operating expenses due to
knowledge transfer. Finally, concerning the COVID-19 pandemic in the telecommunications
industry and the rise of demand for services provided in this sector, alliances can provide SEFs
with ample opportunities to expand their customer base and meet their recurrent needs. Although
the pandemic has had devastating effects on some sectors such as tourism and hospitality,
telecommunication companies can capitalize on the emerging market needs and sustain their
competitive advantages.

Research implications for the telecommunications SEFs in the COVID-19 crisis

With the Coronavirus (COVID-19) onset in late 2019 and early 2020, the world has witnessed an
unexpected crisis in transactions, especially in business interactions. Many believe the world is
permanently changed as a result of the pandemic. Although numerous incentives at the local,
regional and national levels have ensued, such as reducing environmental uncertainty, new
investment opportunities, transferring technical knowledge, and gaining footholds into new
markets, the impact on small firms is immense (Emanuel et al., 2020). While some will not
survive, other small firms will develop alliance strategies in the COVID-19 catastrophe.
However, the cooperation between companies is not free of the side effects of the pandemic
(Kuckertz et al., 2020). Based on the results of this research, we provide practical and theoretical
suggestions.



Concerning managerial implications, one of the positive outcomes of the COVID-19 crisis is that
the telecommunications industry has now been recognized as vital, which could bring many
opportunities (threats) for SEFs managers. Making it possible for employees to telework from
home and students to complete their assignments, for example, has opened new product markets.
Conversely, due to the transmission of the virus, it can reduce the quantity and quality of trust,
expectation, and commitment in alliances due to limited personal contact. Supply and value
chains have been disrupted, resource exchange has been limited or non-existent, and alliance risk
has risen (e.g., both sides demand unconventional cooperation), such as unyielding requests for
more scarce resources, withdrawing resources from alliances, and putting heavier pressure or
responsibility on the partner’s shoulder (Emanuel et al., 2020). Moreover, concerns about non-
physical resources may not be as big an issue (e.g., knowledge and financial), but physical
resources are particularly sensitive. This is particularly critical for businesses that have foreign
partners and operate internationally. For example, when a country focuses more internally,
critical obstacles are created for these companies with international alliance partners (Kuckertz et
al., 2020).

Without the internal competencies and relying solely on partners’ capabilities, the alliance is
unlikely to work despite incentives. Both partners must contribute, which is even more evident in
times of crisis. Miles et al. (1999) found that firms highly reliant on their strategic partners’
capabilities exhibit lower performance, while firms with genuine capabilities and an alternative
among a set of available strategic alliance partners exhibit greater performance.

Concerning theoretical implications, we conclude from the results of this research that pre- and
post-alliance activities significantly affect the performance and success of SEFs in the
telecommunications industry. Therefore, it is crucial to pay special academic attention to these
activities to adapt to the situation more than ever. Moreover, in the non-telecommunications
industry or industries with more consumer-oriented, such as cars, home appliances, or
computers, mass production is the most important factor to compete. Soft factors such as design,
research, technical knowledge, and research are insignificant in comparison. Conversely, in the
telecommunications industry, these soft factors come first (BMI Research, 2020). In this case,
SEFs in telecommunications should focus on these areas in their pre-alliance stage and ally with
other firms. However, post-alliance factors should not be overlooked, such as commitment to
improving trust, skills, and collaboration efforts to boost performance. However, SEFs should be
cautious concerning the scope of the underlying alliance. Pursuing technologies that are
exclusive to certain countries will only lead to a waste of resources and jeopardizing
performance (Arranz & Arroyabe, 2016). The number of alliances that SEFs take on should be
an important issue in a crisis. According to Moghaddam et al. (2016), SEFs benefit from
strategic alliances more if they engage in a moderate number of alliances rather than being
overwhelmed with a great number of alliances.

The results of this study indicate that SEFs can benefit from strategic alliances and enhance their
entrepreneurial performance in terms of innovativeness, risk-taking, and proactiveness. First, the
complementary skills developed through strategic alliances pave the way to introduce new
products, services, or processes by SEFs. Secondly, the alliance partnership enables SEFs to
share the financial and operational risk so that in cases of downturn scenarios, the recovery in



business investments is more rapid and effective. Finally, the sharing of resources and
knowledge through strategic alliances equip SEFs with the capability to exploit new-to-the-
market opportunities more quickly than competitors.

Our results have implications for future studies concerning SEFs operating in the
telecommunications industry in the time of the COVID-19 catastrophe or similar crises. Future
studies should pay special attention to the selection mechanism of the companies for alliance
engagement, as the cooperation with a partner in a time of crisis could bring in strategic
advantages and, at the same time, threats (Kuckertz et al., 2020). Moreover, partnering with a
similar enterprise might not work due to possible differences between parties providing
complementary skills. Which alliance partner has priority? How is this determined?
Additionally, will the protection of proprietary assets in a time of crisis impact partners’
managers sharing key information during an alliance process? Finally, future research may
explore how alliance challenges vary as SEFs pass through different points in their growth stages
(Alvarez et al., 2006) during this crisis by examining multiple-industry samples and using
longitudinal analysis.

Limitations

Considering that this study is one of the first attempts to examine the impact of strategic alliances
on the performance of SEFs in the telecommunications industry, this study has limitations. First,
data was limited, and access to some variables, including foreign trade transactions, the extent to
which foreign sanctions affected the SEFs, their governance composition, the degree to which it
is established or matured, and investments in innovation, may also affect the performance
valuation. Data availability is a significant challenge in the context of telecommunications firms
in Iran. Another limitation of this research pertains to the generalization of the findings. Our
sample includes only one industry, and the data is cross-sectional. Industry-related factors might
encourage or discourage alliance formation. For example, industry features, such as
environmental uncertainty, increase the desirability and feasibility of alliances and influence the
choice of alliance modes followed by SEFs (Dickson & Weaver, 1997; Moghaddam et al., 2016).

Data availability

The datasets generated during and/or analyzed during the current study are available from the
corresponding author on request.

References

Adams, B., & Sykes, V. (2003). Performance measures and profitability factors of successful
African-American entrepreneurs: An exploratory study. Journal of American Academy of
Business, 2(2), 418-424.

Agarwal, R., Croson, R., & Mahoney, J. T. (2010). The role of incentives and communication in
strategic alliances: An experimental investigation. Strategic Management Journal, 31(4),
413-437. https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.818



https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.818

Albers, S., Wohlgezogen, F., & Zajac, E. J. (2014). Strategic alliance structures: An organisation
design perspective. Journal of Management, 42(3), 582—
614. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206313488209

Alvarez, S. A., & Barney, J. B. (2001). How entrepreneurial firms can benefit from alliances
with large partners. Academy of Management Executive, 15(1), 139—
148. https://www.jstor.org/stable/4165716

Alvarez, S. A., Ireland, R. D., & Reuer, J. J. (2006). Entrepreneurship and strategic
alliances. Journal of Business Venturing, 21(4), 401—
404. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2005.03.001

Arend, R. J., & Amit, R. (2005). Selection in strategic alliance activity: Effects on firm
performance in the computing industry. European Management Journal, 23(4), 361—
381. https://doi.org/10.1016/1.emj.2005.06.011

Arino, A. (2003). Measures of strategic alliance performance: An analysis of construct
validity. Journal of International Business Studies, 34(1), 66—
79. https://doi.org/10.1057/palgrave.jibs.8400005

Arranz, N., & Arroyabe, M. F. (2016). Alliance-building process as inhibiting factor for SME
international alliances. British Journal of Management, 27(3), 497—
515. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8551.12159

Babu, M. M., Dey, B. L., Rahman, M., Roy, S. K., Alwi, S. F. S., & Kamal, M. M. (2020). Value
co-creation through social innovation: A study of sustainable strategic alliance in

telecommunication and financial services sectors in Bangladesh. Industrial Marketing
Management, 89, 13-27. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2020.06.003

Beamish, P. W., & Killing, J. P. (1997). Cooperative strategies: North American perspectives.
New Lexington Press.

BMI Research (2020). Iran telecommunications report Q1
2021. https://www.marketresearch.com/Business-Monitor-International-v304/Iran-
Telecommunications-Q1-13841613/

Bodunde, F. 1., Akinrata, E., Oke, A. E., & Babalola, A. (2020). Strategic alliance in the
construction industry: Barriers facing its implementation in an emerging market. Journal
of Construction Project Management and Innovation, 10(2), 65—

78. https://doi.org/10.36615/jcpmi.v10i2.391

Bonardo, D., Paleari, S., & Vismara, S. (2010). Valuing university-based firms: The effects of
academic affiliation on IPO performance. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 35(4),
755-776. https://doi.org/10.1111/5.1540-6520.2010.00369.x

Brockstedt, E., & Carr, C. (2005). Hidden benefits of a collaborative R&D alliance in the
pharmaceutical industry: The case of Schering AG and Novo Nordisk
A/S. Innovation, 7(4), 463—467. https://doi.org/10.5172/impp.2005.7.4.463

Cacciolatti, L., Rosli, A., Ruiz-Alba, J. L., & Chang, J. (2020). Strategic alliances and firm
performance in startups with a social mission. Journal of Business Research, 106(1),
106—117. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2019.08.047



https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206313488209
https://www.jstor.org/stable/4165716
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2005.03.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.emj.2005.06.011
https://doi.org/10.1057/palgrave.jibs.8400005
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8551.12159
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2020.06.003
https://www.marketresearch.com/Business-Monitor-International-v304/Iran-Telecommunications-Q1-13841613/
https://www.marketresearch.com/Business-Monitor-International-v304/Iran-Telecommunications-Q1-13841613/
https://doi.org/10.36615/jcpmi.v10i2.391
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6520.2010.00369.x
https://doi.org/10.5172/impp.2005.7.4.463
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2019.08.047

Carton, R. B., & Hofer, C. W. (2010). Organizational financial performance: Identifying and
testing multiple dimensions. Academy of Entrepreneurship Journal, 16(2), 1-22.

Cashman, M. N. R. (1998). Outsourcing a virtual reality. Financial. The Executive, 14(16), 12—
16.

Chiang, J. T., Chiou, C. C., Doong, S. C., & Chang, 1. (2020). Research on the construction of
performance indicators for the marketing alliance of catering industry and credit card

issuing banks by using the balanced scorecard and fuzzy AHP. Sustainability, 12(21), 1-
24. https://doi.org/10.3390/su12219005

Chung, S. A., Singh, H., & Lee, K. (2000). Complementarity, status similarity and social capital
as drivers of alliance formation. Strategic Management Journal, 21(1), 1—
22. https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1097-0266(200001)21:1%3C1::AID-
SMJ63%3E3.0.CO;2-P

Collins, B. M., & Fabozzi, F. J. (1999). Derivatives and risk management [ Special
issue]. Journal of Portfolio Management, 25(5), 16—
27. https://doi.org/10.3905/jpm.1999.319702

Conn, S., & Bitran, 1. (2004). Supporting strategic alliances the SMART way. International
Journal of Entrepreneurship and Innovation Management, 4(4), 383-392.

Coombs, J., Mudambi, R., & Deeds, D. (2006). An examination of the investments in U.S.
biotechnology firms by foreign and domestic corporate partners. Journal of Business
Venturing, 21(4), 405—428. https://doi.org/10.1016/].jbusvent.2005.02.001

Covin, J. G., & Wales, W. J. (2012). The measurement of entrepreneurial
orientation. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 36(4), 677—
702. https://doi.org/10.1111/1.1540-6520.2010.00432.x

Cravens, K., Piercy, N., & Cravens, D. (2000). Assessing the performance of strategic alliances:
Matching metrics to strategies. European Management Journal, 18(5), 529—
541. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0263-2373(00)00042-6

Cumming, D. J., Grilli, L., & Murtinu, S. (2017). Governmental and independent venture capital
investments in Europe: A firm-level performance analysis. Journal of Corporate
Finance, 42(1), 439—459. https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2294746

Damodaran, A. (1997). Corporate finance: Theory and practice (1% ed.). Wiley.

Das, T. K., & Teng, B. S. (2001). A risk perception model of alliance structuring. Journal of
International Management, 7(1), 1-29. https://doi.org/10.1016/S1075-4253(00)00037-5

De Geuser, F., Mooraj, S., & Oyon, D. (2009). Does the balanced scorecard add value?
Empirical evidence on its effect on performance. European Accounting Review, 18(1),
93-122. https://doi.org/10.1080/09638180802481698

Deeds, D. L., DeCarolis, D., & Coombs, J. E. (1997). The impact of firm specific capabilities on
the amount of capital raised in an initial public offering: Evidence from the

biotechnology industry. Journal of Business Venturing, 12(1), 31—
46. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0883-9026(97)84970-1



https://doi.org/10.3390/su12219005
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1097-0266(200001)21:1%3C1::AID-SMJ63%3E3.0.CO;2-P
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1097-0266(200001)21:1%3C1::AID-SMJ63%3E3.0.CO;2-P
https://doi.org/10.3905/jpm.1999.319702
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2005.02.001
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6520.2010.00432.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0263-2373(00)00042-6
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2294746
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1075-4253(00)00037-5
https://doi.org/10.1080/09638180802481698
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0883-9026(97)84970-1

Deeds, D. L., Mang, P. Y., & Frandsen, M. L. (2004). The influence of firms’ and industries’
legitimacy on the flow of capital into high-technology ventures. Strategic
Organization, 2(1), 9-34. https://doi.org/10.1177/1476127004040913

Dickson, P., & Weaver, K. (1997). Environmental determinants and individual-level moderators
of alliance use. Academy of Management Journal, 40(2), 404—
425. https://doi.org/10.5465/256888

Do, T. T., & Mai, N. K. (in press). Organizational learning and firm performance: A systematic
review. International Journal of Productivity and Performance
Management. https://doi.org/10.1108/ijppm-02-2020-0051

Dubini, P., & Aldrich, H. (1991). Personal and extended networks are central to the
entrepreneurial process. Journal of Business Venturing, 6(5), 305—
313. https://doi.org/10.1016/0883-9026(91)90021-5

Duysters, G., & Lokshin, B. (2011). Determinants of alliance portfolio complexity and its effect
on innovative performance of companies. Journal of Product Innovation
Management, 28(4), 570-585. https://doi.org/10.1111/1.1540-5885.2011.00824.x

Emami, A & Dimov, D. (2017). Degree of innovation and the entrepreneurs’ intention to create

value: A comparative study of experienced and novice entrepreneurs. Eurasian Business
Review, 7(2), 161-182. https://doi.org/10.1007/s40821-016-0068-y

Emami, A. & Klein, P. G. (2020). The entrepreneurial propensity for market analysis and the
intention-action gap. International Journal of Entrepreneurial Venturing, 12(3), 303-320.

Emanuel, E. J., Persad, G., Upshur, R., Thome, B., Parker, M., Glickman, A., Zhang, C., Boyle,
C., Smith, M., & Phillips, J. P. (2020). Fair allocation of scarce medical resources in the
time of COVID-19. New England Journal of Medicine, 382(22), 2049—
2055. https://doi.org/10.1056/NEJMsb2005114

Feller, J., Parhankangas, A., & Smeds, R. (2009). Inter-partner relationship, knowledge transfer
mechanisms, and improved capability to manage R&D alliances: Evidence from the

telecommunications industry. International Journal of Technology Management, 47(4),
346-370. https://doi.org/10.1504/1JTM.2009.024434

Flatten, T. C., Greve, G. 1., & Brettel, M. (2011). Absorptive capacity and firm performance in
SMEs: The mediating influence of strategic alliances. European Management
Review, 8(3), 137—-152. https://doi.org/10.1111/1.1740-4762.2011.01015.x

Fornell, C., & Larcker, D. F. (1981). Evaluating structural equation models with unobservable
variables and measurement error. Journal of Marketing Research, 18(1), 39—
50. https://doi.org/10.1177/002224378101800104

Franco, M., & Haase, H. (2016). Internationalisation of born globals: The role of strategic
alliances. European Journal of International Management, 10(2), 181—
201. https://doi.org/10.1504/EJIM.2016.074471

Franco, M., Haas, H., & Rodini, A. (2020). The role of incubators in the internationalization
process of incubated SMEs: A perspective of international cooperation. Global Business
Review. https://doi.org/10.1177/0972150920919381



https://doi.org/10.1177/1476127004040913
https://doi.org/10.5465/256888
https://doi.org/10.1108/ijppm-02-2020-0051
https://doi.org/10.1016/0883-9026(91)90021-5
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-5885.2011.00824.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40821-016-0068-y
https://doi.org/10.1056/NEJMsb2005114
https://doi.org/10.1504/IJTM.2009.024434
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1740-4762.2011.01015.x
https://doi.org/10.1177/002224378101800104
https://doi.org/10.1504/EJIM.2016.074471
https://doi.org/10.1177/0972150920919381

Galbreath, J., Lucianetti, L., Thomas, B., & Tisch, D. (2020). Entrepreneurial orientation and
firm performance in Italian firms: The moderating role of competitive
strategy. International Journal of Entrepreneurial Behavior & Research, 26(4), 629—
646. https://doi.org/10.1108/IJEBR-07-2019-0457

Geleilate, J. M. G., Parente, R. C., & Talay, M. B. (2021). Can systems integration lead to
improved performance? The role of strategic alliances. Industrial Marketing
Management, 95(1), 17-28. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2021.03.002

Geurts, D., & Van der Zee, H. (2001). Does alliance management differ from network
management? In D. M. Ard-Pieter, D. Geert, & V. Ash (Eds.), The alliance enterprise:
Global strategies for corporate collaboration (pp.41-49). Imperial College
Press. https://doi.org/10.1142/9781848161405_0005

Gholami, R., Moshiri, S., & Lee, S. Y. T. (2004). ICT and productivity of the manufacturing
industries in Iran. Electronic Journal of Information Systems in Developing
Countries, 19(4), 1-19. https://doi.org/10.1002/j.1681-4835.2004.tb00125.x

Giura, S. 1. (2015). Intended and unintended knowledge transfers in alliances: A theoretical

perspective on the role of social networks. Journal of Business Studies Quarterly, 2(2),
185-195.

Golob, T. F. (2003). Structural equation modeling for travel behavior research. Transportation
Research Part B: Methodological, 37(1), 1-25. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0191-
2615(01)00046-7

Haber, S., & Reichel, A. (2005). Identifying performance measures of small ventures: The case
of the tourism industry. Journal of Small Business Management, 43(3), 257—
286. https://doi.org/10.1111/1.1540-627X.2005.00137.x

He, Q., Meadows, M., Angwin, D., Gomes, E., & Child, J. (2020). Strategic alliance research in
the era of digital transformation: Perspectives on future research. British Journal of
Management, 31(3), 589—617. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8551.12406

Hong, J. (2020). The financing of alliance entrepreneurship. Journal of Business
Venturing, 35(1), 1-19. https://doi.org/10.1016/].jbusvent.2018.12.002

Hooley, G. J., Greenley, G. E., Cadogan, J. W., & Fahy, J. (2005). The performance impact of
marketing resources. Journal of Business Research, 58(1), 18—
27. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0148-2963(03)00109-7

Houston, M. B. (2003). Alliance partner reputation as a signal to the market: Evidence from bank
loan alliances. Corporate Reputation Review, 5(4), 330—
342. https://doi.org/10.1057/palgrave.crr.1540182

Hsu, S. T., & Prescott, J. E. (2016). The alliance experience transfer effect: The case of industry
convergence in the telecommunications equipment industry. British Journal of
Management, 28(3), 425-443. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8551.12175

Huang, J. W. (2020). New product creativity and alliance ambidexterity: The moderating effect
of causal ambiguity. Journal of Business & Industrial Marketing, 35(11), 1621—
1631. https://doi.org/10.1108/JBIM-05-2018-0170



https://doi.org/10.1108/IJEBR-07-2019-0457
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2021.03.002
https://doi.org/10.1142/9781848161405_0005
https://doi.org/10.1002/j.1681-4835.2004.tb00125.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0191-2615(01)00046-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0191-2615(01)00046-7
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-627X.2005.00137.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8551.12406
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2018.12.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0148-2963(03)00109-7
https://doi.org/10.1057/palgrave.crr.1540182
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8551.12175
https://doi.org/10.1108/JBIM-05-2018-0170

Huang, X., Boyaci, T., Glimiis, M., Ray, S., & Zhang, D. (2015). United we stand or divided we
stand? Strategic supplier alliances under order default risk. Management Science, 62(5),
1297-1315. https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.2015.2175

Hudson, M., Smart, A., & Bourne, M. (2001). Theory and practice in SME performance
measurement system. International Journal of Operations and Production
Management, 21(8), 1096—1115. https://doi.org/10.1108/EUMO0000000005587

Hulland, J. (1999). Use of partial least squares (PLS), in strategic management research: A
review of four recent studies. Strategic Management Journal, 20(2), 195—
204. https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICT)1097-0266(199902)20:2%3C195::AID-
SMJ13%3E3.0.CO;2-7

Ireland, R. D., Hitt, M. A., & Vaidyanath, D. (2002). Alliance management as a source of
competitive advantage. Journal of Management, 28(3), 413—
446. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0149-2063(02)00134-4

Jennings, D. F., Artz, K., Murray Gillin, L., & Christodouloy, C. (2000). Determinants of trust in
global strategic alliances: AMRAD and the Australian biomedical

industry. Competitiveness Review: An International Business Journal, 10(1), 25—
44. https://doi.org/10.1108/EB046387

Kalaignanam, K., Shankar, V., & Varadarajan, R. (2007). Asymmetric new product development
alliances: Win-win or win-lose partnerships? Management Science, 53(3), 357—
374. https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.1060.0642

Kale, P., Dyer, J., & Singh, H. (2001). Value creation and success in strategic alliances:
Alliancing skills and the role of alliance structure and systems. European Management
Journal, 19(5), 463-471. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0263-2373(01)00062-7

Kang, I., Han, S., & Shin, G. C. (2014). A process leading to strategic alliance outcome: The
case of IT companies in China. Japan and Korea. International Business Review, 23(6),
1127-1138. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ibusrev.2014.03.008

Kaplan, R. S., & Norton, D. P. (1992). The balanced scorecard - measures that drive
performance. Harvard Business Review, 70(1), 71-79. https://hollis.harvard.edu/primo-
explore/fulldisplay?docid=TN_cdi_proquest_reports_1296466842&context=PC&vid=H
VD2&search _scope=everything&tab=everything&lang=en US

Khalid, S., & Larimo, J. (2012). Affects of alliance entrepreneurship on common vision, alliance
capability and alliance performance. International Business Review, 21(5), 891—
905. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ibusrev.2011.10.003

Klein, V. B., & Todesco, J. L. (2021). COVID-19 crisis and SMEs responses: The role of digital
transformation [Special issue]. Knowledge and Process Management, 28(2), 117—
133. https://doi.org/10.1002/kpm.1660

Kuckertz, A., Brindle, L., Gaudig, A., Hinderer, S., Reyes, C. A. M., Prochotta, A., Steinbrink,
K. M., & Berger, E. S. C. (2020). Startups in times of crisis-A rapid response to the
COVID-19 pandemic. Journal of Business Venturing Insights, 13(1), 1—

13. https://doi.org/10.1016/1.jbvi.2020.e00169



https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.2015.2175
https://doi.org/10.1108/EUM0000000005587
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1097-0266(199902)20:2%3C195::AID-SMJ13%3E3.0.CO;2-7
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1097-0266(199902)20:2%3C195::AID-SMJ13%3E3.0.CO;2-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0149-2063(02)00134-4
https://doi.org/10.1108/EB046387
https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.1060.0642
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0263-2373(01)00062-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ibusrev.2014.03.008
https://hollis.harvard.edu/primo-explore/fulldisplay?docid=TN_cdi_proquest_reports_1296466842&context=PC&vid=HVD2&search_scope=everything&tab=everything&lang=en_US
https://hollis.harvard.edu/primo-explore/fulldisplay?docid=TN_cdi_proquest_reports_1296466842&context=PC&vid=HVD2&search_scope=everything&tab=everything&lang=en_US
https://hollis.harvard.edu/primo-explore/fulldisplay?docid=TN_cdi_proquest_reports_1296466842&context=PC&vid=HVD2&search_scope=everything&tab=everything&lang=en_US
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ibusrev.2011.10.003
https://doi.org/10.1002/kpm.1660
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbvi.2020.e00169

Lee, C. W. (2007). Strategic alliances influence on small medium firm performance. Journal of
Business Research, 60(7), 731-741. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2007.02.018

Leiblein, M. J., & Reuer, J. J. (2004). Building a foreign sales base: The roles of capabilities and
alliances for entrepreneurial firms. Journal of Business Venturing, 19(2), 285—
307. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0883-9026(03)00031-4

Li, P. C., & Chen, Y. C. (2016). Exploring interaction-based antecedents of marketing-R&D
collaboration: Evidence from the Taiwan’s semiconductor industry. Innovation:
Management, Policy & Practice, 18(3), 352—

372. https://doi.org/10.1080/14479338.2016.1219618

Lim, S. E., & Ok, C. M. (2021). A meta-analytic review of antecedents of hospitality and tourism
firms’ performance: A cross-cultural comparison. Tourism Management, 86(1), 1—
12. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2021.104325

Lumpkin, G. T., & Dess, G. G. (2001). Linking two dimensions of entrepreneurial orientation to
firm performance: The moderating role of environment and industry life cycle. Journal of
Business Venturing, 16(5), 429-451. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0883-9026(00)00048-3

Martins, I., & Perez, J. P. (2020). Testing mediating effects of individual entrepreneurial
orientation on the relation between close environmental factors and entrepreneurial

intention. International Journal of Entrepreneurial Behavior & Research, 26(4), 771—
791. https://doi.org/10.1108/IJEBR-08-2019-0505

McNaughton, R. B. (2001). Strategic alliances in the software industry. International Journal of
Entrepreneurship and Innovation Management, 1(3—4), 444—
462. https://doi.org/10.1504/1JEIM.2001.000467

Meier, M. (2011). Knowledge management in strategic alliances: A review of empirical

evidence. International Journal of Management Reviews, 13(1), 1—
23. https://doi.org/10.1111/5.1468-2370.2010.00287.x

Miles, G., Preece, S., & Baetz, M. (1999). Dangers of dependence: The impact of strategic
alliance use by small technology-based firms. Journal of Small Business
Management, 37(2), 20-29.

Moghaddam, K., Bosse, D. A., & Provance, M. (2016). Strategic alliances of entrepreneurial
firms: Value enhancing then value destroying. Strategic Entrepreneurship Journal, 10(2),
153-168. https://doi.org/10.1002/sej.1221

Moore, K. R. (1998). Trust and relationship commitment in logistics alliances: A buyer
perspective. International Journal of Purchasing and Materials Management, 34(4), 24—
37. https://doi.org/10.1111/5.1745-493X.1998.tb00039.x

Nielsen, B. B. (2007). Determining international strategic alliance performance: A
multidimensional approach. International Business Review, 16(3), 337—
361. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ibusrev.2007.02.004

Nielsen, B. B., & Nielsen, S. (2009). Learning and innovation in international strategic alliances:
An empirical test of the role of trust and tacitness. Journal of Management Studies, 46(6),
1031-1056. https://doi.org/10.1111/1.1467-6486.2009.00840.x



https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2007.02.018
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0883-9026(03)00031-4
https://doi.org/10.1080/14479338.2016.1219618
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2021.104325
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0883-9026(00)00048-3
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJEBR-08-2019-0505
https://doi.org/10.1504/IJEIM.2001.000467
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2370.2010.00287.x
https://doi.org/10.1002/sej.1221
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-493X.1998.tb00039.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ibusrev.2007.02.004
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-6486.2009.00840.x

Nunnally, J., & Bernstein, 1. (1994). Psychometric theory (3™ ed.). McGraw-Hill.

Omran, M., Khallaf, A., Gleason, K., & Tahat, Y. (2021). Non-financial performance measures
disclosure, quality strategy, and organizational financial performance: A mediating
model. Total Quality Management & Business Excellence, 32(5-6), 652—

675. https://doi.org/10.1080/14783363.2019.1625708

Pandi, A. P., Sethupathi, P. R., Jeyathilagar, D., & Rajesh, R. (2016). Structural equation
modelling for analysing relationship between IEQMS criteria and performance of

engineering institutions. International Journal of Enterprise Network Management, 7(2),
87-97. https://doi.org/10.1504/IJENM.2016.077525

Pannone, A. (2001). Accounting and pricing for the telecommunications industry: An operational
approach. Industrial and Corporate Change, 10(2), 453—
480. https://doi.org/10.1093/icc/10.2.453

Pansiri, J. (2007). How company and managerial characteristics influence strategic alliance
adoption in the travel sector. International Journal of Tourism Research, 9(4), 243—
255. https://doi.org/10.1002/jtr.609

Pittino, D., Visintin, F., & Lauto, G. (2017). A configurational analysis of the antecedents of
entrepreneurial orientation. European Management Journal, 35(2), 224—
237. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.em;.2016.07.003

Reuer, J., & Arino, A. (2007). Strategic alliance contracts: Dimensions and determinants of
contractual complexity. Strategic Management Journal, 28(3), 313—
330. https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.581

Reuer, J. J., Arifio, A., & Mellewigt, T. (2006). Entrepreneurial alliances as contractual
forms. Journal of Business Venturing, 21(3), 306—
325. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2004.09.003

Rikhardsson, P., Wendt, S., Arnardéttir, A. A., & Sigurjonsson, T. O. (in press). Is more really
better? Performance measure variety and environmental uncertainty. International
Journal of Productivity and Performance Management. https://doi.org/10.1108/IJPPM-
11-2019-0539

Rindova, V. P., Williamson, 1. O., & Petkova, A. P. (2010). Reputation as an intangible asset:
Reflections on theory and methods in two empirical studies of business school
reputations. Journal of Management, 36(3), 610—

619. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206309343208

Sambasivan, M., & Yen, C. N. (2010). Strategic alliances in a manufacturing supply chain:
Influence of organisational culture from the manufacturer’s perspective. International
Journal of Physical Distribution and Logistics Management, 40(6), 456—

474. https://doi.org/10.1108/09600031011062191

Sambasivan, M., Siew-Phaik, L., Abidin Mohamed, Z., & Choy Leong, Y. (2011). Impact of
interdependence between supply chain partners on strategic alliance outcomes: Role of

relational capital as a mediating construct. Management Decision, 49(4), 548—
569. https://doi.org/10.1108/00251741111126486



https://doi.org/10.1080/14783363.2019.1625708
https://doi.org/10.1504/IJENM.2016.077525
https://doi.org/10.1093/icc/10.2.453
https://doi.org/10.1002/jtr.609
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.emj.2016.07.003
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.581
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2004.09.003
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJPPM-11-2019-0539
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJPPM-11-2019-0539
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206309343208
https://doi.org/10.1108/09600031011062191
https://doi.org/10.1108/00251741111126486

Sarkar, M. B., Echambadi, R. A. J., & Harrison, J. S. (2001). Alliance entrepreneurship and firm
market performance. Strategic Management Journal, 22(6-7), 701—
711. https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.179

Shane, S., & Venkataraman, S. (2000). The promise of entrepreneurship as a field of
research. Academy of Management Review, 25(1), 217—
226. https://doi.org/10.2307/259271

Shirokova, G., Morris, M. H., Laskovaia, A., & Micelotta, E. (2021). Effectuation and causation,
firm performance, and the impact of institutions: A multi-country moderation

analysis. Journal of Business Research, 129(1), 169—
182. https://doi.org/10.1016/].jbusres.2021.02.045

Spekman, R. E., Isabella, L. A., & MacAvoy, T. C. (2000). Alliance competence: Maximizing the
value of your partnerships (1% ed.). Wiley.

Stuart, T. E., & Sorenson, O. (2007). Strategic networks and entrepreneurial ventures. Strategic
Entrepreneurship Journal, 1(3—4), 211-227. https://doi.org/10.1002/sej.18

Subramanian, A. M., Bo, W., & Kah-Hin, C. (2018). The role of knowledge base homogeneity in
learning from strategic alliances. Research Policy, 47(1), 158—
168. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2017.10.005

Talebi, K., & —, & Najmabadi, A. D. (2015). SME alliance performance: The impacts of
alliance entrepreneurship, entrepreneurial orientation and intellectual
capital. International Journal of Entrepreneurship and Small Business, 24(2), 187—
207. https://doi.org/10.1504/IJESB.2015.067286

Tsaur, S. H., & Wang, C. H. (2011). Personal ties, reciprocity, competitive intensity and
performance of the strategic alliances in Taiwan’s travel industry. The Service Industries
Journal, 31(6), 911-928. https://doi.org/10.1080/02642060903078735

Venkatraman, N., & Ramanujam, V. (1986). Measurement of business performance in strategy
research: A comparison of approaches. Academy of Management Review, 11(4), 801—
814. https://doi.org/10.2307/258398

Vivarelli, M. (2013). Technology, employment and skills: An interpretative
framework. Eurasian Business Review, 3(1), 66—
89. https://doi.org/10.14208/BF03353818

Schaper, M., & Volery, T. (2007). Entrepreneurship and small business. A pacific rim
perspective (2" ed.). Wiley.

Walter, J., Lechner, C., & Kellermanns, F. W. (2007). Knowledge transfer between and within
alliance partners: Private versus collective benefits of social capital. Journal of Business
Research, 60(7), 698-710. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2007.01.026

Wang, H., Wuebker, R., Han, S., & Ensley, M. (2012). Strategic alliances by venture capital
backed firms: An empirical examination. Small Business Economics, 38(2), 179—
196. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-009-9247-x



https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.179
https://doi.org/10.2307/259271
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2021.02.045
https://doi.org/10.1002/sej.18
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2017.10.005
https://doi.org/10.1504/IJESB.2015.067286
https://doi.org/10.1080/02642060903078735
https://doi.org/10.2307/258398
https://doi.org/10.14208/BF03353818
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2007.01.026
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11187-009-9247-x

Wang, Y., & Nicholas, S. (2005). Knowledge transfer, replication and learning in non-equity
alliances: Operating joint ventures in China. Management International Review, 45(1),
99-118. https://www.jstor.org/stable/40836041

Yasuda, H., & Iijima, J. (2005). Linkage between strategic alliances and firm’s business strategy:
The case of semiconductor industry. Technovation, 25(5), 513—
521. https://doi.org/10.1016/J. TECHNOVATION.2003.09.005

Yu, B., Hao, S., Ahlstrom, D., Si, S., & Liang, D. (2014). Entrepreneurial firms’ network
competence, technological capability, and new product development performance. Asia
Pacific Journal of Management, 31(3), 687—704. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10490-013-
9365-5

Zoogah, D. B., & Peng, M. W. (2011). What determines the performance of strategic alliance
managers? Two lens model studies. Asia Pacific Journal of Management, 28(3), 483—
508. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10490-009-9187-7



https://www.jstor.org/stable/40836041
https://doi.org/10.1016/J.TECHNOVATION.2003.09.005
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10490-013-9365-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10490-013-9365-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10490-009-9187-7

	Examining the relationship between strategic alliances and the performance of small entrepreneurial firms in telecommunications
	Introduction
	Theory and hypotheses
	Firm performance
	Hypotheses development
	Research methodology
	Sampling and data collection
	Measures and validity/reliability assessment


	Data analysis and results
	Discussion and Conclusion
	Research implications for the telecommunications SEFs in the COVID-19 crisis

	Limitations
	Data availability
	References

