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ABSTRACT Intangible relationship-specific investments can be double-edged swords, as they
facilitate not only the governance of business relationships but also undesired knowledge
transfers. Building on transaction costs theory and the relational view of alliances, we analyse
the effectiveness of these investments in R&D outsourcing agreements from the viewpoint
of the client. We argue that, when outsourcing to business firms, the safeguards adopted by
the clients to prevent spillovers may reduce the effectiveness of the supplier’s specialized
investments. Using original survey data from 170 European and US technology-intensive
firms, we find that the contribution of these investments to client performance decreases the
more a client’s core knowledge is required to perform the service, except when outsourcing
to non-profits. This suggests that as the appropriability hazards associated with outsourcing
to business firms rise, the client is able to capture less value from the supplier’s
relationship-specific investments.

Keywords: absorptive capacity, appropriability hazards, intangible relationship-specific
investments, proprietary core knowledge, R&D outsourcing

INTRODUCTION

The literature on buyer–seller agreements shows that partners accumulate ever-more
valuable resources through relationship-specific investments (RSIs) the longer their
relationship endures (Dyer and Hatch, 2006; Madhok and Tallman, 1998; Zajac and
Olsen, 1993). Such investments include not only specialized equipment and expertise
(Williamson, 1985), but also trust, personal relationships, social commitments, and spe-
cific inter-firm coordination mechanisms (Dyer and Singh, 1998; Levinthal and
Fichman, 1988; Ring and Van de Ven, 1994). Previous research shows that these
investments play a critical role in the performance of buyer–seller agreements (Dyer,
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1996; Kim and Mahoney, 2006; Lado et al., 2008) and, generally speaking, in all kinds
of strategic alliances (Ariño and De la Torre, 1998; García-Canal et al., 2003; Zollo
et al., 2002). By their nature, RSIs have been found to increase productivity levels
(Mesquita and Brush, 2008) and cooperative behaviour (Parkhe, 1993). In addition, they
have been found to prompt partners to turn alliances into relational contracts (Macneil,
1980) or self-enforcing agreements (Dyer and Singh, 1998). Therefore, RSIs help part-
ners achieve performance levels that cannot be attained by interacting with other
partners.

However, RSIs do not always eliminate non-cooperative behaviour from buyer–seller
relationships (Mudambi and Helper, 1998). What is especially intriguing is that, although
it is often argued that to foster cooperation, these RSIs should be of a bilateral nature, to
avoid opportunistic behaviour by the party not investing (Klein et al., 1978; Williamson,
1985), suppliers are sometimes willing to make unilateral commitments by incurring
RSIs without economic safeguards – without a reciprocal sunk cost commitment. This is
so because of the spillovers that may arise as a result of these investments in the form of
knowledge strengthening their competitive advantage (Kang et al., 2009; Li et al., 2010).
Thus, RSIs made by suppliers may in fact entail high appropriability hazards for the
client (Kale et al., 2000; Lado et al., 2008). By appropriability hazards, we mean the risk
of inadequate uses or modifications of the technology and knowledge transferred, not
intended in the contract, and injurious to the transferor. Specifically, the transferor can
be worse off under two circumstances. First, when the supplier becomes a future com-
petitor; and second, when the knowledge gained by the supplier benefits other competi-
tors that are actually clients of the same supplier (Kogut, 1988; Oxley, 1997).

Appropriability hazards are especially important in R&D outsourcing agreements, a
practice of increasing frequency (Contractor et al., 2010; Doh, 2005; Jensen and Peder-
sen, 2011; Martínez-Noya et al., 2012). Therefore, in this paper, we analyse the contri-
bution that RSIs made by the R&D supplier make to the performance of the relationship
from the client’s perspective. We understand performance as the degree of goal fulfil-
ment and overall satisfaction with the supplier (Doz, 1996; Ring and Van de Ven, 1994).
The interest of focusing on R&D outsourcing lies in the fact that, when outsourcing these
services, clients face a critical dilemma: they have to maintain the necessary knowledge
exchange to achieve the alliance objectives, while avoiding the unintended leakage of
valuable technology (Grimpe and Kaiser, 2010; Mudambi and Tallman, 2010; Oxley
and Sampson, 2004).

We do not expect all RSIs to generate the same appropriability hazards, as a distinc-
tion has to be made between tangible and intangible RSIs. Whereas tangible RSIs – such
as those involving equipment, machinery, and plants – increase hold-up hazards, intan-
gible RSIs – those based on information flows – increase appropriability hazards.
Therefore, intangible RSIs can constitute a double-edged sword because they may
facilitate not only a client’s goal fulfilment and the development of the relationship, but
also undesired knowledge transfers. Building on transaction costs theory and the rela-
tional view of alliances, we argue that the impact of intangible RSIs on alliance per-
formance will depend on: (i) the client’s need to transfer proprietary core knowledge to
the supplier; and (ii) the client’s perception of the supplier’s opportunities for exploiting
the acquired knowledge outside the scope of the agreement. We expect this perception
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to depend on the type of organization to which the R&D service is outsourced – that is,
a non-profit research centre or a business firm. These organizations may differ on both
their incentives and capabilities to exploit the acquired knowledge outside the relation-
ship. We argue that the effectiveness of suppliers’ intangible RSIs for the client will
decrease the higher the client’s need to transfer core knowledge, except when the
supplier is a non-profit. We find support for our hypotheses using original survey data
from R&D service outsourcing agreements undertaken by technology-intensive firms
from the USA and the European Union (EU). Overall, our study highlights how, because
of the risk of technological leakage associated with intangible RSIs, client firms may
deviate their behaviour, being less cooperative, and lowering the contribution that these
investments can have on the focal transaction.

TANGIBLE AND INTANGIBLE RELATIONSHIP-SPECIFIC
INVESTMENTS IN OUTSOURCING AGREEMENTS

RSIs can be defined as the ‘expenditures dedicated toward the relationship – not just
monies but also managerial time, energy, and effort – . . . [that] are specialized to the
particular application and not transferable to alternate uses’ (Madhok and Tallman,
1998, p. 331). Therefore, RSIs include ‘not only the economic and technological
resources of participating firms but also social commitments and entanglements of
individual agents’ (Ring and Van de Ven, 1994, p. 106), and they may be aimed at
improving both exchange production and negotiation efficiencies (Mesquita and Brush,
2008). Transaction cost economics has traditionally analysed specific investments as an
attribute of the transaction leading to increases in transaction costs. Firms making such
investments – usually suppliers – are exposed to the risk of opportunism on at least two
fronts. First, specific investments generate hold-up hazards. As these assets are of less
value if dedicated to alternative uses, transaction partners face incentives to appropriate
the rents from these investments through ex-post contractual bargaining or threats of
termination (Klein et al., 1978; Williamson, 1985). Although these opportunistic hazards
may always exist, they are conditioned by the balance of the short-term versus long-term
gains stemming from non-cooperative and cooperative behaviour, respectively
(Mudambi and Helper, 1998). A second type of opportunistic behaviour emerges when
a firm reveals valuable knowledge and information to a partner, or just facilitates access
to it. The risk that the other party – usually the buyer – may make inadequate use of the
knowledge transferred, and which is injurious to the transferor, is usually called an
appropriability hazard (Kogut, 1988; Oxley, 1997).

Nevertheless, from a relational view of alliances (Dyer and Singh, 1998; Madhok and
Tallman, 1998; Mesquita et al., 2008), these relationally oriented investments, charac-
terized by human specificity and information flows, may make the long-term gains from
cooperation outweigh short-term gains from misappropriation of the client’s knowledge.
Such investments are expected to help partners to develop a better understanding of each
other’s cultures and management systems, thus enhancing coordination and conflict
resolution. It is indeed thanks to these investments that firms can both minimize trans-
action costs and maximize transaction value (Dyer, 1997), overcoming traditional trade-
offs – such as cost versus quality or cost versus flexibility. In fact, Mesquita and Brush
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(2008) found that relational contracts may improve both safeguard and task coordination
efficiencies in contexts respectively characterized by hold-up and complexity. Hence,
although the supplier may take advantage of the knowledge gained from the client, other
relational assets would lose their value and the firm would, consequently, see its ability to
profit from the relationship curtailed.

Based on this, we argue that a distinction can be made between those RSIs of a
tangible nature – physical specialized investments in tooling or equipment – and those
more intangible or ‘soft’ relationally oriented investments – that is, investments in
processes, procedures, and people that are specific to the requirements of the client
(Zaheer and Venkatraman, 1995). One important implication of this distinction is that
the client’s attitude towards each type of RSI should be different. Tangible RSIs do not
pose any threat to the client beyond the safeguards to be included in the transaction
to make such investments possible. Intangible RSIs, however, constitute a ‘platform
for knowledge transfer’ that poses both threats and opportunities for the client. If the
supplier were only to exploit the knowledge transferred by the client in future transac-
tions with it, the net effect of intangible RSIs for the client should always be positive.
However, as suppliers can capitalize on this knowledge in transactions with other com-
panies (Kang et al., 2009; Li et al., 2010) or in becoming competitors of their clients
(Arruñada and Vázquez, 2006), we argue that intangible RSIs made by the supplier can
impose important threats for the client from which it will try to be safeguarded, lowering
the contribution of these specialized investments to alliance performance.

HYPOTHESES

Intangible RSIs by the supplier can boost performance of the outsourced task as they act
as a signal not only of the supplier’s willingness to perform its obligations to clients more
effectively (Gulati et al., 1994), but also of its aim to develop a long-lasting relationship
with its clients, extending the scope of the cooperation (Kang et al., 2009; Li et al., 2010).
Although these benefits arise in all outsourcing agreements, in the specific case of R&D,
the benefits associated with intangible RSIs are especially important. According to
Mowery and Rosenberg (1989) and von Hippel (1994), the main obstacles for outsourc-
ing R&D projects arise when transferring information to the supplier, and when coor-
dinating with it. Thus intangible RSIs, especially if they are of a bilateral nature, are
expected to lead to a more effective transfer of the required technological knowledge
between them; and the development of organizational routines may facilitate iterative
problem solving in technology development (Macher, 2006; McEvily and Marcus, 2005).

Recent research has found, however, that the increased level of sophistication of
outsourced activities offers greater learning opportunities for suppliers (Li et al., 2010).
Thus, positive effects of intangible RSIs may come at the cost of higher appropriability
hazards (Kale et al., 2000; Lado et al., 2008), which may lead the client to adopt
safeguards by deciding to limit its investment in mutual intangible RSIs in order to block
undesired knowledge leakages. Appropriability hazards will depend on the supplier’s
relative absorptive capacity against its client (Cohen and Levinthal, 1990; Lane and
Lubatkin, 1998). Relative absorptive capability increases when the client transfers firm-
specific knowledge to the supplier, when both firms have similar compensation practices
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and organizational structures, and when the supplier is familiarized with the client firm’s
set of organizational problems (Lane and Lubatkin, 1998). Thus, when analysing the
potential appropriability hazards in an outsourcing agreement, the identity of the sup-
plier also matters. Specifically, Foss et al. (2011) showed that organizational practices
have an impact on individual incentives to absorb and transfer external knowledge. For
this reason, these hazards would be dependent on the profit orientation of the supplier.

We argue that the client’s assessment of the potential appropriability hazards as a
result of the R&D supplier developing intangible RSIs, will depend on: (i) the client’s
need to transfer proprietary knowledge core to its value proposition; and (ii) the inade-
quate use that the supplier may make of the acquired knowledge, which would be
dependent on its profit orientation. We develop these propositions in the following section.

Amount of Client’s Proprietary Core Knowledge Required to Perform the
R&D Service

Intangible RSIs act as ‘platforms’ for knowledge transfer – specially, if these investments
are mutual[1] – because they increase the familiarity of the supplier with the client’s
knowledge base, and thus the supplier’s relative absorptive capacity against its client
(Lane and Lubatkin, 1998). This higher relative absorptive capacity against its client will
allow the supplier to perform the assigned activities more effectively owing to coordina-
tion and communication improvements. However, we argue that this latter effect can
generate important appropriability hazards for the client depending on the amount of
proprietary core knowledge required to be transferred to the supplier, as it may lead to
a dilution of its strategic resources (Grimpe and Kaiser, 2010). This is so because,
although the knowledge required to perform the service may be partly codified, owing to
the inseparability of knowledge and the embeddedness of specific knowledge within the
firm routines, it may be very difficult for the client to clearly isolate both the kind, and the
extent, of specific knowledge being transferred to its supplier. Moreover, the higher
the transfer of this kind of knowledge, the more likely the client will need to assist the
supplier in improving its understanding of the tacit knowledge, which may ultimately
increase appropriability hazards (Mudambi and Tallman, 2010). Thus, when outsourc-
ing R&D services requiring large transfers of proprietary core knowledge, suppliers can
tap into the platform for knowledge transfer built through these intangible RSIs to
absorb client-specific information in such a way that the supplier would be fully prepared
to exploit this knowledge. This could explain why some OEM suppliers are willing to
make unilateral investments in equipment, operating procedures, and systems that are
specialized to a particular client. As argued by Kang et al. (2009), inexperienced OEM
suppliers view these relationships as a strategic move owing to the positive spillovers they
may yield from future transactions, not only with the same client but also from other
parties.

Although, initially, it could be thought that firms would never outsource those services
requiring the transfer of proprietary core knowledge, there could be situations in which
they may nevertheless be forced to do so owing to limited skills, the need to speed up the
innovation process, or because a specialized supplier may perform the service at a lower
cost (Martínez-Noya and García-Canal, 2011). In fact, the growth of knowledge process
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outsourcing (Mudambi and Tallman, 2010; Mudambi and Venzin, 2010) is unquestion-
able evidence of its existence. Within this context, intangible RSIs may act as a facilitator
for undesired knowledge transfers that may imply a potentially risky upgrading of the
supplier’s technological competence (Arruñada and Vázquez, 2006; Larsson et al.,
1998). While these investments may indeed contribute to performance within the R&D
outsourcing agreement, we argue that client firms will be able to capture less value from
the supplier’s RSIs because far-sighted firms will adopt safeguards to avoid misuse of
their proprietary knowledge. Therefore, although in a world without appropriability
hazards, maximum transaction value would be generated if mutual intangible RSIs exist,
these safeguards might entail a choice by the client to under-invest in intangible RSIs to
avoid misappropriation issues, even at the cost of a lower performance of the outsourced
task. By limiting their intangible RSIs, client firms would be trying to avoid the situation
that Hamel (1991) calls learning races, in which each firm tries to speed up its learning
rate to reach their individual goals first before defecting on the other. Although partners
can develop complex contracts to protect their knowledge when self-enforcing safeguards
are not effective (Reuer and Ariño, 2007), the client’s notion of the supplier’s ability to
exploit the information exchanged beyond the scope of the agreement might deviate its
behaviour from the theoretically optimal one aimed at maximizing the value of the focal
transaction (Khanna et al., 1998).

Outsourcing services that do not require the client to transfer core knowledge to the
supplier are different because appropriability hazards are substantially reduced. Within
this low-risk context, based on the relational view of the firm, we expect these invest-
ments to boost performance, helping firms to both minimize transaction costs and
maximize transaction value (Dyer, 1997). Thus:

Hypothesis 1: The contribution to client performance of intangible relationship-specific
investments made by the R&D service supplier will decrease as the amount of core
knowledge that is required to perform the service increases.

The Case of Outsourcing R&D Services Requiring Proprietary Core
Knowledge to Non-Profit Research Centres

When analysing the extent of appropriability hazards faced by the client as a result of the
supplier developing intangible RSIs, one important factor to consider is the identity of
the supplier. R&D outsourcing agreements signed with non-profit organizations, such as
universities or research institutes, deserve special attention (Lam, 2007). Compared to
business firms, non-profits have different motivational or strategic orientation (Das and
Kumar, 2011; Li et al., 2010). Thus, they are expected to have lower incentives to apply
the knowledge gained via the outsourcing relationship to markets or products outside of
the agreed-upon scope, which lowers appropriability hazards (Bresser, 1988; Caves et al.,
1983). Indeed, Bercovitz and Feldman (2007) found that universities are preferred to
other external partners when the firm perceives potential conflicts over intellectual
property, as in fact, the main incentive of scientists in non-profit research centres is to
publish; a risk easy to control by the client that can be addressed contractually.[2] In
addition, non-profit research centres face more difficulties than business firms to obtain
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the complementary assets necessary to exploit the client’s knowledge (Teece, 1986).
Consequently, the downside of knowledge leakages as a result of intangible RSIs when
outsourcing services requiring core knowledge will be mitigated.

In the presence of low incentives for opportunistic behaviour, we expect potential
spillover effects due to intangible RSIs by the supplier not to be negatively perceived by
the client, and thus, mutual intangible RSIs are expected, fostering transaction value.
Previous studies have shown that a firm’s decision to choose a technological partner is
largely determined by the contribution it can make in terms of knowledge and innovation
(Santamaria and Rialp, 2007). Indeed, research has found that higher incoming spillo-
vers positively affect the probability of cooperating with research institutes (Cassiman
and Veugelers, 2002), and that universities and research institutes constitute a very
important source of knowledge for R&D-intensive firms (Belderbos et al., 2004; Berco-
vitz and Feldman, 2007) that is also useful to entrepreneurial activity (Shane, 2004).
Furthermore, Fey and Birkinshaw (2005) showed that accessing external knowledge from
universities leads to higher R&D performance because the nature of these relationships
enhances the potential for increased learning on the side of the focal firm. Therefore, we
argue that, when outsourcing to non-profits, the transfer of proprietary core knowledge
is not expected to generate important hazards for the client. Consequently, intangible
RSIs on the side of the supplier can boost the effectiveness of R&D outsourcing agree-
ments, as the long-term gains stemming from cooperation clearly outweigh the short-
term benefits that may result from non-cooperative behaviour. Thus:

Hypothesis 2: When the R&D supplier is a non-profit research centre, the contribution
to client performance of intangible relationship-specific investments made by the
supplier will increase as the amount of core knowledge that is required to perform the
outsourced service increases.

DATA AND METHODS

Research Setting and Data

We conducted a mail survey on a sample of US and EU firms with more than 100
employees competing in R&D-intensive industries whose two-digit SIC code is included
in the OECD classification of technology-intensive industries (OECD, 1997): chemicals
and allied products (28); transportation equipment (35); computers and electronics (36);
industrial machinery (37); and analysis and measurement equipment (38). We stratified
the sample according to industry and firm size to ensure external validity using the Dun
and Bradstreet Million Dollar Database (see Table AI in the Appendix).

To overcome the problems associated with the key informant approach, we developed
the survey in several stages. First, to develop a comprehensive questionnaire, we con-
ducted interviews with the heads of technology and innovation of a large US-based
multinational firm. Second, we reviewed the literature to identify relevant scale items for
the concepts we wanted to measure. Finally, to avoid misunderstandings due to the
international nature of the targeted population, the questionnaire was pre-tested on
seven R&D managers located in different countries, and written in five languages:
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English, French, German, Italian, and Spanish. These translations were made by native
speakers in the different languages, who were bilingual in English and academic experts
in management. Besides, all the versions were available on the internet, so the respond-
ents could easily choose the language preferred to complete the questionnaire. The
questionnaire was mailed to the firm’s chief executive officer along with a request to pass
it on to the head of R&D or technology if desired. The returned questionnaires were
filled out by senior managers: CEOs, VPs, and heads of R&D, technology, or engineer-
ing departments. After following the principles of the Total Design Method (Dillman,
1978), we obtained a final sample of 182 usable responses (81 for the USA and 101 for
the EU) representative of the spectrum of firms in terms of industry, country of origin,
and firm size (see Table AI). After excluding the undeliverable addresses, our response
rates were 4.5 per cent for the USA and 5.3 per cent for the EU. When comparing early
and late respondents, we found no significant differences in terms of all the variables used
in the study. This suggests that a significant non-respondent bias is unlikely.

We asked firms to indicate which R&D service activities they were outsourcing from
a comprehensive list, and where. After an exhaustive literature review of different sources
on innovation, and business and statistical reports on R&D, we identified a list of R&D
services or stages that could potentially be outsourced by technology-intensive firms in
the selected industries. This list was refined with the help of a consulting firm and several
R&D managers. Of the firms, 108 of 182 were outsourcing at least one of these services,
and 96 of them more than one. We asked these firms to identify the most representative
and regularly outsourced service (in terms of the resources compromised and volume
contracted), and asked different questions related to the attributes and performance of
this outsourcing relationship. Table AII presents descriptive statistics on the type of
services being outsourced by type of supplier. Missing data on some of the variables
reduced the sample to 170 usable questionnaires, with 99 of the firms reporting that
they outsourced one or more R&D services. To avoid common-method bias, we used
techniques related to questionnaire design suggested by Podsakoff et al. (2003), and
Harman’s single-factor test (Harman, 1967) suggested the absence of common-method
bias. Moreover, our results are based on estimations that involve multiple independent
variables and interaction terms. Evans (1985) has shown that interaction effects are
robust against common-method bias.

Method of Analysis

As the R&D outsourcing decision represents a choice variable not randomly distributed
across the sample, our analysis is susceptible to self-selection bias. To assess and correct
for this we used the standard two-stage technique (Heckman, 1979), which consists of
re-estimating the regression coefficients by introducing an adjustment term into the
second-stage model (i.e. the inverse Mills ratio). This approach enabled us to obtain
consistent and unbiased estimates in the second-stage regression model (Shaver, 1998).
We implemented this Heckman two-stage regression model in STATA, using the
HECKMAN procedure in which the first stage is a probit model and the second stage is
an OLS regression. While in the first-stage model, the unit of analysis is the firm, in the
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second-stage model, the unit of analysis is the most representative R&D outsourcing
agreement for each firm.

Measures

Stage 1: Outsourcing decision selection. The dependent variable (OUTSOURCING) is valued
1 when the client outsources any R&D service to suppliers located either in the home
country or abroad, and 0 otherwise. We included the following independent variables
based on previous research: the number of patents assigned to the firm until the end of
2006, as recorded by the United States Patent and Trademark Office (USPTO). To
control for industry biases we divided the number of patents assigned to each firm by the
number of patents assigned to the firm with the most patents in the same sector. Thus,
PATENTS ranges from 0 to 1. The index of protection of intellectual property rights (IPR)
was developed by Ginarte and Park (1997), and was updated by Park for the year 2000.[3]

It assigns a value from 0 to 5 to each country depending on the strength of its national
patent legal system. We included four dummy variables depending on the response of the
interviewee to a question asking which of the following statements best applied to the
company: (1) R&D activities represent the basis of our company’s competitive strategy, so
research guides the actions of the remaining areas or departments (R&D STRATEGY–
BASIS); (2) the R&D department must support our company’s competitive strategy, so it
must coordinate and align its objectives and actions with the other departments (R&D
STRATEGY–ALIGNED); (3) the R&D department must be effective and competitive,
but it operates very independently compared with other departments (R&D
STRATEGY–INDEPENDENT); and (4) our company considers that the R&D depart-
ment has no influence on the company’s competitiveness and just buys the technologies
available on the market (R&D STRATEGY–NO INFLUENCE). Category (2) was used
as the reference for the rest of the variables. Finally, we introduced the FIRM SIZE
variable (the logarithm of the firm’s sales during 2005 in US dollars) and industry controls.

Stage 2: Level of performance achieved in the outsourcing relationship. We define performance from
the perspective of the client, that is, as how well the relationship has fulfilled a client’s
strategic needs (Parkhe, 1993) in terms of goal fulfilment and degree of development of
the relationship. To code this variable, we used perceptual measures of performance.
Research shows that subjective measures of performance are well correlated with objec-
tive measures (Dess and Robinson, 1984), especially when the respondents are top
managers (Krishnan et al., 2006). We followed Ariño’s (2003) definition of alliance
performance. Consistent with the relational view (Dyer and Singh, 1998), Ariño argues
that both the outcome performance dimension (i.e. the degree of accomplishment of the
partners’ goals, be these common or private, initial or emergent) and the process
performance dimension (i.e. the extent to which their pattern of interactions is acceptable
to the partners) need to be captured. Specifically, our measure is integrated by nine
survey items. Using a Likert scale from 1 (low) to 5 (high), respondents indicated the
degree to which (a) the firm achieved the following seven strategic goals in the outsourc-
ing relationship with the main supplier of the R&D service being analysed (OUTCOME
DIMENSION): (1) increased flexibility; (2) cut production costs; (3) cut administrative
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and management costs; (4) faster access to markets; (5) increased service quality levels; (6)
increased firm performance due to a greater concentration of resources on the develop-
ment of its core activities; and (7) reduction of time-to-market; and (b) they agreed with
the following statements in relation to its R&D service supplier (PROCESS DIMEN-
SION): (8) the supplier is a reliable firm; and (9) the supplier has a long-lasting relation-
ship with our firm. These nine measures were averaged for each firm to create a
composite performance index (PERFORMANCE) capturing both dimensions (Cron-
bach’s alpha = 0.75).

Our independent variables were constructed as follows. To capture the client’s need to
transfer proprietary core knowledge to the supplier, we introduced CORE KNOWL-
EDGE. To develop this variable, we used a Likert (1–5) scale and asked the interviewees
to indicate their level of agreement with the following statements related to the attributes
of the R&D service outsourced: (1) individuals must acquire company-specific or
division-specific information to perform the service adequately; (2) it is difficult for third
parties to understand the company know-how related to this service. Thus, these items
capture the dimensions of firm-specificity and tacitness of the knowledge being trans-
ferred (Cronbach’s alpha = 0.7) and they were adapted from the works of Poppo and
Zenger (1998) and Kogut and Zander (1993).

To account for those RSIs in human assets, knowledge-sharing routines, and organi-
zation processes aimed at facilitating knowledge transfer and understanding between the
parties as well as to develop a trustful relationship, we introduced the variable INTAN-
GIBLE INVESTMENTS. To develop this measure, we used a Likert (1–5) scale and
asked the interviewees to indicate their level of agreement with the following statements:
(1) ‘the supplier incurred high costs in training its staff to meet the specific requirements
of our company’; (2) ‘the supplier has always shown its commitment to our firm’; (3) ‘the
supplier has invested in developing knowledge-sharing routines with our company’; (4)
‘a high level of personnel transfer exists between the supplier and our company’; and
(5) ‘the supplier is willing to share its knowledge with our company’ (Cronbach’s
alpha = 0.702). To capture the level of physical investments made by the supplier to
adapt its plant and equipment to the specific requirements of the client, we introduced
TANGIBLE INVESTMENTS. To develop this variable, we used a Likert (1–5) scale
and asked the interviewees to indicate their level of agreement with these statements: (1)
‘the supplier made important investments to adapt its plant and facilities to the specific
requirements of our company’; (2) ‘the supplier increased its capacity to work for our
company’; and (3) ‘the supplier has set up new facilities or plants near some of our
production plants’. These three items measure Williamson’s (1985) dimensions of physi-
cal specific investments (Cronbach’s alpha = 0.742). To account for the type of organi-
zation to which the R&D service was outsourced, we introduced NON-PROFIT
RESEARCH CENTRE, coded as 1 if the interviewee indicated that the supplier was a
university or a research institute, and 0 if it was a business firm.

Because some types of R&D services may be more likely to require the transfer of core
knowledge, and thus affect the appropriability hazards perceived by the client, we
included dummy variables to control for the services most frequently being outsourced in
our sample, namely, BASIC RESEARCH, PRODUCT DESIGN, SOFTWARE,
PROCESS DESIGN, and APPLIED RESEARCH (see Table AII). Similarly, because
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our argument for suppliers to be willing to make unilateral RSIs is that they can
capitalize on the acquired clients’ knowledge in transactions with other companies, and
single sourcing has been considered to have trust-building properties (Mudambi and
Helper, 1998), to assess for the client perception of risk of knowledge leakage to com-
petitors through the supplier, we included the control variable CONTRACTS WITH
CLIENT COMPETITORS. This variable captures, on a 1–5 scale, the interviewee’s
level of agreement with the statement: ‘the supplier also has outsourcing relationships
with some of our competitors’. To reduce biases stemming from the longevity of the
relationship, we introduced RELATIONSHIP TENURE that controls for the year the
firm first signed a contract with the supplier. Furthermore, because the strength of the
control mechanisms may vary across different types of governance (Madhok, 1996), to
better control by type of governance, we included JOINT VENTURE (coded as 1 when
the outsourcing agreement involves a joint venture between the parties, and 0 otherwise);
and LONG-TERM CONTRACT (coded as 1 if it involves a long-term contract
between the parties, and 0 otherwise). To control for the potential of knowledge spillo-
vers between the parties, we introduced MULTIPLE PROJECTS that takes the value 1
if the supplier provides more services to the company, and 0 otherwise (Kang et al.,
2009). To account for the contractual costs arising owing to the nature of the activity in
connection with the supplier’s location (Delios and Henisz, 2000; Hill et al., 1990), we
introduced INTERNATIONAL NON-OECD SUPPLIER, coded as 1 if the supplier is
located in a non-OECD country, and 0 otherwise, and INTERNATIONAL OECD
SUPPLIER, coded as 1 if the service supplier is located abroad but within a country
belonging to the OECD. Domestic suppliers act as the reference category. Finally, we
also added the following controls from the first-stage model to account for other sources
of firm heterogeneity: PATENTS, R&D STRATEGY–BASIS, IPR, FIRM SIZE, and
industry dummies.

RESULTS

Table I shows the correlations and descriptive statistics for the main variables used in the
second stage.[4] Given the high correlations between the interaction terms and the main
effects, we mean-centred the relevant continuous variables before calculating the inter-
actions ( Jaccard and Turrisi, 2003).

First-Stage Outsourcing Decision Estimates

Table II reports maximum-likelihood estimates for the outsourcing decision probit
model. As the main purpose of this model is to account for endogeneity, we just include
the estimates for the sake of brevity.

Second-Stage Performance Estimates

Table III reports the results of our performance regression models controlling for self-
selection using five different specifications. An F-test of the null hypothesis that all the
coefficients are jointly 0 is rejected in all the models. The estimated coefficients for the
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inverse Mill’s ratio (lambda) in all the models are significant, indicating the presence of
self-selection. Consequently, the use of Heckman’s (1978, 1979) technique is justified.

INTANGIBLE INVESTMENTS is positive and significant across models. However,
consistent with Hypothesis 1, predicting a lower contribution of intangible RSIs to
performance as the amount of client’s core knowledge required to perform the service
increases, we find that the interaction term INTANGIBLE INVESTMENTS ¥ CORE
KNOWLEDGE is negative and significant (models III and V). Consistent with our
Hypothesis 2, predicting that when the R&D supplier is a non-profit, the contribution to
performance of intangible RSIs made by the supplier will increase as the amount of
client’s core knowledge required increases, we find that the interaction term INTAN-
GIBLE INVESTMENTS ¥ CORE KNOWLEDGE ¥ NON-PROFIT RESEARCH
CENTRE is positive and significant (model V). We display the effects of these interac-
tions on the performance achieved in the R&D outsourcing agreements with business
firms (Figure 1) and with non-profits (Figure 2) for different requirements of client’s core
knowledge, that is, when CORE KNOWLEDGE takes the minimum, mean, and
maximum values.

As shown in Figure 1, when outsourcing to business firms, the more a client’s core
knowledge is required to perform the service, the lower the contribution to performance
of intangible RSIs on the side of the supplier. In particular, we observe that these
investments seem to contribute to superior performance when the service outsourced to
these suppliers is quite standardized – that is, when the variable CORE KNOWLEDGE
takes its minimum value – although this positive effect clearly diminishes when the
service requires the client to transfer a high amount of core knowledge. In contrast, as
shown in Figure 2, when outsourcing to research centres or universities, the more a
client’s core knowledge is required to perform the service, the higher the contribution to

Table II. Results of maximum-likelihood probit analysis for outsourc-
ing decision (n = 170)

Independent variables Full model

Patents 1.139 (2.90)***
IPR 0.308 (1.59)
R&D strategy–basis -0.573 (2.31)**
Patents ¥ R&D strategy–basis 7.401 (2.44)**
R&D strategy–no influence -0.139 (0.26)
R&D strategy–independent 0.208 (1.03)
Firm size (log) -0.102 (1.41)
SIC28 0.389 (1.95)*
SIC36 0.324 (1.71)*
SIC37 0.452 (1.51)
SIC38 0.120 (0.43)
Constant 0.186 (0.12)
Log pseudo-likelihood -112.93

Notes: Robust z statistics in parentheses.
* Significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1%.
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performance of the intangible RSIs made by the supplier. In fact, these investments seem
to be especially effective when outsourcing R&D services requiring the transfer of large
amounts of core knowledge to these institutions.

Some of the results involving the control variables deserve attention. The positive and
significant sign of BASIC RESEARCH across models suggests that outsourcing basic
research services – activities that are closer to science and are thus of lower direct
commercial relevance for the external partner (Shane, 2004) – lead to superior perform-

Figure 1. Net impact of intangible relationship-specific investments on the performance of R&D outsourc-
ing agreements with business firms.
Note: Using the estimates from model V in Table III. Control variables were evaluated at the sample mean.

Figure 2. Net impact of intangible relationship-specific investments on the performance of R&D outsourc-
ing agreements with non-profit research centres.
Note: Using the estimates from model V in Table III. Control variables were evaluated at the sample mean.
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ance. The negative and significant sign of CONTRACTS WITH CLIENT COMPETI-
TORS indicates that performance decays when suppliers work also for clients’
competitors. Finally, tangible RSIs do not influence performance.

DISCUSSION

While studies on the impact of RSIs on the performance of outsourcing agreements have
focused mainly on hold-up hazards, our paper focuses on appropriability hazards. We
argued that the development of intangible RSIs on the side of the supplier may have a
positive contribution to a client’s performance in R&D outsourcing agreements, in terms
of both the client’s goal fulfilment and degree of development of the relationship.
However, it also increases appropriability hazards in such a way that the client can limit
its transparency and cooperative behaviour in order to avoid too much exposure of its
core technology. Specifically, we argued that the extent to which these hazards will be
perceived by the client firm as a competitive threat will depend on the amount of
proprietary core knowledge transferred to the supplier, and on the supplier’s profit
orientation.

The empirical results confirmed our hypotheses. Although we found that, overall,
intangible RSIs on the side of the supplier may contribute to client performance when
outsourcing R&D services – consistent with findings of previous studies on non-R&D
alliances (Dyer and Singh, 1998; Parkhe, 1993; Zollo et al., 2002) – we also found that this
positive effect does not hold across all kinds of R&D outsourcing agreements. The client
ability to capture all the value stemming from these investments appears to be dependent
on the potential spillovers these investments generate for the supplier, which will ultimately
be determined by the client’s need to transfer core knowledge to it, and on the opportunity
set by the supplier to exploit the acquired knowledge outside the R&D agreement.

These investments appear to be very effective for the client when the supplier is a
research centre, because in this case the supplier has a low risk of both becoming a
competitor and/or exploiting the knowledge gained via the outsourcing relationship to
markets outside of the agreed-upon scope. In contrast, when outsourcing to business
firms the positive effect these intangible RSIs may have on alliance performance dimin-
ishes as the amount of proprietary core knowledge transferred increases. In these cases,
the client’s awareness of the higher appropriability hazards involved may lead it to adopt
stronger safeguards by limiting their own intangible RSIs, triggering alliance manage-
ment difficulties that will have the drawback of lowering the performance of the out-
sourced task. It relation to this, it should be highlighted that although the overall
performance achieved by the client may be lower than the one obtained in a scenario
without appropriability hazards, this is not a suboptimal behaviour, as performance
would be expected to be even lower if these precautions were not taken by the client.[5]

It should be noted that the negative interaction between core knowledge and intangible
RSIs could just reflect the increased communication/coordination challenges of dealing
with complex or tacit knowledge. Non-profit research centres, given their strong tech-
nical personnel, may be better equipped to deal with ‘cutting-edge’ proprietary technol-
ogy (Bercovitz and Feldman, 2007). Despite this, the first argumentation gets reinforced
by two additional findings: (1) the negative impact on performance of CONTRACTS
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WITH CLIENT COMPETITORS, a proxy for potential negative spillovers; and (2) the
positive and significant effect of BASIC RESEARCH, which are services closer to
science and more difficult to have a direct commercial exploitation (Shane, 2004).
Indeed, as proof of the importance of clients’ expectations about the behaviour of their
suppliers, and the expected spillovers to actual or future competitors, we tested the
interaction of CONTRACTS WITH CLIENT COMPETITORS with NON-PROFIT
RESEARCH CENTRE, but the interaction effect was non-significant. This means that
the risk of knowledge spillovers to competitors through the supplier negatively contrib-
utes to alliance performance from the perspective of the client, no matter the profit
orientation of the supplier. Thus, taken together, our results suggest that client firms may
lower their transparency and cooperative behaviour, and thus their ability to capture all
the coordination and communication benefits from the supplier’s intangible RSIs, not
only when the activities require the transfer of core proprietary knowledge that can be
misappropriated through these investments, but also when the supplier is supplying
direct competitors (even if the supplier is a non-profit research centre).

Our findings give support to the relational view of alliances, providing evidence that,
in some cases, making intangible RSIs allows the firm to overcome the traditional costs
versus flexibility or cost versus quality trade-offs, making effective use of the information
flows between the partners, and maximizing the value of the relationship (Dyer, 1997).
That was the reason for including in the dependent variable objectives that could be
contradictory in other contexts – such as cost efficiency, flexibility, and quality improve-
ments. However, as a robustness test to discard potential biases in our dependent
variable, we re-estimated our models using a revised performance variable with the two
cost items (‘cut production costs’ and ‘cut administrative and management costs’)
removed, and the same results were obtained.[6] We also tested the robustness of our
results to alternative specifications of our dependent variable. As previously mentioned,
consistent with the relational view, our dependent variable includes both outcome and
process dimensions of alliance performance, which, according to previous research, tend
to be correlated. Doz (1996) and other research on alliance evolution (Ariño and De la
Torre, 1998; Ring and Van de Ven, 1994) show how alliances obtaining more positive
outcomes are the result of iterative processes through which firms build trust as they gain
in adaptive flexibility, and in the willingness to increase their commitment. Obviously,
this correlation between outcome and process dimensions is not perfect, as there may be
cases in which, despite accomplishing some outcomes, the relationship is discontinued
because of the lack of willingness to invest in the relationship. For these reasons, we tested
an alternative way of calculating our performance variable in which we assigned a higher
weight to the process dimension (a 50 per cent weight to the outcome items, and 50 per
cent to the process items), and the same results were obtained.[7]

Our findings complement results obtained by Mudambi (2008), arguing that benefits
from outsourcing seem to be stronger when it focuses on processes that are non-core to
the client. Our study confirms that this is in fact the case, unless the service supplier is a
non-profit research centre presenting low risk of inadequate use of the acquired knowl-
edge. Our results also confirm those of Sampson (2004), who highlighted the mediating
role absorptive capacity has on appropriability hazards. They also complement Kang
et al.’s (2009) work, which found that suppliers may make unilateral RSIs without
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ex-ante economic safeguards, as these can yield them both positive knowledge and
reputation spillovers. We extended these results by finding that, in the case of partnering
business firms, these positive knowledge spillovers for the supplier may trigger alliance
management difficulties, which may lead the client to capture less value from these
investments. Our findings are aligned with those of Li et al. (2010), who argued that
when choosing the proper supplier, firms should pay more attention to the cooperation
goals or strategic orientation of the suppliers in order to improve collaboration effective-
ness and efficiency. Our findings are also aligned with those of Khanna et al. (1998), as
we found that the client’s notion of the supplier’s opportunities to apply what it learns in
the alliance to other contexts (private benefits) crucially impacts its behaviour within the
alliance, which might indeed deviate the client’s allocation of resources from the theo-
retical optimal one in the absence of spillovers.

Finally, our theoretical analysis improves our understanding of buyer–supplier col-
laborative relationships. First, it extends the transaction cost perspective to analyse the
impact of intangible RSIs on appropriability hazards, which have received less attention.
Second, it highlights the importance of analysing separately tangible and intangible
RSIs. Previous research by Hoetker and Mellewigt (2009) posed this issue by showing
how each type of investment entails different hazards of opportunism and requires
different governance structures. Our paper complements theirs by also highlighting the
importance of taking into account the type of supplier investing in these specific assets.

IMPLICATIONS, LIMITATIONS, AND CONCLUSION

This study suggests that the success of R&D outsourcing relationships depends on the
ability of the firm to manage the relationship to avoid undesired transfers of knowledge
without putting in danger the performance of the outsourced task. When outsourcing a
specific activity related to a firm’s core competences, managers have to be aware of the
fact that making intangible RSIs fosters communication and coordination among part-
ners, which may improve productivity levels. However, these investments may also
increase knowledge management complexity and intellectual property concerns. Given
that alliances must be effectively managed for their benefits to be realized (Ireland et al.,
2002), to gain the most from these investments, knowing how to manage knowledge
transfer effectively (and the hazards originating within these alliances), to prevent the
leakage of valuable knowledge becomes crucial. Obviously, the best way to manage these
alliances would be to develop what Kale et al. (2000) call alliance capabilities, that is,
skills that allow the firm to learn while protecting its proprietary resources. Firms with
such capabilities are also prepared to make the most of outsourcing agreements for
services requiring proprietary knowledge. This is the case because they can protect it
without damaging the functioning of the alliance. In effect, our results provide empirical
support for Larsson et al.’s (1998) argument that the way partners manage the collective
learning process plays a key role in the success or failure of strategic alliances, as the
opportunistic learning strategies followed by partners may undercut the collective knowl-
edge development in the alliance.

The message of this study to technology managers is that they should take into account
that even though these investments aimed at facilitating knowledge transfer may con-
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tribute to the supplier performing more effectively thanks to coordination and commu-
nication improvements, their effectiveness may diminish if they are transferring
proprietary knowledge that is closely related to the firm’s competitive advantage to an
external firm that may become a potential competitor. Thus, before passively letting
suppliers make these investments, and the client responding with mutual investments,
firms should carefully consider whether they are the ones who are going to take more
advantage of these improvements in communication and governance, or whether it is the
suppliers who may ultimately learn more than they should as a result of these investments
(Zhang and Baden-Fuller, 2010).

Our study speaks to existing evidence showing that the R&D function can be sliced
and disaggregated into several services or stages (Contractor et al., 2010), so that ‘optimal
MNE strategy is increasingly composed of control and location decisions implemented at
the activity level, rather than the subsidiary level’ (Mudambi and Venzin, 2010, p. 1512).
Therefore, managers must carefully ponder not only which R&D services they decide to
outsource, and to whom, but also their ability to manage those agreements properly,
especially the inter-organizational learning process. Learning how to manage these
agreements efficiently is crucial for remaining competitive and for being able to use R&D
outsourcing as a tool for value creation. One critical aspect when crafting a firms’ R&D
outsourcing strategy is the fact that, if it is improperly implemented, it can lead to an
erosion of the firm’s technological competences; not only because of the misappropria-
tion of the client’s already existing know-how, but also because the client would not
continue to accrue expertise and know-how in the activities outsourced. This last process
of losing competitive edge in critical areas is labelled as ‘hollowing out’ (Mudambi and
Venzin, 2010). Thus, despite the flexibility benefits that can be generated, too much
outsourcing of knowledge-intensive activities could ‘hollow out’ the competencies of the
client firm, especially if the firm lacks competency in terms of value chain orchestration
(Kotabe and Mudambi, 2009). Firms lacking these managerial capabilities so as to be
able to ‘orchestrate’ these disaggregated R&D processes will face a higher risk not only
of erosion of their technological competencies but also of losing their competitive advan-
tage. These managerial challenges call for further research on R&D outsourcing.

Limitations

Our study is not without limitations. Our data are cross-sectional, so we could not
analyse all of the interrelated processes that may take place within the R&D outsourcing
agreement. Although our sample is representative of the population of firms in the
selected industries by country of origin and firm size, we obtained a low response rate, so
our results should be taken with caution. While we have controlled for type of R&D
service outsourced, project goals may vary depending on the type of service being
outsourced; however, owing to our number of observations, it was not possible to
segment our sample. Although we have adjusted the number of patents assigned to each
firm by sector, we analysed firms’ technological capabilities globally by identifying only
their cumulative number of patents. Another limitation refers to the way we measure the
level of proprietary core knowledge transferred, as we are aware that not all the knowl-
edge that is firm-specific and difficult to articulate has to be necessarily core to the firm.
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We could not collect survey data from the suppliers, which would undoubtedly have
enriched the study. Finally, although we have controlled for self-selection regarding the
choice of which services to outsource by the client firm, there might be a possibility of
second-order selection effects arising from the fact that, having decided to outsource an
R&D service, those suppliers investing in intangible RSIs are likely to be those that have
the capabilities to benefit from them.

CONCLUSION

Intangible RSIs can constitute a double-edged sword because they may facilitate not only
the client’s goal fulfilment and the development of the relationship, but also undesired
knowledge transfers, as they offer learning opportunities to providers. Because managing
this trade-off becomes especially challenging when outsourcing R&D services, we analyse
the contribution that intangible RSIs made by the R&D supplier have on the perform-
ance of the relationship from the client’s perspective. Building on transaction costs theory
and the relational view of alliances, we argue that their contribution will depend on: (i)
the client’s need to transfer proprietary core knowledge to the supplier; and (ii) the
client’s perception of the supplier’s opportunities for exploiting the acquired knowledge
outside the scope of the agreement. Overall, our results show that these investments
appear to be very effective for the client when the supplier is a research centre, thus
exhibiting a low risk of both becoming its competitor and/or exploiting the knowledge
gained via the outsourcing relationship. In contrast, when outsourcing to business firms,
the positive effect these investments have on alliance performance diminishes as the
amount of proprietary core knowledge transferred increases. In these cases, the client’s
awareness of the higher appropriability hazards involved lead it to adopt stronger
safeguards by limiting their own investments in complementary intangible RSIs, which
have the drawback of reducing the value it can capture from the supplier’s RSIs. In
conclusion, our study shows how, because of the risk of technological leakage associated
with supplier’s intangible RSIs, client firms may deviate their behaviour by being less
cooperative, lowering the contribution that these investments can have on the focal
transaction.

Nevertheless, our study leaves ample opportunities for further research on understand-
ing buyer–supplier collaborative relationships. We call for future research to take more
explicit account of the importance of analysing separately tangible and intangible RSIs
because each type of investment entails different hazards of opportunism. We also
highlight the importance of taking into account the profit orientation of the supplier
investing in these specific assets.
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NOTES

[1] To be effective and foster performance, a minimum amount of RSIs by both parties is always required.
An R&D supplier may be willing to unilaterally make large intangible RSIs because it perceives positive
spillover effects, but the effectiveness of these investments requires transparency on the side of the client.
Being transparent entails the client making some relevant RSIs, because personnel from the client firm
must dedicate some time to facilitate the transfer of relevant information.

[2] We appreciate an anonymous reviewer for this insight.
[3] Note that IPR protection in the foreign country is less relevant when it comes to explaining offshoring

decisions, as firms can choose a location with strong IPR protection when necessary; it is thus an
endogenous decision. Nevertheless, we have run our models including also a control for the effectiveness
of the IPR system in the destination country, and we obtained the same results.

[4] A table with first-stage descriptive statistics and correlation matrix is available from the authors upon
request.

[5] We thank an anonymous reviewer for raising this issue.
[6] The results of this robustness test are available from the authors upon request.
[7] The results of this robustness test are available from the authors upon request.

APPENDIX

Table AI. Distribution of survey responses by country of origin and industry

Population of firms Mailed surveys Received surveys

n % n % n %

USA 3529 51.12% 2000 50% 81 45%
Origin European Union 3375 48.88% 2000 50% 101 55%

Austria 95 1.38% 56 1.40% 2 1.10%
Belgium 43 0.62% 25 0.63% 2 1.10%
Czech Republic 33 0.48% 20 0.50% 1 0.55%
Denmark 38 0.55% 23 0.58% 0 0.00%
Finland 54 0.78% 32 0.80% 0 0.00%
France 373 5.40% 221 5.53% 9 4.95%
Germany 1041 15.08% 617 15.43% 24 13.19%
Greece 4 0.06% 2 0.05% 2 1.10%
Ireland 29 0.42% 17 0.43% 0 0.00%
Italy 854 12.37% 507 12.68% 32 17.58%
Luxembourg 2 0.03% 1 0.03% 0 0.00%
Poland 63 0.91% 37 0.93% 3 1.65%
Portugal 22 0.32% 13 0.33% 1 0.55%
Spain 157 2.27% 93 2.33% 9 4.95%
Sweden 71 1.03% 42 1.05% 3 1.65%
The Netherlands 35 0.51% 21 0.53% 1 0.55%
UK 421 6.10% 249 6.23% 12 6.59%
East Europe 40 0.58% 24 0.60% 0 0.00%
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APPENDIX Continued

Population of firms Mailed surveys Received surveys

n % n % n %

Industry SIC 28 (Chemicals) 1312 19.00% 760 19.00% 45 24.73%
SIC 35 (Transportation

Eq.)
2337 33.85% 1357 33.93% 58 31.87%

SIC 36 (Electronics) 1635 23.68% 947 23.68% 40 21.98%
SIC 37 (Machinery) 840 12.17% 487 12.18% 16 8.79%
SIC 38 (Measurement

Eq.)
780 11.30% 449 11.23% 23 12.64%

Table AII. Number of services outsourced by type of service and supplier

Type of R&D service outsourced Type of supplier Total

Private company University or
technological
centre

Basic or fundamental research services (including drug discovery
in the pharmaceutical industry)

8 12 20

Designing products or prototypes 16 1 17
Customized software development services 15 0 15
Designing production processes or technology systems 13 1 14
Applied or experimental research services (including clinical

research in the pharmaceutical industry)
7 4 11

Testing and analysis services (includes verification of products or
processes, drug testing, routine product testing, and quality
control processes)

7 0 7

Designing and engineering system architectures 5 1 6
Scientific and technical support consulting services for actual or

proposed R&D projects
4 2 6

Software implementation services to help your company to
implement new software

1 0 1

Development of product/prototypes or new or improved
technologies (including drug manufacturing in the
pharmaceutical industry)

2 0 2

Total outsourcing agreements (n = 99) 78 21 99

A. Martinez-Noya et al.88

© 2012 The Authors
Journal of Management Studies © 2012 Blackwell Publishing Ltd and
Society for the Advancement of Management Studies



REFERENCES

Ariño, A. (2003). ‘Measures of strategic alliance performance: an analysis of construct validity’. Journal of
International Business Studies, 34, 66–79.

Ariño, A. and De La Torre, J. (1998). ‘Learning from failure: towards an evolutionary model of collaborative
ventures’. Organization Science, 9, 306–25.

Arruñada, B. and Vázquez, X. H. (2006). ‘When your contract manufacturer becomes your competitor’.
Harvard Business Review, 84, 135–45.

Belderbos, R., Carre, M. and Lokshin, B. (2004). ‘Cooperative R&D and firm performance’. Research Policy,
33, 1477–92.

Bercovitz, J. and Feldman, M. (2007). ‘Fishing upstream: firm innovation strategy and university research
alliances’. Research Policy, 36, 930–48.

Bresser, R. K. F. (1988). ‘Matching collective and competitive strategies’. Strategic Management Journal, 9,
375–85.

Cassiman, B. and Veugelers, R. (2002). ‘R&D cooperation and spillovers: some empirical evidence from
Belgium’. American Economic Review, 92, 1169–84.

Caves, R. E., Crookell, H. and Killing, J. P. (1983). ‘The imperfect market for technology licenses’. Oxford
Bulletin of Economics and Statistics, 44, 249–67.

Cohen, W. M. and Levinthal, D. A. (1990). ‘Absorptive capacity: a new perspective on learning and
innovation’. Administrative Science Quarterly, 35, 128–52.

Contractor, F. J., Kumar, V., Kundu, S. and Pedersen, T. (2010). ‘Reconceptualizing the firm in a world of
outsourcing and offshoring: the organizational and geographical relocation of high-value company
functions’. Journal of Management Studies, 47, 1417–33.

Das, T. K. and Kumar, R. (2011). ‘Regulatory focus and opportunism in the alliance development process’.
Journal of Management, 37, 682–708.

Delios, A. and Henisz, W. J. (2000). ‘Japanese firms’ investment strategies in emerging economies’. Academy
of Management Journal, 43, 305–23.

Dess, G. G. and Robinson, R. (1984). ‘Measuring organizational performance in the absence of objective
measures: the case of the privately-held firm and conglomerate business unit’. Strategic Management
Journal, 5, 265–73.

Dillman, D. A. (1978). Mail and Telephone Surveys: The Total Design Method. New York: Wiley.
Doh, J. (2005). ‘Cross-border outsourcing implications for international business and strategic management

theory and practice’. Journal of Management Studies, 42, 695–704.
Doz, Y. L. (1996). ‘The evolution of cooperation in strategic alliances: initial conditions or learning

processes?’. Strategic Management Journal, 17 Supplement, 55–83.
Dyer, J. H. (1996). ‘Specialized supplier networks as a source of competitive advantage: evidence from the

auto industry’. Strategic Management Journal, 17, 271–91.
Dyer, J. H. (1997). ‘Effective interfirm collaboration: how firms minimize transaction costs and maximize

transaction value’. Strategic Management Journal, 18, 535–56.
Dyer, J. H. and Hatch, N. W. (2006). ‘Relation-specific capabilities and barriers to knowledge

transfers: creating advantage through network relationships’. Strategic Management Journal, 27, 701–
19.

Dyer, J. H. and Singh, H. (1998). ‘The relational view: cooperative strategy and sources of interorganiza-
tional competitive advantage’. Academy of Management Review, 23, 660–79.

Evans, M. G. (1985). ‘A Monte-Carlo study of the effects of correlated method variance in moderated
multiple regression analysis’. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 36, 305–23.

Fey, C. F. and Birkinshaw, J. (2005). ‘External sources of knowledge, governance mode, and R&D perform-
ance’. Journal of Management, 31, 597–621.

Foss, N. J., Laursen, K. and Pedersen, T. (2011). ‘Linking customer interaction and innovation: the
mediating role of new organizational practices’. Organization Science, 22, 980–99.

García-Canal, E., Valdes-Llaneza, A. and Ariño, A. (2003). ‘Effectiveness of dyadic and multi-party joint
ventures’. Organization Studies, 24, 743–70.

Ginarte, J. C. and Park, W. G. (1997). ‘Determinants of patent rights: a cross-national study’. Research Policy,
26, 283–301.

Grimpe, C. and Kaiser, U. (2010). ‘Balancing internal and external knowledge acquisition: the gains and
pains from R&D outsourcing’. Journal of Management Studies, 47, 1483–509.

Gulati, R., Khanna, T. and Nohria, N. (1994). ‘Unilateral commitments and the importance of process in
alliances’. Sloan Management Review, 35, 61–9.

R&D Outsourcing and Intangible Investments 89

© 2012 The Authors
Journal of Management Studies © 2012 Blackwell Publishing Ltd and

Society for the Advancement of Management Studies



Hamel, G. (1991). ‘Competition for competence and interpartner learning within international strategic
alliances’. Strategic Management Journal, 12, 83–103.

Harman, H. (1967). Modern Factor Analysis. Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press.
Heckman, J. (1978). ‘Dummy endogenous variables in a simultaneous equation system’. Econometrica, 46,

931–59.
Heckman, J. (1979). ‘Sample selection bias as a specification error’. Econometrica, 47, 153–61.
Hill, C. W., Hwang, P. and Kim, W. C. (1990). ‘An eclectic theory of the choice of international entry mode’.

Strategic Management Journal, 11, 117–28.
Hoetker, G. and Mellewigt, T. (2009). ‘Choice and performance of governance mechanisms: matching

alliance governance to asset type’. Strategic Management Journal, 30, 1025–44.
Ireland, D. R., Hitt, M. A. and Vaidyanath, D. (2002). ‘Alliance management as a source of competitive

advantage’. Journal of Management, 28, 413–46.
Jaccard, J. and Turrisi, R. (2003). Interaction Effects in Multiple Regression. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.
Jensen, P. O. and Pedersen, T. (2011). ‘The economic geography of offshoring: the fit between activities and

local context’. Journal of Management Studies, 48, 352–72.
Kale, P., Singh, H. and Perlmutter, H. (2000). ‘Learning and protection of proprietary assets in strategic

alliances: building relational capital’. Strategic Management Journal, 21, 217–38.
Kang, M.-P., Mahoney, J. T. and Tan, D. (2009). ‘Why firms make unilateral investments specific to other

firms: the case of OEM suppliers’. Strategic Management Journal, 30, 117–35.
Khanna, T., Gulati, R. and Nohria, N. (1998). ‘The dynamics of learning alliances: competition, coopera-

tion, and relative scope’. Strategic Management Journal, 19, 193–210.
Kim, S. M. and Mahoney, J. T. (2006). ‘Mutual commitment to support exchange: relation-specific IT

system as a substitute for managerial hierarchy’. Strategic Management Journal, 27, 401–23.
Klein, B., Crawford, R. G. and Alchian, A. A. (1978). ‘Vertical integration, appropriable rents, and the

competitive contracting process’. Journal of Law and Economics, 21, 297–326.
Kogut, B. (1988). ‘Joint ventures: theoretical and empirical perspectives’. Strategic Management Journal, 9,

319–32.
Kogut, B. and Zander, U. (1993). ‘Knowledge of the firm and the evolutionary theory of the multinational

corporation’. Journal of International Business Studies, 24, 625–45.
Kotabe, M. and Mudambi, R. (2009). ‘Global sourcing and value creation: opportunities and challenges’.

Journal of International Management, 15, 121–5.
Krishnan, R., Martin, X. and Noorderhaven, N. G. (2006). ‘When does trust matter to alliance perform-

ance?’. Academy of Management Journal, 49, 894–917.
Lado, A., Dant, R. and Tekleab, A. (2008). ‘Trust-opportunism paradox, relationalism, and performance in

interfirm relationships: evidence from the retail industry’. Strategic Management Journal, 29, 401–23.
Lam, A. (2007). ‘Knowledge networks and careers: academic scientists in industry-university links’. Journal of

Management Studies, 44, 993–1016.
Lane, P. J. and Lubatkin, M. (1998). ‘Relative absorptive capacity and interorganizational learning’. Strategic

Management Journal, 19, 461–77.
Larsson, R., Bengtsson, L., Henriksson, K. and Sparks, J. (1998). ‘The interorganizational learning dilemma:

collective knowledge development in strategic alliances’. Organization Science Special Issue: Managing Part-
nerships and Strategic Alliances, 9, 285–305.

Levinthal, D. A. and Fichman, M. (1988). ‘Dynamics of interorganizational attachments: auditor-client
relationships’. Administrative Science Quarterly, 33, 345–69.

Li, Y., Wei, Z. and Liu, Y. (2010). ‘Strategic orientations, knowledge acquisition, and firm performance:
the perspective of the vendor in cross-border outsourcing’. Journal of Management Studies, 47, 1457–
82.

Macher, J. T. (2006). ‘Technological development and the boundaries of the firm: a knowledge-based
examination in semiconductor manufacturing’. Management Science, 52, 826–43.

Macneil, I. R. (1980). The New Social Contract. New Haven, CT: Yale University Press.
Madhok, A. (1996). ‘The organization of economic activity: transaction costs, firm capabilities and the

nature of governance’. Organization Science, 7, 577–90.
Madhok, A. and Tallman, S. B. (1998). ‘Resources, transactions and rents: managing value in interfirm

collaborative relationships’. Organization Science, 9, 326–39.
Martínez-Noya, A. and García-Canal, E. (2011). ‘Technological capabilities and the decision to outsource/

outsource offshore R&D services’. International Business Review, 20, 264–77.
Martínez-Noya, A., García-Canal, E. and Guillén, M. F. (2012). ‘International R&D service outsourcing by

technology-intensive firms: whether and where?’. Journal of International Management, 18, 18–37.

A. Martinez-Noya et al.90

© 2012 The Authors
Journal of Management Studies © 2012 Blackwell Publishing Ltd and
Society for the Advancement of Management Studies



McEvily, B. and Marcus, A. (2005). ‘Embedded ties and the acquisition of competitive capabilities’. Strategic
Management Journal, 26, 1033–55.

Mesquita, L. and Brush, T. H. (2008). ‘Untangling safeguard and production coordination effects in
long-term buyer-supplier relationships’. Academy of Management Journal, 51, 785–807.

Mesquita, L., Anand, J. and Brush, T. H. (2008). ‘Comparing the resource-based and relational views:
knowledge transfer and spillover in vertical alliances’. Strategic Management Journal, 29, 913–41.

Mowery, D. C. and Rosenberg, N. (1989). Technology and the Pursuit of Economic Growth. New York: Cambridge
University Press.

Mudambi, R. (2008). ‘Location, control and innovation in knowledge-intensive industries’. Journal of Economic
Geography, 8, 699–725.

Mudambi, R. and Helper, S. (1998). ‘The “close but adversarial model” of supplier relations in the US auto
industry’. Strategic Management Journal, 19, 775–92.

Mudambi, R. and Venzin, M. (2010). ‘The strategic nexus of offshoring and outsourcing decisions’. Journal
of Management Studies, 47, 1510–33.

Mudambi, S. and Tallman, S. (2010). ‘Make, buy or ally? Theoretical perspectives on knowledge process
outsourcing through alliances’. Journal of Management Studies, 47, 1434–56.

OECD (1997). Revision of the High Technology Sector and Product Classification. Paris: OECD.
Oxley, J. E. (1997). ‘Appropriability hazards and governance in strategic alliances: a transaction cost

approach’. Journal of Law, Economics and Organization, 13, 387–409.
Oxley, J. and Sampson, R. (2004). ‘The scope and governance of international R&D alliances’. Strategic

Management Journal, 25, 723–49.
Parkhe, A. (1993). ‘Strategic alliance structuring: a game theoretic and transaction cost examination of

interfirm cooperation’. Academy of Management Journal, 36, 794–829.
Podsakoff, P. M., MacKenzie, S. B., Lee, J. Y. and Podsakoff, N. P. (2003). ‘Common method biases in

behavioral research: a critical review of the literature and recommended remedies’. Journal of Applied
Psychology, 88, 879–903.

Poppo, L. and Zenger, T. (1998). ‘Testing alternative theories of the firm: transaction cost, knowledge-based,
and measurement explanations for make-or-buy decisions in information services’. Strategic Management
Journal, 19, 853–77.

Reuer, J. and Ariño, A. (2007). ‘Strategic alliance contracts: dimensions and determinants of contractual
complexity’. Strategic Management Journal, 28, 313–30.

Ring, P. S. and Van de Ven, A. H. (1994). ‘Developmental processes of cooperative interorganizational
relationships’. Academy of Management Review, 19, 90–118.

Sampson, R. C. (2004). ‘Organizational choice in R&D alliances: knowledge based and transaction cost
perspectives’. Managerial and Decision Economics, 25, 421–36.

Santamaria, L. and Rialp, J. (2007). ‘La elección del socio en las cooperaciones tecnológicas: un análisis
empírico’. Cuadernos de Economía y Dirección de la Empresa, 31, 67–96.

Shane, S. (2004). ‘Encouraging university entrepreneurship? The effect of the Bayh-Dole Act on university
patenting in the United States’. Journal of Business Venturing, 19, 127–51.

Shaver, M. (1998). ‘Accounting for endogeneity when assessing strategy performance: does entry mode
choice affect FDI survival’. Management Science, 44, 571–85.

Teece, D. (1986). ‘Profiting from technological innovation: implications for integration, collaboration,
licensing and public policy’. Research Policy, 15, 285–305.

von Hippel, E. (1994). ‘ “Sticky information” and the locus of problem solving: implications for innovation’.
Management Science, 40, 429–39.

Williamson, O. E. (1985). The Economic Institutions of Capitalism. New York: The Free Press.
Zaheer, A. and Venkatraman, N. (1995). ‘Relational governance as an interorganizational strategy: an

empirical test of the role of trust in economic exchange’. Strategic Management Journal, 16, 373–92.
Zajac, E. J. and Olsen, C. P. (1993). ‘From transaction cost to transactional value analysis: implications for

the study of interorganizational strategies’. Journal of Management Studies, 30, 131–44.
Zhang, J. and Baden-Fuller, C. (2010). ‘The influence of technological knowledge base and the organiza-

tional structure on technology collaboration’. Journal of Management Studies, 47, 679–704.
Zollo, M., Reuer, J. and Singh, H. (2002). ‘Interorganizational routines and performance in strategic

alliances’. Organization Science, 13, 701–13.

R&D Outsourcing and Intangible Investments 91

© 2012 The Authors
Journal of Management Studies © 2012 Blackwell Publishing Ltd and

Society for the Advancement of Management Studies


