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Comparative Analysis of the Correlation between the Alliance Capability Governance Mechanisms
and Alliance Performance under the Different Alliance Motivations
ZHENG Jingdi' > LONG Yong'
(1. School of Economics and Business Administration of Chongqing University Chongqing 400030 China;

2. College of Economics and Management of Chongqing Normal University Chongging 400047 China; )

Abstract: As a modern new organization form strategic alliance has been recognized one of the most rapid and
economical approaches for enterprise development. Enterprise alliance capability governance mechanisms and alli-
ance performance have always drawn more and more attention form researchers both within and abroad. Numerous
valuable research fruits have yielded. However previous research has neglected some important alliance elements
such as alliance motivations which might greatly influence enterprise alliance capability governance mechanisms
and alliance performance especially their interrelation.

Through a survey for over 300 senior executives in some firms of ShengZhen this article uses structural equa—
tion model to study the correlation between the alliance capability governance mechanisms and alliance perform—
ance under the different alliance motivation in strategic alliances from an empirical view. The results indicates that
the stronger the allied enterprise’s capability of constructing cooperation rules it is more inclined to strengthen the
effect of formal governance mechanism but weaken relation governance mechanism in those non — academic resource
acquired motivation alliances; the stronger those enterprise’s capability of developing and maintaining their relation
it is more inclined to strengthen both formal governance mechanism and relation governance mechanism both of
them play a positive role in alliance performance. But formal governance mechanism is advantageous of individuality
performance realization; relation governance mechanism plays a more important part in integral performance.

In academic resource acquired motivation strategic alliances the stronger the allied enterprise’s capability of
constructing cooperation rules it is more inclined to strengthen both formal governance and relation governance; the
stronger the allied enterprise’s capability of developing and maintaining their relation it is more inclined to
strengthen the effect of relation governance mechanism but weaken the effect of formal governance mechanism. Both
formal governance mechanism and relation governance mechanism play a positive role in alliance performance under
academic resource acquired motivation. But formal governance mechanism is more advantageous of integral perform-
ance realization; relation governance mechanism plays a more important part in individual performance.

The result shows that governance mechanisms and their effects on alliance performances are very different when
their alliance motivation and alliance capabilities are different. The enterprises in the alliances should pay more at-
tention to the impact of the difference on alliance management.

Key Words: alliance motivation; alliance capabilities; governance mechanism; alliance performance
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