
IBUS3101 LECTURES 

WEEK 1: Introduction to the Unit. 

Strategic alliances (SAs) have three essential characteristics: 

1. Two or more separate firms.  

2. Continuing relationship (‘incomplete contract’).  

3. Joint decision-making. This pertains to negotiation around parameters.  

SAs are a way to achieve corporate growth. They can be used as a response to challenges such as: 

 Increased regulation.  

 Technological change.  

 Management diversity.  

 Competition (complex markets).  

o Firms are unable to survive autonomously and need to be more flexible and adaptive.  

 Globalisation. 

There is a spectrum of SAs (increasing with degree of commitment and integration): 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

A pyramid of alliance types also exists (declining in duration of commitment, risk, resource requirement and cost): 

1. Takeover, merger.  

2. Joint venture, equity. 

3. R&D, technology transfer.  

4. OEM, licensing, private label. 

5. Joint marketing, distribution. 

Popularity: 

 Strategic alliances have increased more than 20x since 1989.  

 1990-2013: more than 200,000 alliances worldwide (60% cross-border).  

Success rate: 41% fully achieved objectives; 40% partially achieved; 19% generally failed to achieve.  

Examples: 

 Toyota & General Motors (GM) [1984-2010]: New United Motor Manufacturing Inc. (NUMMI).  

 Microsoft & Facebook [2007]: Microsoft provided the technology for the Facebook 'search’ function.  

 Yahoo! & Seven West Media (7) [2006]: Yahoo7 as a web portal for email, news and lifestyle content. 

 Phillips [2007-2014]: engages in transactions across the SA spectrum: 

o Build: Phillips HUE (capabilities in-house, innovation driven, unavailable in market).  

o M&A: acquired Color Kinetics (market entry strategy, market protection, technology enhancement).  

o Partner: IBA Group (outside of core competency, leverage assets, accelerates time to market).  

 



WEEK 2: Theoretical Perspectives on Alliance Research. 

Q: Who is likely to marry (align)? 

 Level of analysis:  

o Couple-level: cohabiting (living together) couples are less likely to marry. 

o Individual-level: educated women are more likely to marry. 

Slicing up alliance research:  

 Questions relating to: 1. Formation; 2. Governance; and 3. Performance. 

 Two levels of analysis, two questions: 

1. Alliance (dyad): 

Q: With whom do firms partner? 

Q: Of all possible dyads, which ones result in alliance formation? 

Potential A: Relation-specific investments (prior ties). 

2. Parent: 

Q: Are particular kinds of firms more alliance prone? 

Q: Is the distribution of alliance formation skewed? 

Potential A: Firm’s social, technological and commercial capital; market power; excess capacity. 

Theoretical lenses:  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Theory serves as a filing system or filter to help organise information in order for it to be used in predicting 

and explaining events. Theory can be used to moderate the complexity of strategic decision making.  

(1) Relational view theory: ‘the relationship-centric firm’. Firms are not independent actors, their actions (and 

consequences) are contingent on the relationships they are embedded in.  

 Boundaries of the firm are less clearly-defined. Long-term ties as opposed to spot transactions.  

 This is opposite to the neoclassical firm, where the: 

o Focus is more on ‘spot transactions’ (at what price markets will clear).  

o Firm is an independent actor, engaging in transactions with stakeholders. 

o Firm responds to market mechanisms, constantly renegotiating contracts to maximise utility.  

Example: Polaris & GE Capital (video).  

 Polaris manufacturers and sells snowmobiles and desert quads (for thrill seekers). 

 GE Capital provides the infrastructure, resources and network to enable Polaris to expand. 


