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Summary Previous research has found that the choice between joint ventures and contractual
agreements presented some peculiarities in repeated alliances with the same partner, although
the empirical evidence was far from conclusive. In this paper, we extend the insights of the
growing literature on interorganizational routines to the field of strategic alliance governance. We
argue that when developing new collaborative projects with the same partner, firms tend to
repeat the same contractual form used in previous projects to take advantage of the governance
routines developed in the past. Support for our predictions is provided by an analysis of a sample of
technology alliances carried out by European firms.
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Introduction

The adoption of joint ventures (JVs) as a governance form in
strategic alliances is one of the most frequently analyzed
topics in this field (Ariño & Reuer, 2006; Casciaro, 2003;
Colombo, 2003; Garcı́a-Canal, 1996; Gulati, 1995; Kuittinen,
Kyläheiko, Sandström, & Jantunen, 2009; Oxley, 1997; Phene
& Tallman, 2012; Pisano, 1989; Sampson, 2004; Teng & Das,
2008). Apparently, the problem studied is quite simple:
creating a new company that is jointly owned by the partners
to coordinate alliance activities, instead of relying exclu-
sively on contracts. Existing research suggests that the coor-
dination and control of alliances is easier in JVs, so complex
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alliances or cooperative projects entailing high risks of
opportunism are expected to show a high propensity to adopt
the JV form. However, the significant number of contra-
dictory results and existing gaps in the literature show that
this research problem is more complex than it appears.

Among the factors which could affect the propensity to
create a JV, one deserving special attention is the existence
of previous cooperative relationships among partners. The
early works in this field considered previous relationships as a
proxy of trust, and argued that such relationships would
reduce the propensity to create JVs, since the trust accu-
mulated among partners should reduce the risks of opportu-
nistic behavior. For this reason, and consistently with the
trust-control trade-off (Bachmann, 2001; Das & Teng, 2001),
it has been argued that previous cooperative relationships
between partners should reduce the propensity to adopt the
joint venture form (Gulati, 1995; Ring & Van de Ven, 1992).
However, several studies did not find a significant influence of
previous relationships on the probability of creating JVs
(Casciaro, 2003; Garcı́a-Canal, 1996; Globerman & Nielsen,
2007; Oxley, 1997; Oxley & Sampson, 2004; Phene & Tallman,
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2012; Sampson, 2004), while others found contradictory
results–—in some cases, a negative influence was observed
(Gulati, 1995; Gulati & Singh, 1998; Santoro & McGill, 2005),
and in others, this influence was positive (Colombo, 2003;
Kuittinen et al., 2009; Reuer & Ariño, 2002). Setting aside the
relationship with trust, the role of previous cooperative
relationships among partners on alliance governance and
performance started to being studied per se since the last
decade (Al-Laham, Schweizer, & Amburgey, 2010; Casciaro,
2003; Filson & Morales, 2006; Gulati, Lavie, & Singh, 2009;
Hoang & Rothaermel, 2005; Li & Portugal Ferreira, 2008;
Ryall & Sampson, 2009; Zollo, Reuer, & Singh, 2002), while
trust started to being more precisely measured (Gulati &
Please cite this article in press as: Garcı́a-Canal, E., et al. Contractual f
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Table 1 Empirical evidence about the influence of partner-spec

Reference Data/sample 

Gulati (1995) 2400 alliances formed by American,
European, and Japanese firms
between 1970 and 1989.
Biopharmaceuticals, new materials,
and automobile sectors

Garcı́a-Canal (1996) 663 strategic alliances in which at least
one Spanish firm is involved

Gulati and
Singh (1998)

2400 alliances formed by American,
European, and Japanese firms
between 1970 and 1989.
Biopharmaceuticals, new materials,
and automobile sectors

Oxley (1999) 727 alliances involving one U.S.-based
firm and a firm from another country.
Biotechnology, information technology
or new materials sectors

Zollo et al. (2002) 81 biotech and pharmaceutical firms
completed questionnaires for 145
agreements

Goerzen (2007) 580 Japanese multinationals 

Reuer and
Ariño (2002)

71 alliances formed between 1986 and
1992 in which at least one Spanish firm
is involved. (Surveys)

Casciaro (2003) 719 alliances formed in the U.S.
telecommunications, entertainment
and computer industries

Oxley and
Sampson (2004)

208 international R&D alliances
involving electronics and
telecommunications equipment
companies

Sampson (2004) 232 R&D alliances 

Colombo (2003) 271 alliances that were established
between each other by 67 of the
world’s largest firms in IT industries
over the period 1983—1986
Nickerson, 2008). Table 1 summarizes the main empirical
studies that analyze partner-specific experience on different
aspects.

In this paper, we argue that the main reason for the
inconclusive results of the influence of previous cooperative
relationships on the propensity to create JVs is that such
influence is conditioned by the governance structure already
used in previous cooperative experiences. Specifically, we
extend the insights of the growing literature on the role of
interorganizational routines (Becker, 2004; Capaldo, 2007;
Duysters, Heimeriks, Lokshin, Meijer, & Sabidussi, 2012;
Feller, Parhankangas, Smeds, & Jaatinen, 2013; Hoang &
Rothaermel, 2005; Kale & Singh, 2007; Lavie, Haunschild,
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ific experience over different dependent variablesa.

Method Influence

Logistic regression model Negative (Joint venture)

Multinomial logit regression
model

Non significant effect
(Joint venture)

Multinomial logit regression
model

Negative (Joint venture)

Simple appropriability model Non significant effect
(Joint venture)

Multiple regression model Positive (Performance)

Latent variable structural
equation modeling

Negative (Performance)

Logistic regression model Positive (Joint venture)

Fixed-effects logistic regression
model (panel data)
Logistic regression model

Non significant effect
(Joint venture)
Non-equity alliances:
Negative (Joint venture)
Equity alliances:
Positive (Joint venture)

Multinomial logit regression model
Probit regression model
Bivariate probit model

Non significant effect
(Joint venture)

Binomial probit model Non significant effect
(Joint venture)

Binomial and multinomial
logit models

Positive (Joint venture)
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Table 1 (Continued )

Reference Data/sample Method Influence

Hoang and
Rothaermel (2005)

292 alliances between pharmaceutical
and biotechnology firms

Logistic regression model Non significant effect
(Performance)

Santoro and
McGill (2005)

642 alliances formed in 2000 in
biotechnology and pharmaceutical
industries (ReCap database)

Ordinal logit model Negative (Joint venture)

Filson and
Morales (2006)

4344 biotechnology alliances from the
mid 70s to June 2001

Probit models Negative (equity links)

Globerman and
Nielsen (2007)

120 alliances involving Danish firms Logit model Non significant effect
(Joint venture)

Reuer and
Ariño (2007)

436 alliances formed by 343 Spanish
firms

OLS models Negative (coordination
provision)
Non significant
(enforcement provisions)

Gulati et al. (2009) 628 joint ventures formed among
Fortune 300 firms between 1987 and
1996

Event study analysis Positive (Stock market
reaction)

Kuittinen et al.
(2009)

1918 alliances of 12 European and
North American companies of
information and communication
technology sector

Logistic regression model Positive (Joint venture)

Ryall and Sampson
(2009)

52 joint technology development
contracts in the telecommunications
and microelectronics industries

Ordered probit and
simple probit models

Positive (detailed
contracts)

Vanneste and
Puranam (2010)

971 Information Technology
procurement contracts entered into by
788 Dutch SMEs

OLS regression model Positive (technical
detail in contracts)

Al-Laham et al. (2010) 847 US biotechnology firms Event history analysis Positive (post-acquisition
patent rate)

Zaheer et al. (2010) 8647 high-technology acquisitions by
US firms during 1990—98 (SDC Platinum
database)

Event study analysis Positive (Stock market
reaction for bidders)

Chang and Tsai (2013) 4293 US domestic acquisitions during
1993—2000

OLS regression model Positive (buy-and-hold
return of bidders)

a In parenthesis.
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& Khanna, 2012; Lavie, Kang, & Rosenkopf, 2011; Sarkar,
Echambadi, Tamer Cavusgil, & Aulakh, 2001; Schilke & Goer-
zen, 2010; Zollo et al., 2002; Zollo & Winter, 2002, among
others) to the field of governance choice. While empirical
research has analyzed the effect of interorganizational rou-
tines on the performance of alliances (Hoang & Rothaermel,
2005; Lavie et al., 2012; Lavie et al., 2011; Zollo et al., 2002),
alliance portfolio performance (Duysters et al., 2012), alli-
ance management capabilities (Feller et al., 2013), network
structure (Capaldo, 2007), and contractual complexity
(Reuer & Ariño, 2007), the influence of interorganizational
routines on contractual form has not been sufficiently ana-
lyzed. We argue that, when developing new collaborative
projects with the same partner, firms tend to repeat the same
governance form used in previous projects, to take advan-
tage of the governance routines already developed, that are
specific to a governance structure. Thus, extending existing
Please cite this article in press as: Garcı́a-Canal, E., et al. Contractual f
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research, the main contribution of this work is to explain and
test when and why firms show a preference to repeat the
same governance form used in previous agreements with the
same partner.

We test our propositions using a sample of technology
alliances carried out by European firms between 1992 and
1999. We focus our analysis on technology alliances because
they imply more risks of opportunistic behavior, as they entail
transferring or pooling valuable know how (Capaldo & Pet-
ruzzelli, 2011; Gulati, 1995; Osborn & Baughn, 1990; Pisano,
1989). Besides, these technology alliances are more difficult
to coordinate, due to the greater uncertainty surrounding the
work at hand. All this would justify a greater propensity to
create JVs for this kind of alliances, something which does
not always occur. We have used Thomson Financial-SDC
Platinum database as a source of empirical evidence, and
we have also elaborated a dataset including all technology
orm in repeated alliances with the same partner: The role of inter-
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alliances between 1992 and 1999 in which at least one
European firm has participated. In all, we have included
information from more than 2000 technology alliances.

Previous relationships and governance form:
antecedents

As already mentioned, the literature on the governance form
of alliances has considered two major governance forms
(e.g., Osborn & Baughn, 1990): JVs and contractual agree-
ments. From an organizational point of view, the creation of a
JV has two main consequences. On the one hand, an admin-
istrative hierarchy controlled by the partners is established,
which is responsible for coordinating activities (Osborn &
Baughn, 1990). On the other hand, partners participate
directly in the profits of the JV, as well as in its residual
value, on the basis of their share in the equity of the JV
(Pisano, 1989). This equity stake not only facilitates the
distribution of alliance profits, but also constitutes an incen-
tive for partners to contribute to the JV’s success.

In contractual agreements, the relationship is governed by
a contract that specifies the parties’ rights and obligations,
without entailing the creation of a new company. Hence, all
details related to the control of activities and the distribution
of residual returns must be negotiated among partners, so
those details not explicitly addressed remain undefined and
potentially capable of generating complex ex-post renego-
tiations (Ariño, Ragozzino, & Reuer, 2006).

In short, the main difference between the two options
lies in the existence of an administrative hierarchy in JVs
that allows partners to guarantee their rights of supervision
of their resources on a day-to-day basis. However, the
establishment of this hierarchy presents two drawbacks.
On the one hand, certain costs derive from the setting up
and normal functioning of the new company that the part-
ners must face (Garcı́a-Canal, 1996). On the other hand,
partners have to share the residual value of the JV among
themselves without performance requirements being spe-
cified ex-ante (Contractor & Ra, 1998; Kogut, 1988). How-
ever, it is important to note that the use of JVs do not
exclude the use of contractual provisions to rule the agree-
ment (Kale & Singh, 2009; Reuer & Ariño, 2007). Both, JVs
and contractual agreements make use of them. The main
difference is that in contractual agreements they are the
only formal governance mechanism, while JVs rely also on
hierarchical instruments. Another difference is that both
forms of governance include different types of contractual
provisions. Whereas Reuer and Ariño (2007) did not find
more contractual complexity in pure contractual agree-
ments than in alliances involving shared equity, they found
different kinds of provisions. For instance, they found more
clauses related to auditing rights in equity than in non-
equity alliances. Finally, JVs and contractual agreements
can be backed also by informal governance mechanisms
based on trust and the shadow of the future; the so-called
relational contracts (Gibbons & Henderson, 2012). Some
scholars argued that they play a more important role in
contractual agreements, as they may act as substitutes of
the control rights associated to JVs (Gulati, 1995). However,
as all contracts are, by definition, incomplete when trans-
action costs are present (Hart, 1988); and alliances are by
Please cite this article in press as: Garcı́a-Canal, E., et al. Contractual f
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no means and exception to this rule, it is clear that rela-
tional contracts are also relevant in JVs (Baker, Gibbons, &
Murphy, 2002). In fact, the literature on the management of
JVs has traditionally distinguished two extreme approaches
to manage JVs: one based on trust and relational contracts
and another based on control rights (Garcı́a-Canal, Valdés-
Llaneza, & Ariño, 2003).

Theoretical arguments in the study of the contractual
form of alliances come from Transaction Costs Economics
(TCE) (Williamson, 1985; Williamson, 1996), the Theory of
Social Networks (Burt, 1982; Granovetter, 1985) and the
principles of the Organizational Design (Galbraith, 1977;
Lawrence & Lorch, 1967; Thompson, 1967). From a TCE
perspective (Williamson, 1985; Williamson, 1996), it is gen-
erally assumed that JVs are organizational forms that allow
partners to reduce uncertainty about the future behavior of
other partners and to enter into alliances while minimizing
risks that they are obliged to assume owing to possible
opportunistic behavior. This risk is commonly known as
appropriability hazards (Kogut, 1988; Oxley, 1997) and
refers to the risk of suffering the consequences of inap-
propriate use of assets brought to alliances and inadequate
distribution of returns from this cooperative partnership.
The Theory of Social Networks (Burt, 1982; Granovetter,
1985) analyzes the choice of the governance form for alli-
ances in the context of the network of relationships in which
the firm is embedded. This perspective points out that firms
linked through recurrent ties accumulate information about
the most appropriate behavior for their relationship, redu-
cing uncertainty and generating trust (Granovetter, 1985).
Authors taking this approach argue that formation of JVs is
not necessary when the alliance is embedded in a long-term
relationship between firms (Burt, 1982; Granovetter, 1985;
Gulati, 1995). From an Organizational Design perspective,
the key issue in the choice of JVs is related to the coordina-
tion requirements of the tasks implicit in the collaboration.
In fact, JVs are mechanisms that help to solve coordination
problems among partners (Casciaro, 2003; Gulati & Singh,
1998).

As pointed out above, previous empirical studies did not
show conclusive results about the effect of previous coop-
erative relationships among partners on the governance
form of alliances; see Table 1. Gulati (1995) was the first to
find significant negative influence of this factor on the
propensity to create JVs. In his work, he argued that
the trust generated by previous relationships reduces
the risk of opportunistic behavior, thus making the control
rights associated with JVs less necessary. In a later work
using the same database (Gulati & Singh, 1998), the nega-
tive effect of previous alliances among partners on the
propensity to create JVs was again shown. More recently,
Santoro and McGill (2005) have detected the same influ-
ence.

However, many works did not find empirical support for
the influence of previous cooperative relationships among
partners on the contractual form of alliances (Casciaro,
2003; Garcı́a-Canal, 1996; Globerman & Nielsen, 2007;
Oxley, 1997; Oxley, 1999; Oxley & Sampson, 2004; Phene
& Tallman, 2012). Some studies have even observed the
opposite result. For instance, Colombo (2003) found that
previous cooperative relationships between partners
increased the probability to adopt the JV form.
orm in repeated alliances with the same partner: The role of inter-
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Hypotheses

It is well documented that firms tend to exploit the routines
used in the past (Kogut & Zander, 1995), taking advantage of
accumulated knowledge and experience (Dutton & Thomas,
1984; Nelson & Winter, 1982; Winter, 1987; Winter, 1995;
Yelle, 1979). This effect is well documented in the field of
strategic alliances, since the work of Westney (1988), where
she introduced the concept of learning curves in the coop-
eration process. For this author, the successful experience of
a firm in managing alliances facilitates the internal diffusion
of its partners’ knowledge in later alliances, as well as the
development of alliance management capabilities. This
experience has traditionally been considered a determining
factor in alliances’ success (Child & Yan, 2003; Mora-Valentı́n,
Montoro-Sánchez, & Guerras-Martı́n, 2004). In fact, some
evidence shows that the performance of alliances (measured
by companies’ abnormal returns) is better in companies with
experience in this field (Anand & Khanna, 2000; Kale, Dyer, &
Singh, 2002).

From an organizational learning perspective, experience
in the development of cooperative relations in alliances can
be understood as a capability (Kale & Singh, 2009). To this
respect, Zollo and Winter (2002) present a theoretical dis-
cussion about how a company’s capabilities can improve
through the accumulation of experience (tacit knowledge)
and their interaction with the existing company’s organiza-
tional routines, which have been already codified (explicit
knowledge). Although some of this knowledge and experi-
ence is applicable to all types of cooperative relationships,
another part of these routines and procedures is partner-
specific, as is the case of specific knowledge regarding the
partner and its routines that can be useful for joint interac-
tion (Gulati, 1995; Gulati et al., 2009; Hoang & Rothaermel,
2005; Levinthal & Fichman, 1988; Zollo et al., 2002). Partner-
specific routines can include conflict resolution mechanisms,
since sometimes partners institutionalize these procedures
to proactively manage potential conflicts (Kale, Singh, &
Perlmutter, 2000). Moreover, routines and procedures estab-
lished in the past, may allow firms to exploit partner-specific
non-codified knowledge (Simonin, 1999). Taking all of these
arguments into account, it is easy to understand why Dyer
and Singh (1998) argued that routines for joint interaction
that facilitate communications, coordination, and control,
are assets capable of generating rents as the relationship
between the partners evolves. They are, in fact, an organi-
zational capability that can lead to a sustainable competitive
advantage.

Recent research on organizational capabilities shows that
they are difficult to replicate, among other reasons, because
they are grounded on relational contracts. Gibbons and
Henderson’s (2012) analysis shows how many managerial
practices are the natural outcome of internal labor–—or
exchange–—relationships for which it is extremely difficult
to specify ex-ante the desired behavior or performance of the
people taking part in them, like in the case of the workers in
Toyota’s production system. In these contexts, routines and
practices arise as the parties involved discover or define
across several interactions what is acceptable and what is
not for the specific context of their relationship. The rela-
tionship thus becomes structured as a relational contract in
which the parties stick to these limits defined while the
Please cite this article in press as: Garcı́a-Canal, E., et al. Contractual f
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relationship is developed and trust is generated among them.
This interpretation of organizational capabilities can be
extended to the field of strategic alliances. As argued before,
alliances can be governed through three mechanisms: hier-
archical governance, formal contractual provisions and rela-
tional contracts, although there is ample evidence regarding
that these three mechanisms are complements rather than
substitutes (Kale & Singh, 2009). Specifically this means that
interorganizational routines for the coordination of the part-
ners are developed to complement the formal mechanisms of
governance (JVs and contracts). In effect, the shared control
rights that exist in JVs and formal contracts are never fully
defined as in a complete contract, so organizational routines
appear in order to fill the formal gaps that may exist in the
relationship. These routines, thus, appear to complete the
initial agreement.

Thus, behind a successful alliance there are two (or
more) partners which have been able to develop these
inter-organizational routines to facilitate joint interaction.
These routines are perfectly usable in future developments
of the alliance. In fact, alliance evolution is a process of
learning, reevaluation and adjustment (Doz, 1996) where
firms move from their initial commitments to new projects
defined after the execution of the previous ones. However,
as these routines complement the initial governance struc-
ture (JV or contract), they are more valuable when the new
alliance maintains the governance structure of the pre-
vious one. In effect, it is important to take into account
that both the context in which these routines are devel-
oped and the partner-specific routines are completely
different according to whether the case is a contractual
agreement or a JV.

In JVs, an administrative hierarchy is created that coor-
dinates the teams implementing the cooperative activities,
a hierarchy that is controlled by a management team
appointed by the partners and a governance board in which
all partners participate. This is precisely the context in
which contacts among partners are usually developed and
in which they can start a relational contract regarding how to
use their control rights. Thus, routines and interaction
procedures in JVs are attached to their formal control and
governance mechanisms. The control mechanisms used in
contractual agreements are of different nature, depending
basically on people interacting across formal boundaries in
the role of gatekeepers or controllers of cross-partner
teams, and also on less formalized decision-making proce-
dures (Child & Faulkner, 1998; Colombo, 2003). Since JVs
facilitate control rights and incentive alignment, and con-
tractual agreements lack these incentives, relational con-
tract driven routines are required to provide them (Zollo
et al., 2002). Taking these differences into account, the
later exploitation of these routines in the context of future
cooperative projects with the same partner will require the
replication of the context in which they were generated. In
fact, the results of previous research are compatible with
the idea that previous general experience in the use of a
contractual form is valuable only when one uses the same
contractual form in future alliances (Anand & Khanna, 2000;
Gulati et al., 2009). For the same reason, previous specific
experience and routines gained working with a specific
partner could be only properly exploited when using the
same governance form with this partner.
orm in repeated alliances with the same partner: The role of inter-
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.scaman.2013.06.001

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.scaman.2013.06.001


+ Models

SCAMAN-841; No. of Pages 14

Table 2 Type of alliances in sample.

Frequency

Alliances carried out by European firms 19,765
Technological alliances 2809

Technological alliances with two partners 2456
R&D alliances 1447
Technology transfer alliances 1009

6 E. Garcı́a-Canal et al.
In addition, the experience developed by companies in
writing formal contracts and introducing formal contractual
provisions is different both in the case of JVs and contractual
agreements. Contractual agreements require specifying ex-
ante a greater number of details with respect to the dis-
tribution of alliance benefits, thus anticipating solutions for
possible contingencies that may arise. In JVs, in contrast, the
aim of initial negotiations is to create a framework agree-
ment regarding the characteristics and composition of the JV,
leaving management of activities and adaptation to changing
circumstances in the hands of the administrative structure
and governance boards. Therefore, it is not necessary to
specify complex rules for regulating its functioning ex-ante,
as occurs in contractual agreements (Pisano, 1989; Pisano,
Russo, & Teece, 1988), in which, moreover, non-negotiated
aspects may generate future conflicts of interest given the
existing lack of definition in this respect. Furthermore, in JVs
there is also a more precise distribution of the benefits of the
collaboration, in line with contributions. This avoids having
to specify performance requirements ex-ante, as occurs in
contractual agreements (Kogut, 1988). For this reason, firms
having developed a previous cooperative project with a
specific partner through contractual agreements have
already developed experience in introducing contractual
provisions (and/or developed organizational routines) to
introduce appropriate incentives in the relationship. This
experience can only be applicable in future contractual
agreements with the same partner, but not in JVs. On the
contrary, firms having developed a cooperative project
through JVs will continue to rely on JVs, because they are
used to the incentive alignment and control mechanisms of
this governance form, and they can apply the experience in
introducing contractual provisions regarding how to use their
control rights, which are the type of provisions usually
introduced in JVs (Reuer & Ariño, 2007).

Taking all these ideas into account, we formulate these
hypotheses:

H1. The greater the number of JVs formed by two partners in
their previous cooperative projects, the higher the probabil-
ity of using the JV form in their subsequent projects.

H2. The greater the number of contractual agreements
formed by two partners in their previous cooperative pro-
jects, the higher the probability of using the contractual
agreement form in their subsequent projects.

Data and methods

We have used the SDC Platinum database as a source of
empirical evidence. Among other items, this dataset, dis-
tributed by Thomson Financial, collects news related to
mergers and acquisitions, corporate governance and restruc-
turing, and the formation of JVs and strategic alliances.
Specifically, in the sub-base Joint Ventures and Strategic
Alliances, SDC offers a systematic analysis of the formation
of all kinds of alliances by companies all over the world from
1988 on. (It should be noted that although SDC also includes
news previous to 1988, the approach taken for the analysis of
Please cite this article in press as: Garcı́a-Canal, E., et al. Contractual f
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data pertaining to this period is less exhaustive.) SDC defines
alliances as ‘‘agreements where two or more entities have
combined resources to form a new, mutually advantageous
business arrangement to achieve predetermined objectives.
All types of alliances are covered including: JVs, Strategic
alliances, Licensing and exclusive licensing agreements,
Research and development agreements, Manufacturing
agreements, Marketing agreements, Supply agreements.’’
(See SDC (n.d.) for more detail.)

The sample of alliances used are those created up to 1999
by companies from the 15 countries then making up the
European Union, which have been identified through the
JVs and Strategic Alliances base included in Thomson Finan-
cial SDC-Platinum–—a total of 19,765 alliances. We have
selected the alliances of technological content formed by
two partners between 1992 and 1999 from this dataset. We
defined alliances with technological content as those invol-
ving either the transfer of existing technological knowledge
and/or joint research and development.

Specifically, our sample comprises 2456 two-party tech-
nology alliances. Of them, 1447 are alliances to carry out
cooperative R&D–—among other activities, in some cases–—
and the remaining alliances–—1009–—include the transfer of
already existing technologies without entering into coopera-
tive R&D. Table 2 summarizes this information about the
sample. The main reason for focusing only on alliances
between two partners was the difficulty of interpreting
the variable relative to previous cooperative relationships
among partners in alliances among three or more companies.
In alliances among three or more partners, the effect of
partner-specific experience would be diluted, as there could
be prior agreements with some of the partners, but not with
all, so the replication of interorganizational routines in the
absence of relational contracts among all partners is extre-
mely difficult. Moreover, it is in alliances between just two
partners that such a variable has greater influence on alliance
performance (Garcı́a-Canal et al., 2003).

Even though SDC have a systematic coverage for alliance
formation since 1988, we have included in our sample alli-
ances formed since 1992 as, we need a time window wide
enough to track the existence of previous cooperative rela-
tionships accurately. The existence of previous cooperative
relationship among the partners was detected by searching
across the 19,765 alliances included in the sub-base Joint
Ventures & Strategic Alliances of SDC.

Dependent variable

As a dependent variable, we used a dummy variable, taking
the value one in those alliances in which a JV is created,
and zero in contractual agreements. Since this dependent
orm in repeated alliances with the same partner: The role of inter-
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.scaman.2013.06.001
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Contractual form in repeated alliances with the same partner 7
variable is binary, to test the hypotheses previously formu-
lated, several binomial logit models with robust standard
errors were estimated in which the likelihood of an alliance
adopting the contractual form of JV is explained by the
independent variables defined below. The general specifica-
tion of a logit model (Aldrich & Nelson, 1984) is:

Log
PðYi ¼ 1Þ

1 � PðYi ¼ 1Þ

� �
¼ a þ b0Xi

where P(Yi = 1) is the probability of an alliance i adopting the
contractual form of JV, a is the independent term, and b is
the vector of coefficients associated with the independent
and control variables defined below. The estimates were
obtained using the LOGIT procedure of the STATA statistical
package. In these estimates, the coefficients obtained for
independent and control variables indicate the impact (posi-
tive or negative) of an increase in such variables on the
probability of the governance form of the alliance being a
JV; and their significance levels indicate the probability that
the real effect of each variable has a sign opposite to the one
estimated.

Independent variables

To clarify the influence of previous cooperative relationships
among partners on the choice of contractual form of alliances,
and also to test the formulated hypotheses, we have con-
structed several variables regarding the existence of a pre-
vious relationship with the same partner. All these variables
have been calculated only for alliances between these two
partners, searching across the SDC database for the existence
of any strategic alliance formed by the same two partners from
1982 up to the time in which each alliance is formed. Speci-
fically, we have created four sets of variables.

First, we have created continuous variables to quantify
the previous partner-specific experience of the partners:

Number of Previous JVs: Number of JVs created between
the two partners preceding the formation of the alliance
codified.
Number of Previous Contractual Agreements: Number of
contractual agreements created between the two part-
ners preceding the formation of the alliance codified.
Number of JVs � Number of Contractual Agreements:
Continuous variable that accounts for the difference be-
tween the number of JVs and the number of contractual
agreements created between the two partners preceding
the formation of the alliance codified.

Second, we have created two dummy variables:

Previous JVs: Dummy variable valued 1 when, previously to
the studied alliance, partners had already created at least
one JV between themselves, and 0 in the remaining cases.
Previous Contractual Agreements: Dummy variable val-
ued 1 when, previously to the studied alliance, partners
had already created at least one contractual agreement
between themselves, and 0 in the remaining cases.

In addition, we included variables to identify those cases
in which the partners only have previous partner-specific
Please cite this article in press as: Garcı́a-Canal, E., et al. Contractual f
organizational routines. Scandinavian Journal of Management (2013), 
experience in one contractual form and not in the other.
Thus, we included the following continuous variables:

Restricted Number of Previous JVs: Number of JVs created
between the two partners before the alliance studied,
when only JVs have been established between them in
their previous joint relationships.
Restricted Number of Previous Contractual Agreements:
Number of contractual agreements created between the
two partners before the alliance studied, when only
contractual agreements have been established between
them in their previous joint relationships.

We also used a dummy specification of this last set of
variables:

Only Previous JVs: Dummy variable valued 1 when, previ-
ously to the studied alliance, partners had already created
only JVs in the cooperative projects between themselves,
and 0 in the remaining cases.
Only Previous Contractual Agreements: Dummy variable
valued 1 when, previously to the studied alliance, part-
ners had already created only contractual agreements in
the cooperative projects between themselves, and 0 in
the remaining cases.
Mixed Previous Relationships: Dummy variable valued 1
when, previously to the studied alliance, partners had
already created contractual agreements and JVs in the
cooperative projects between themselves, and 0 in the
remaining cases.

Control variables

Apart from including these variables, several control vari-
ables already used in previous literature have been included,
to account for relevant effects that could contaminate the
impact of the independent variables, and to provide new
empirical evidence that could shed some light on the contra-
dictory results obtained in previous literature. Specifically,
we have included the following control variables:

High Technology: Dummy variable valued 1 in those alli-
ances in which the activity of the agreement is developed
in high technologically intensive industries or in service
industries requiring a large amount of specialized knowl-
edge, and 0 otherwise. This technological intensity has
been calculated from the OECD classifications for industry
(2001) and services (1999).
Manufacturing and Marketing: Dummy variable valued 1 in
alliances entailing a manufacturing and marketing agree-
ment, and 0 otherwise. This variable is based on the infor-
mation included in SDC. Casciaro’s (2003) work underlined
the importance of variables related of functional areas.
R&D: Dummy variable valued 1 in alliances entailing joint
R&D activities, and 0 otherwise. This variable has been
built based on the information provided by SDC, which
include a specific flag for this variable.
Open Length: Dummy variable valued 1 in those alliances,
according to the information provided by SDC–—which has
a specific flag called ‘‘Open Length’’ for this characteris-
tic–—having an indefinite duration, and valued 0 other-
wise. Building on TCE established arguments regarding the
orm in repeated alliances with the same partner: The role of inter-
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frequency of the transaction, Croisier (1998) showed that
the propensity to use JVs is greater, the longer the
expected duration of the agreement.
Patent Effectiveness: This variable measures the effec-
tiveness of the patent system of patents of the country or
countries where alliance activities are carried out,
according to Ginarte and Park’s methodology (1997).
These authors elaborated an index based on an examina-
tion of five categories of patent law: extent of coverage,
membership of international patent agreements, provi-
sions for loss of protection, enforcement mechanisms, and
duration of protection. In their paper, they developed the
methodology and calculated indexes for 110 countries for
the years 1980, 1985, and 1990. Due to the methodology
used, this index can only be calculated every five years.
Since our sample covers the years 1992—1999, we have
used the values of this index for 1995, which appear in
Park (1999). The index fluctuates from 0 to 5, increasing
with greater protection, and varying between 0 for Ethio-
pia, Mozambique, Papua New Guinea, and Burma, and
4.86 for the United States. When the alliance’s activities
took place in several countries, the arithmetic mean of
the indexes for each country was calculated. The effec-
tiveness of the patent system of the country or countries
where alliance activities are carried out can influence the
propensity to create JVs (Hagedoorn, Cloodt, & van Kra-
nenburg, 2005; Oxley, 1999).
Several Countries: Dummy variable valued 1 for those
alliances whose activities take place in several countries,
and valued 0 otherwise. This variable is related to the
complexity of the alliance, and has been calculated di-
rectly from the information provided by SDC, which
includes a specific flag for this variable–—the ‘‘Nation of
Alliance’’ field. The complexity of the alliance is a factor
typically associated to the formation of JVs (Colombo,
2003; Garcı́a-Canal, 1996).
Direct Competition: Dummy variable valued 1 for those
alliances in which at least two directly competing compa-
nies participate, and valued 0 otherwise. We regard those
companies classified by SDC in the same main-SIC industry
at the four digits level as competitors. We have included
this variable because empirical evidence is not clear
regarding the influence of this factor (Colombo, 2003;
Oxley, 1997; Oxley & Sampson, 2004; Rialp & Salas, 2002).

Table 3 shows the correlation matrix of the variables
employed in our estimates. Although some variables present
high correlations, they are used as alternative means of
measuring previous cooperative experience among partners.
These variables with high correlations are not used simulta-
neously in any model.

Results

In order to improve the interpretation of our results, Table 4
shows the marginal effects of all the independent and control
variables from logit models estimated. This table shows the
marginal effects, their standard error, and an indication of
their significance level for each model. Models 1 and 2
include the variables considering either the number of pre-
vious JVs or contractual agreements (Number of Previous JVs
orm in repeated alliances with the same partner: The role of inter-
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Table 4 Marginal effects from logit modelsa.

Variables (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Number of previous JVs 0.109 ***

(0.026)

No. of previous Contract Agr. �0.129 ***

(0.041)

Previous JVs 0.363 ***

(0.055)

Previous Contract Agr. �0.129 ***

(0.039)

No. of JVs � No. of Contract Agr. 0.109 ***

(0.026)

Restricted Number JVs 0.191 ***

(0.049)

Restricted Number Contract Agr. �0.103 **

(0.044)

Mixed previous relationships 0.075 0.406 ***

(0.093) (0.061)

Only previous JVs �0.095 *

(0.048)

Only previous Contract Agr. 0.079
(0.093)

High technology �0.084 *** �0.084 *** �0.085 *** �0.086 *** �0.085 ***

(0.025) (0.025) (0.025) (0.025) (0.025)

R&D 0.045 *** 0.042 * 0.045 ** 0.043 ** 0.041 *

(0.021) (0.022) (0.022) (0.022) (0.022)

Manufacturing & Marketing 0.125 *** 0.124 *** 0.125 *** 0.124 *** 0.125 ***

(0.022) (0.022) (0.022) (0.022) (0.022)

Patent effectiveness �0.214 *** �0.214 *** �0.214 *** �0.215 *** �0.215 ***

(0.016) (0.016) (0.016) (0.016) (0.016)

Direct competition �0.055 ** �0.058 ** �0.055 ** �0.056 ** �0.059 **

(0.026) (0.026) (0.026) (0.026) (0.026)

Several countries �0.192 *** �1.193 *** �0.193 *** �0.192 *** �0.194 ***

(0.020) (0.020) (0.020) (0.020) (0.020)

Open length 0.149 *** 0.152 *** 0.149 *** 0.154 *** 0.151 ***

(0.036) (0.036) (0.036) (0.036) (0.037)

Chi-squared 339.66 *** 346.92 *** 339.04 *** 341.42 *** 349.06 ***

Observations 2235 2235 2235 2235 2235

a Standard errors in parentheses.
* P < 0.1.
** P < 0.05.
*** P < 0.01.
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and Number of Previous Contractual Agreements), or just the
existence of such kind of agreements between the two
partners (Previous JVs and Previous Contractual Agreements
dummy variables), respectively. Model 3 shows the results
obtained using the variable that measures the difference
between the number of previous JVs and previous contrac-
tual agreements between the two partners (Number of
JVs � Number of Contractual Agreements). Models 4 and 5
include the variables considering the existence of only one
Please cite this article in press as: Garcı́a-Canal, E., et al. Contractual f
organizational routines. Scandinavian Journal of Management (2013), 
kind of previous partner-specific experience, again measured
as the number of previous experiences (Restricted Number of
JVs and Restricted Number of Contractual Agreements) or the
existence of such experiences (Only Previous JVs, Only Pre-
vious Contractual Agreements and Mixed Previous Relation-
ships), respectively. In general, we may observe that the
models offer statistically significant estimates, with chi-
square values corresponding to significance levels lower than
0.00001 in all cases.
orm in repeated alliances with the same partner: The role of inter-
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Hypotheses 1 and 2 are confirmed. In fact, all models of
Table 4 show that the existence of previous JVs and previous
contractual agreements between the two partners has an
opposite effect on the probability of the alliance adopting
the JV form. Indeed, considering both continuous and dummy
variables, we found that the partners tend to repeat the
governance form used in the past (Models 1 and 2). In
addition, using both continuous and dummy variables that
mesured the existence of only one type of cooperative
relationship between the two partners (Models 4 and 5),
the effect of these variables on the probability of creating
JVs is the same as when using the variables measuring the
overall experience in contractual forms. Moreover, models 4
and 5 show that the Mixed Previous Relationships variable is
not statistically significant, which reinforces the idea that
the two governance forms involve different organizational
routines, and companies try to take advantage of repeating
the governance form used in the past in future cooperative
relationships with the same partner.

The results of Model 3 are even more interesting and
include only one variable gathering the difference between
the number of JVs and contractual agreements previously
signed by the partners (Number of JVs � Number of Con-
tractual Agreements). This model shows that the greater
that difference, the higher the propensity to create JVs.
Taken as a whole, these results show that the companies
tend to reproduce the forms of cooperation they used in
the past.

With regard to the control variables, all models show that
the variable Manufacturing and Marketing presents a positive
and significant influence on the probability of creating JVs.
When the alliance includes several functional areas, coordi-
nation and/or motivation problems between partners usually
increase, making it necessary to create JVs (Colombo, 2003;
Garcı́a-Canal, 1996; Oxley, 1997; Oxley, 1999; Oxley & Samp-
son, 2004; Pisano, 1989; Pisano et al., 1988).

The geographic scope of the alliance and, more precisely,
the fact that the alliance comprises several countries is
another factor for which previous studies have not obtained
conclusive results (Colombo, 2003; Croisier, 1998; Garcı́a-
Canal, 1996; Oxley, 1997). Our results regarding the Several
Countries variable confirm those obtained in a previous study
(Garcı́a-Canal, 1996), showing that in those cooperative
efforts with domains that exceeded one country, there was
a lower propensity to create JVs.

The variable Open Length presents a positive and signifi-
cant influence on the probability of creating JVs. This result is
hardly surprising, given the higher uncertainty entailed by
these alliances, which makes contractual agreements pro-
tecting partners from several contingencies difficult to
reach, as suggested by TCE.

A remarkable result is that of the variable related to the
effectiveness of the patent protection system (Patent Effec-
tiveness). Without any doubt, in those countries where
patent effectiveness is low, firms choose to form JVs, so as
to guarantee the protection and use of rents associated with
technologies. This result confirms previous findings by Oxley
(1999) and Hagedoorn et al. (2005).

In addition, the results obtained in all models of the Table
4 show that the R&D variable presents a positive effect on
the propensity to create a JV. This result confirms several
previous studies (Gulati, 1995; Gulati & Singh, 1998; Osborn
Please cite this article in press as: Garcı́a-Canal, E., et al. Contractual f
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& Baughn, 1990; Oxley, 1997; Oxley, 1999). In these R&D
alliances, there is an increased risk of opportunism, since
they include transfer of tacit knowledge. Nevertheless, the
relationship between R&D and the choice of JV doesn’t seem
to be the same across all technological alliances (see Garcı́a-
Canal, Valdés-Llaneza, & Sánchez-Lorda, 2008).

In Table 4, we can also observe that when the activity of
the alliance is developed in technologically intensive indus-
tries or in service industries requiring specialized knowledge,
the probability of creating a JV decreases, which shows the
negative and significant influence of the High Technology
variable. This result is consistent with previous studies (Hage-
doorn, 2002; Hagedoorn et al., 2005; Osborn & Baughn,
1990), which pointed to a preference for contractual agree-
ment in dynamic environments characterized by higher levels
of technological change.

Finally, Direct Competition between partners presents a
negative effect on the propensity to create a JV. The result is
to some extent counterintuitive, because the rival partners
have a greater absorptive capacity (Park & Russo, 1996) and
greater possibilities of exploiting the knowledge received,
which increases appropriability hazards. However, absorp-
tive capacity renders the formation of JVs less necessary
given that such action clearly facilitates technology transfer
(Colombo, 2003).

Discussion and conclusions

The purpose of this paper was to shed light on the real effect of
previous relationships among partners on the choice of JVs as a
governance form by extending to this field the insights of the
growing literature on interorganizational routines. The results
show that, contrary to those obtained in other papers (Gulati,
1995; Gulati & Singh, 1998; Santoro & McGill, 2005), previous
alliances carried out by partners could exert a positive and
significant influence on the choice of a JV as the governance
form. In fact, the existence of previous JVs among partners
presents this positive effect. Obviously, previous alliances
among partners can generate trust, which reduces the risk
of opportunistic behavior in future collaborations (Gulati,
1995), but, as Puranam and Vanneste (2009) show, the rela-
tionship between this trust and the governance structure is
more complex than what could be expected.

The relationship between trust and formal control have
been widely studied in the field of strategic alliances and in
management research (Das & Teng, 1998; Inkpen & Currall,
2004), although recent evidence shows that they are more
complements than substitutes (Ryall & Sampson, 2009). Our
results and theoretical framework contributes to clarify the
relationship that exists between trust, formal control and the
choice of governance structure in repeated alliances. We
argue that when developing new collaborative projects with
the same partner, firms tend to repeat the same contractual
form used in previous projects to take advantage of the
governance routines developed in the past. By differentiating
the governance form of previous cooperative projects with
the partner, we show that inconclusive results of previous
research can be explained by analyzing the influence of the
governance structure already used in previous partner-spe-
cific experiences. Our results show that previous JVs between
the same partners presents a positive effect on the prob-
ability of creating another JV, and the existence of other
orm in repeated alliances with the same partner: The role of inter-
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.scaman.2013.06.001
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kinds of contractual agreements than JVs has a statistically
significant negative effect on the probability of creating a JV.

The complementarity between trust and formal control is
present in our theoretical framework through the analysis of
organizational routines. Building on Gibbons and Henderson’s
(2012) framework, we argue that these routines are the
result of relational contracts that are developed with the
cooperative relationship and that contribute to fill the gaps in
the formal structure of the alliance (JV or contractual agree-
ments). It is precisely because of the role of these organiza-
tional routines in complementing the formal governance
structure of the agreement that partners replicate the same
structure in future agreements just to take advantage of
them. However, as these routines have been developed under
the umbrella of a relational contract, trust is always required
to their development. Thus, no matter if the alliance is a JV
or a contractual agreement, if the partners have replicated
the governance structure used in the past, this choice is the
outcome of existing trust between them.

Therefore, our results suggest that the possibility of
exploiting the partner-specific experience acquired in pre-
vious alliances is particularly important in the choice of the
contractual form of alliances. However, this does not mean
that repeating the governance form previously used, with the
purpose of exploiting interaction routines with a partner
generated in previous partnerships, is always the best choice.
The choice of the appropriate governance form also depends
on the characteristics of the cooperative projects (Reuer &
Ariño, 2002). Thus, for instance, if partners have previous
experience in using contractual agreements and they under-
take more complex projects, the option of repeating the
governance form could not be the best choice because com-
plex cooperative projects require a more close coordination,
and the hierarchical structure provided by a JV would then be
required.

Regarding the control variables, our results about the
Several Countries variable showed that in those cooperative
ventures with domains exceeding one country, there was a
lower propensity to create JVs. The explanation of this
result, which is compatible with TCE, is that partners may
find opportunities to divide tasks, so that each develops its
own tasks in a specific country or group of countries. Thus,
the problem of incentives that appears when working as a
team is reduced, since individual performance can be mea-
sured with more accuracy, thus laying foundations for the
application of the reciprocity mechanism (Teece, 1992; Wil-
liamson, 1985). As a consequence, the need to create a JV is
reduced. Another result compatible with the principles of
TCE and with previous empirical evidence (Croisier, 1998), is
associated with the Open Length variable. The longer the
expected duration of the agreement, the greater the pro-
pensity to use JVs as a means of protection against uncer-
tainty will be.

In short, this paper makes the following contributions to
the literature. First, it clarifies the effect of previous
relationships and trust among partners on the choice of
governance form. Second, it broadens the examination of
the role of the interorganizational routines, analyzing its
influence on the choice of the governance form of alli-
ances. Third, it present a new theoretical framework based
on the recent developments in the field of interorganiza-
tional routines.
Please cite this article in press as: Garcı́a-Canal, E., et al. Contractual f
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Our results also have managerial implications. The possi-
bility of exploiting organizational routines established in
previous alliances with a specific partner is an important
factor that the managers must take into account in the choice
of the governance form of alliances. In the decision on the
choice of partner managers must consider the potential
advantages of choosing a partner who already have had
previous cooperative relationships. These advantages come
from the use of interaction procedures and organizational
routines developed with that partner in the past.

However, this research has limitations that should be
taken into account when generalizing our results. First,
although we have used a wide sample, including partners
from multiple countries, we have only focused on alliances
of a technological nature carried out by firms from the
European Union. The application of these results to other
types of alliances without such content and from other
countries (especially from emerging countries) must be done
cautiously. Second, in spite of having used SDC, one of the
most exhaustive and reliable strategic alliance datasets in
the world, and having controlled for the main factors ana-
lyzed in the previous literature, not all relevant variables
may be included in our models. Given the source of our data,
we lack information regarding specific clauses included in
contracts and other relevant information, such as the degree
of similarity between technologies brought to the alliance by
different partners. In addition, we do not have information
about certain partner-specific characteristics, as the level
of dedicated assets. Finally, only technological alliances
with two partners are considered. This fact could bias our
findings. As many other works analyzed similar samples
(Casciaro, 2003; Hoang & Rothaermel, 2005; Zollo et al.,
2002, among others), future works taking into account
broader samples are required in order to account for that
selection bias.

Taking these limitations into account, we can say that
there are still some aspects related to the creation of JVs that
deserve researchers’ attention. Specifically, in relation with
the results of our research we may observe that there are
different ways of extending and clarifying these same results.
The first one is by carrying out empirical studies that include
alliances of all kinds to clarify the effect of variables that
have not presented conclusive results so far, such as R&D or
direct competition. Another way of rendering this research
more exhaustive would be to carry out in-depth studies of
certain alliances that could provide detailed information
about the completeness (Gong, Shenkar, Luo, & Nyaw,
2007) or exact clauses of contracts, like Lerner and Merges
(1998) or Reuer and Ariño (2007). In this way, the existing
relationship between the previous cooperative ventures, the
inclusion of certain clauses in the contract, and the formation
of JVs could be explored. Case studies including alliances
between partners who have previously participated in multi-
ple alliances could also be carried out, thus contributing to a
more exact illustration of the factors involved in decision-
making processes through which firms demonstrate their
preference for a certain kind of contractual form in the
cooperative ventures they engage in. In addition, considering
alliances among more than two partners would be useful to
identify and understand the presence of network effects.
Specifically, whether or not partners belong to innovation
networks is an avenue worth exploring (Autio, 1997; Lam,
orm in repeated alliances with the same partner: The role of inter-
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2003; Solé & Valls, 1991), because as argued by Granovetter
(1985), the simple fact of belonging to a network could have a
similar effect to that of the previous relationship, in terms of
a lower need for formal control. Finally, we can extend this
line of research by analyzing the performance consequences
of reproducing the experience in the use of a cooperative
form. As Anand and Khanna (2000) and Gulati et al. (2009)
have shown, stock markets value the experience in alliances.
By analyzing the stock market reaction to the formation of
alliances, we can observe if the replication of the same
cooperation form used in previous projects generates posi-
tive abnormal returns.
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