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CHAPTER 4 

 

STUDY 3: (DIS)AGGREGATING ALLIANCE, JOINT VENTURE, AND MERGER 

AND ACQUISITION PERFORMANCE: A META-ANALYSIS 

 

Abstract 

In this study, we compare alliance, joint venture (JV), and merger and acquisition (M&A) 

performance and assess their boundary conditions. Using meta-analysis, we consolidate 204 

tests of the performance effects of the aforementioned expansions strategies’ and find that 

alliances and M&As enhance a firm’s substantive performance, while no positive performance 

effect is observed for JVs. In turn, all three expansion strategies boost a firm’s symbolic 

performance in terms of its legitimacy and status. After establishing these stylized facts, we use 

meta-analytic regression analysis and other techniques to reconcile counterintuitive findings 

regarding arrangement performance in three ways. First, we disaggregate alliance, JV, and 

M&A performance and show that alliances and M&As both positively contribute to a firm’s 

accounting-based performance, while only the former spurs a firm’s market-based returns. This 

suggests that M&As seem to have more long term effects. Second, we assess whether the 

difference between vertical and horizontal arrangements and the institutional context in which 

an arrangement takes place act as boundary conditions to their performance. Specifically, we 

show that vertical types of alliances and M&As come with higher performance than their 

horizontal counterparts. Besides, we see that firms from developing and developed markets 

benefit most from pursuing alliances aimed at accessing countries in a dissimilar context. Last, 

we examine whether variation in research design and output leads to different results, showing 

that several study artifacts affect performance outcomes. Overall, these findings allow us to 

develop an evidence-based agenda for future research on expansion strategies. 

 

Keywords: Alliances; Joint Ventures; Mergers and Acquisitions; Meta-analysis; Symbolic 

Performance; Substantive Performance; Developing and Developed Market Context. 
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4.1 Introduction 

To grow, firms often use cooperative expansion strategies, such as alliances, joint 

ventures (JVs), and mergers and acquisitions (M&As). However, the contribution of these 

arrangements9 to performance differs because they meet different demands for the involved 

firms (e.g., Datta et al., 1992; King et al., 2004; Porrini, 2004; Villalonga & McGahan, 2005; 

Wang & Zajac, 2007). For example, an alliance primarily benefits firms by providing access to 

knowledge from a counterpart while enabling the two firms to maintain their individuality 

(Grant & Baden-Fuller, 2004; Gulati, 1998). In turn, a joint venture generally involves an 

equity investment and is often established as a distinct organizational entity to jointly develop a 

product or share a technology (Ahuja, 2000). A third way in which firms expand is by 

absorbing all of the resources of a target firm through a merger or an acquisition (Brealey et al., 

2005).  

Whereas certain studies demonstrate that alliances, JVs, and M&As improve a firm’s 

performance (e.g., Capron, 1999; Pfeffer, 1972b; Stuart et al., 1999; Villalonga & McGahan, 

2005; Weitz & Shenhav, 2000), other studies report insignificant or counter-hypothesized 

findings (e.g., Ahuja, 2000; Goerzen, 2007; Hébert et al., 2005; Pfeffer, 1972b; Vanhaverbeke 

et al., 2002). These differences are possibly the result of variation in the type of performance 

measure used in studies on expansion strategies. In particular, M&A announcements are often 

negatively received in terms of market-based performance (e.g., shareholder returns and sales). 

In contrast, because they tend to be less risky and as they enable firms to remain more flexible, 

announcement returns of alliances and JVs are generally less severe or even positive (Chan & 

et al., 1997; Das, Sen & Sengupta, 1998; Madhavan & Prescott, 1995; Zollo & Meier, 2008). In 

turn, the effects of M&As can be more positive in the long run regarding their contribution to a 

firm’s accounting-based performance (e.g., return on assets, equity) (Chatterjee, Lubatkin, 

Schweiger & Weber, 1992; Merchant & Schendel, 2000; Seth, 1990; Zollo & Meier, 2008). In 

addition, it is more difficult to assess the specific accounting-based returns of an alliance or 

joint venture because firms often not only contribute equity but also share knowledge in a 

cooperative relationship. Perhaps for this reason, the performance of alliances and JVs is often 

not specifically announced in annual reports or press releases. 

In addition to contributing to a firm’s financial performance, expansion strategies also 

enhance a firm’s symbolic performance, which is defined as an expansion strategy’s 

contribution to a firm’s status and legitimacy (Deephouse & Suchman, 2008; Pollock et al., 

                                                           
9 Used interchangeably with expansion strategies in this dissertation. 
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2010; Suchman, 1995). Associations with external actors who possess high levels of legitimacy 

can result in social support for the focal organization because the legitimacy of such actors 

might “rub off” on the organization (Baum & Oliver, 1991; Bitektine, 2011; Pfeffer & 

Salancik, 1978). Thus, the reason to affiliate and expand may involve obtaining a “stamp of 

approval”, which would enhance a firm’s symbolic performance. Overall, the performance of 

alliances, JVs, and M&As is likely to vary across the type of expansion strategy and the type of 

performance measure assessed. 

Prior research has noted two specific boundary conditions that may explain differences 

in the performance effects of expansion strategies. First, the performance of an expansion 

strategy differs between horizontal and vertical types of arrangements, which may involve 

different costs and performance effects. Second, the performance of expansion strategies may 

differ between institutional contexts. As a result of globalization, firms from developed 

countries have pursued more alliances, JVs, and M&As to access developing markets and 

benefit from cheap production facilities and expand market share. Furthermore, firms from 

developing countries have also benefited from the economic emergence of their countries and 

more often expand toward developed markets. However, the returns may differ significantly 

(e.g., Kogut, 1988; Kogut & Singh, 1988; Madhok & Keyhani, 2012). 

Although several narrative reviews that combine empirical research on alliances, JVs, 

and M&As have focused on the verbal or conceptual interpretation of past research findings, 

significant performance differences remain. This wide variation in explanations of empirical 

conflicting results indicates a need for additional synthesis through a meta-analysis that 

combines all of the available empirical evidence (Hedges & Olkin, 1985). Such a meta-analysis 

could be used for important sensemaking, integration, and agenda-setting by synthesizing all of 

the findings that are presently available (Combs et al., 2011). 

We perform such a meta-analysis to address the previously mentioned critiques, which 

contributes to the literature in three ways. First, we extract the specific performance effects of 

expansion strategies through employing meta-analytic synthesizing and comparison techniques 

(Hedges and Olkin-type meta-analysis or HOMA; Hedges & Olkin, 1985; Feingold, 1992) on a 

database that contains the findings and characteristics of 192 published and 12 unpublished 

studies. Our findings provide evidence that alliances and M&As improve a firm’s financial 

performance. However, whereas the latter contribute more to a firm’s accounting-based 

performance, the former primarily spur a firm’s market-based performance. Moreover, 

alliances, JVs, and M&As are expansion strategies that positively contribute to a firm’s 

symbolic performance, whereby alliances exhibit the largest effects. In sum, these findings 



Chapter 4: (Dis)aggregating Alliance, JV, and M&A Performance 

90 

suggest that significant differences are present in how we interpret the performance of 

expansion strategies, as the term is used in many empirical studies. 

Second, we employ meta-analytic regression analysis (MARA) (Lipsey & Wilson, 

2001) to investigate whether the direction of arrangements (i.e., vertical or horizontal) and the 

institutional context in which they occur (i.e., developed or developing countries) act as 

boundary conditions that influence the performance of alliances, JVs, and M&As. Contrary to 

our expectations, we find that compared with their horizontal counterparts, vertical alliances 

and M&As have more positive performance effects. When we compare all three 

interorganizational arrangements, we find that horizontal alliances and JVs also positively 

contribute to firm performance. Additionally, our analyses indicate that the performance of 

firms from developing markets is higher when expanding to developed markets, although only 

for firms that use alliances. In turn, we observe that firms from developed markets experience 

higher performance when using alliances to enter emerging markets, which suggests that a 

firm’s expansion strategy may not only be driven by the desire to enhance performance but also 

by other factors. 

Third, our findings suggest that the contradictory empirical findings of previous studies 

may be the result of differences in the applied research design. More specifically, we find that 

several study artifacts, such as whether the data are longitudinal or based on psychometric 

scales, produce higher effect sizes. However, this effect differs among expansion strategies. 

Furthermore, we find higher effect sizes for studies on alliance and JV performance published 

in the Strategic Management Journal, whereas the performance of M&As is higher in 

Administrative Science Quarterly, which suggests that certain phenomena better fit with 

specific journals or that editors and reviewers may have preferences for different expansion 

strategies. Based on our research synthesis and extension efforts, we propose a concise 

evidence-based research agenda, which derives its focus and actionability from considering the 

newly discovered stylized facts regarding interorganizational arrangement formation and 

performance (cf. Helfat, 2007). 

 

4.2 Theoretical Background 

4.2.1 The performance of expansion strategies 

 Even though considerable research has been conducted on the performance of alliances, 

JVs, and M&As (Ariño & Barodzich, 2010; Barringer & Harrison, 2000; Datta et al., 1992; 

King et al., 2004), findings tend to diverge. Some empirical evidence seems to support the 

positive performance consequences of expansion strategies, which have been reported for 
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arrangements as varied as alliances (Weitz & Shenhav, 2000), JVs (Villalonga & McGahan, 

2005), and M&As (Pfeffer, 1972b). However, others point in a different direction (see: Ahuja, 

2000; Hébert et al., 2005; Vanhaverbeke et al., 2002). Conceptually, at least four different 

substantive performance effects of these governance forms have been noted in the literature. 

First, expansion strategies may result in serendipitous opportunities, such as the identification 

of new cooperative possibilities and product development synergies (Graebner, 2004). Second, 

expansion strategies can enhance a firm’s scope and strengthen its market position, resulting in 

opportunities to sell more products and enhance revenues and profits (Barringer & Harrison, 

2000). Third, interfirm cooperation minimizes price and supply risks due to uncertainty 

absorption (Argyres & Liebeskind, 1999). Fourth, expansion strategies can increase a firm’s 

bargaining power, which results in lower purchasing and marketing costs (Harrigan, 1985). 

 Alliances, JVs, and M&As contribute in different ways to a firm’s substantive 

performance. More specifically, research has commonly examined the substantive performance 

of expansion strategies by utilizing market-based and accounting-based measures (Haleblian et 

al., 2009; Meyer & Rowan, 1977; Zollo & Meier, 2008). M&A announcements appear to have 

a small or negative impact on a firm’s abnormal returns (Datta et al., 1992; King et al., 2004), 

whereas alliances and JVs seem to have positive effects (Anand & Khanna, 2000; Oxley, 

Sampson & Silverman, 2009). Perhaps this is caused by the fact that shareholders may prefer 

alliances and joint ventures instead of M&As as they often do not come with high equity 

investments involving a large premium, and which increase a firm’s solvability ratios and 

uncertainty about its long-term performance. Alliances, in particular, require less equity but 

sometimes more governance, as the primary risk is knowledge leakage. Similarly, because 

partners in JVs often share costs and investments, risks are lower compared to M&As, and the 

acceptance rate is generally higher. In contrast, one could expect that the accounting-based 

returns of M&As and JVs are higher, since these provide a longer horizon in which a firm’s 

performance can be enhanced. Hence, the short-term market-based returns of expansion 

strategies may exhibit different results compared to the more long-term accounting-based 

performance measures (Zollo & Meier, 2008). 

Moreover, the establishment of a visible link between a firm and an external resource 

provider also improves a firm’s status, legitimacy, and thus its symbolic performance (Pollock 

et al., 2010; Suchman, 1995). Yet, this effect appears to be different for alliances, JVs, and 

M&As. Alliances and JVs with prestigious actors can primarily help firms gain access to 

funding from venture capitalists and overcome liabilities of market newness by conveying 

signals of legitimacy to investors (Certo, 2003; Pollock et al., 2010). We see three additional 
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arguments as to why M&As also have positive effects on a firm’s symbolic performance. First, 

acquisitions often receive more media coverage compared to alliances and JVs, as they occur 

less often, and because they tend to involve higher investments and have more severe 

consequences for both firms. Second, the reason for doing acquisitions may be driven by a 

manager striving to increase firm size, and can thus be the result of personal factors such as 

hubris and narcissism (Chatterjee & Hambrick, 2007; Haleblian et al., 2009; Roll, 1986). Third, 

M&As may be used to cope with environmental uncertainties by mimicking other 

organizations, and acquiring resources that stimulate societal taken-for-grantedness (DiMaggio 

& Powell, 1983; Heugens & Lander, 2009; Scott, 2001). 

While all expansion strategies seem to improve a firm’s symbolic performance, large 

differences exist that warrant the need for further exploration. Following that the various types 

of expansion strategies can be imperfect substitutes (Hillman et al., 2009), we expect that 

alliances, JVs, and M&As are differently connected to distinct types of performance measures 

(Deephouse & Suchman, 2008; Pfeffer & Salancik, 2003). Hence, we conduct a synthesis and 

comparison to answer the question as to how these arrangements affect a firm’s substantive and 

symbolic performance (cf. Vanhaverbeke et al., 2002; Wang & Zajac, 2007). 

 

4.2.2 Boundary conditions of research on the performance of expansion strategies 

Several boundary conditions can explain differences in the performance of alliances, 

JVs, an M&As. We see two in particular. First, hitherto no conclusive statement can be made as 

to whether it is horizontal or vertical types of expansion strategies that enhance performance. 

While previous meta-analyses show that conglomerate acquisitions negatively and non-

conglomerate acquisitions contribute indifferently to performance (acquisitions in: Datta et al., 

1992; King et al., 2004), they remain unclear when it comes to the horizontal or vertical nature 

of related acquisitions and their respective performance effects. Still there are several 

arguments that suggest that it may be more fruitful to opt for one specific horizontal or vertical 

integration strategy. For example, it can be argued that firms fare best when forming vertical 

alliances or JVs, as that provides them with most room for product development and reduces 

the need for synergies (Rothaermel & Deeds, 2004). In turn, horizontal alliances can allow 

firms to absorb knowledge, expand their market share and access new markets (Chen, 2000). 

Besides, horizontal JVs can benefit firms through the use of cheap production facilities and 

product development. Although several studies point out that the performance of horizontal and 

vertical expansion strategies differ (Capron, 1999; Capron, Mitchell & Anand, 2001; Mayer & 

Teece, 2008; Rosenkopf, Metiu & George, 2001), it remains unclear how this boundary 
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condition impacts a firm’s results. Through further unpacking non-conglomerate expansion 

strategies into horizontal and vertical forms of cooperation, we may be able to assess their 

specific impact and determine whether one of the two outperforms the other, or not. 

Second, large differences in the performance of expansion strategies can be related to 

the institutional context in which the arrangement takes place. Similar to firm performance, 

which generally differs across various types of context (Carney et al., 2011), we expect large 

differences for the performance of alliances, JVs, and M&As. One reason for expanding 

globally, is a firm’s need for cost reduction, in order to stay afloat and keep up with 

competition. Consequently, firms constantly try to enter new and developing markets, as that 

may provide cheap production facilities or access to new potential customers. However, as a 

result of their own countries’ economic development, firms from developing and emerging 

countries also try to expand their boundaries themselves, attempting to gain access to 

developed countries. 

The performance of alliances, JVs, and M&As in different institutional contexts has 

been scrutinized in several contributions to the strategy field (e.g., Burgers, Hill & Kim, 1993; 

Hitt & Cheng, 2002; Madhok & Keyhani, 2012; Morasch, 2000). We see four specific 

explanations as to why the institutional context can explain differences in the performance of 

various expansion strategies. First, although it seems promising to use alliances, JVs, and 

M&As to gain access to knowledge, technology, and services, the type of resources they 

provide access to is often challenging to transfer across boundaries, making it very difficult to 

create value (Hennart, 1988; Osborn & Baughn, 1990). Second, the objectives of an expansion 

strategy may impact its outcome. Firms from developing markets may be primarily interested 

in upgrading capabilities, whereas firms from developed markets tend to be more focused on 

entering a new market by crossing boundaries or forming a global value chain. Third, firms 

from developed countries are impacted by a certain type of ‘liability of foreignness,’ defined as 

the handicap incurred by where a firm is not from (Madhok & Keyhani, 2012: 27). Likewise, 

firms from emerging markets are negatively impacted by a ‘liability of emergingness,’ defined 

as the handicap of where a firm is from (Madhok & Keyhani, 2012: 28). Consequently, this 

makes it more difficult to set up alliances, JVs, or M&As, resulting in limited opportunities for 

combining resources, accessing knowledge, and realizing synergy.  

Last, a country’s legislative climate may make it easier or more difficult to access 

certain markets. Developed countries often have better infrastructure, clearer rules and better 

developed institutions, making it easier to gain access and cooperate or acquire. On the other 

side, it may be more difficult to access developing or emerging markets for firms from 
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developed countries, because governments like those in China have long attempted to prevent 

firms from gaining dominant positions for themselves. Consequently, accessing comes with 

high costs and risks, which can negatively affect performance. Overall, some authors pose that 

firms can overcome their liability of emergingness through acquisitions by mostly learning 

from their targets from developed economies (Madhok & Keyhani, 2012). While this does not 

say that firms from developing markets are able to benefit from the use of other arrangements, 

it suggests that a similar logic holds for alliances and JVs. Comparing the differences in type of 

context provides several opportunities for theory development and extension of earlier studies 

(cf. Doz & Hamel, 1998; Villalonga & McGahan, 2005). 

 

4.3 Data and Methods 

4.3.1 Literature search 

 To identify empirical research related to alliances, JVs, and M&As, we used six 

complementary literature retrieval procedures. First, we explored eight electronic databases: 

ABI/INFORM Global, Blackwell Synergy, EBSCO, Econlit, Google Scholar, ISI Web of 

Knowledge, JSTOR and SSRN. We used the following keywords to search for appropriate 

studies: “alliance,” “joint venture,” “merger and/or acquisition,” “status,” “legitimacy,” and 

“performance.” To increase our sample size we also searched for studies that used derivative 

words of these constructs as well (e.g., we also searched for “M&A,” “Return on Assets 

(ROA),” “Return on Equity,” and “Abnormal returns”). Second, we conducted a manual search 

of all articles published from their inception till now in eight top-tier journals: Academy of 

Management Journal, Administrative Science Quarterly, Journal of International Business 

Studies, Journal of Management, Journal of Management Studies, Organization Science, 

Organization Studies, and Strategic Management Journal. Third, we examined the reference 

lists of all previously identified articles to identify related studies. Fourth, we contacted authors 

of Academy of Management conference papers that seemed related to our study to ask whether 

we could include their work in our study. Fifth, we send out a call through several list servers 

of the Academy of Management asking for unpublished work from management scholars in this 

field Last, we corresponded via e-mail with the authors of all studies represented in the primary 

data set, asking them to send us related published and unpublished work. Overall, this resulted 

in receiving several unpublished studies of which 12 were found to be useful. As several of our 

initial studies did not report effect size data, we asked the authors of these studies whether they 

would be willing to send us effect size information in the form of a correlation table. Since a 

considerable number of these studies were over a decade old, many authors reported that the 
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original datasets had been lost. Unfortunately, none of the authors managed to send us a 

correlation table, bringing our final sample to 204 studies (see the Appendix for bibliographic 

information). 

 

4.3.2 Criteria for inclusion 

 We used two heuristics to decide which studies to include in the meta-analysis (Hedges 

& Olkin, 1985). First, a study had to report relationships between alliances, joint ventures, or 

M&As and firm performance. To be included in our meta-analysis, it was not necessary for 

these relationships to be the main focus of the study to be included in our meta-analysis, only 

that a correlation between the variables of interest was available. Second, a study had to report 

sample sizes as well as effect size estimates (Hunter & Schmidt, 2004; Lipsey & Wilson, 

2001). The effect size data used in this meta-analysis exclusively consist of Pearson product-

moment correlation coefficients. Table 4.1 summarizes a set of representative 

operationalizations for our core constructs. We specifically distinguish alliances and joint 

ventures as the former not involving an equity investment, while the latter does involve it. Most 

of the included effect sizes on JVs concerned evenly distributed equity contributions, studies 

that reported otherwise were excluded from our sample. 

Table 4.1: Operationalization of variables – Study 3 

Construct Operationalization 

Alliance Formation of an alliance in a given year (e.g., Gulati & Gargiulo, 

1999; Katila et al., 2008). 

Joint venture Number of collaborations set up to develop a product or share 

technology (Ahuja, 2000). 

Merger and 

acquisition 

 

Number of acquisitions or mergers taking place over time, measured 

as a count variable (e.g., Casciaro & Piskorski, 2005; Heeley et al., 

2006). 

Symbolic 

Performance 

Firm status and Legitimacy (e.g., Haunschild & Beckman, 1998; 

Puranam & Srikanth, 2007); association with a large number of 

powerful partners in terms of their centrality in the network 

(Hagedoorn & Duysters, 2002).  

Substantive 

performance 

The extent to which organizations generate accounting-based profits 

or increase their overall market value (Meyer & Rowan, 1977) 

Accounting-

based 

performance 

Return on Assets (Judge & Zeithaml, 1992); Return on Investment 

(Bae & Gargiulo, 2004); Return on Equity. 

Market-based 

performance 

Increase in Market to Book value (Ruigrok, 2000); Tobin’s Q 

(Anderson & Reeb, 2004); Growth rate of retained earnings (Luo, 

2008). 
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4.3.3 HOMA procedure 

To estimate effect sizes we used Hedges and Olkin-type meta-analysis (HOMA; Hedges 

& Olkin, 1985). Whereas in the behavioral branches of the management field artifact-correcting 

meta-analytical techniques are currently more popular (cf. Hunter & Schmidt, 2004), we apply 

HOMA because the large majority of the primary studies included here relies on archival data. 

When primary studies are not affected by statistical artifacts like range restriction and 

psychometric measurement error, HOMA is the more parsimonious and robust alternative, as it 

merely corrects effect sizes for sample-size related differences in precision (Geyskens et al., 

2009). We furthermore correct for skewness in the effect size distribution by applying Fisher’s 

z-transformations on the included effect sizes10 (Geyskens et al., 2009; Lipsey & Wilson, 

2001). To make our analyses less sensitive to outliers, we also Winsorized the effect size 

distribution (Lipsey & Wilson, 2001) by bringing back effect sizes that were more than 3.0 

standard deviations away from the mean correlation to that cut-off point. 

When applying HOMA, meta-analysts furthermore have to make a choice for either 

fixed or random effects-based approaches for computing mean effect sizes. Like in most other 

meta-analyses (Combs et al., 2011), the heterogeneity of our effect size distribution is 

substantial, such that the retrieved mean effect size is best interpreted as an average rather than 

as a common true correlation value (Hedges & Olkin, 1985: 235). Under these conditions, 

random effects models are preferred over fixed effects approaches, as the former  yields more 

conservative estimates of the focal effect with more realistic Type II error rates (Geyskens et 

al., 2009; Lipsey & Wilson, 2001). 

When studies offer multiple operationalizations of focal constructs like substantive 

performance, a single study might offer multiple estimates of the same focal effect. Meta-

analysts then face a decision whether to separately include all estimates in the analysis or 

represent each individual study by a single value, such as an average or a single-best indicator. 

Monte Carlo studies (Bijmolt & Pieters, 2001) suggest that meta-analysts ought to prefer 

completeness of information over stochastic independence of effect sizes, as meta-analyses that 

contain all measurements of the focal effect tend to outperform procedures representing studies 

by a single value in crucial aspects like mean effect estimation accuracy and confidence 

interval computation precision (Bijmolt & Pieters, 2001). Correspondingly, when a study 

reported separate effect sizes for multiple dimensions of a construct (e.g., when a study 

                                                           

10 Fisher’s Zr transformed correlations are calculated as follows: 
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reported effects of a M&A on a firm’s CAR and ROA; proxies for substantive performance), 

we included each effect in the analysis on account of it reflecting a separate dimension. 

Moreover, to detect possible moderating effects related to the differences in operationalization 

of the dependent variable across studies, we separated a firm’s performance into substantive 

and symbolic performance. In addition, we also separate substantive performance into a firm’s 

market-based (e.g., Cumulative Abnormal Returns and Sales) and accounting-based 

performance (e.g., Return on Assets and Return on Equity). 

4.4.4 Effect size comparison procedure 

To compare the relative differences between the performance of arrangements, and their 

interrelation, we relied on a z-test-based procedure for assessing the statistical significance of 

the differences in term of magnitude between pairs of mean effect sizes (Feingold, 1992)11. We 

first determined whether the effect size of the relationship between alliance formation and 

substantive performance, market-based, accounting-based, and symbolic performance was 

greater in absolute terms than those capturing the performance effects of JVs and M&As. 

Subsequently, we tested for the statistical significance of these differences by applying a series 

of 12 paired Feingold’s (1992) z-tests. 

4.4.5 Procedure for moderator analysis 

To specify the differences in performance outcomes of interorganizational arrangement 

formation and explore the boundary effects of different moderators we employ meta-analytic 

regression analysis (MARA; Lipsey & Wilson, 2001). While sub-group analysis could also be 

applied, we opt for MARA as that yields for type 1 errors (incorrect rejection of our null-

hypothesis) and allows us to perform robustness checks (Geyskens et al., 2009). Furthermore, 

MARA enables us to test for the effects of several control variables and other moderators that 

may have performance enhancing and reducing effects (ibid). MARA is a special type of 

weighted least squares (WLS) regression analysis which is designed to assess the relationship 

between effect size and the moderator variables by modeling heterogeneity in the effect size 

distribution (Lipsey & Wilson, 2001). In MARA, effect sizes are weighted by the inversed 

variance weight w to account for differences in precision (Hedges & Olkin, 1985). Because 

scholars are concerned about the inaccuracy of fixed-effects models (Geyskens et al., 2009), we 

                                                           
11 Feingold’s (1992) z-test assesses the statistical significance of the difference between two 

meta-analytic mean effect sizes, 𝐸𝑆̅̅̅̅ 𝑖 and 𝐸𝑆̅̅̅̅ 𝑎, where i is a different type of interorganizational 

arrangement than a. The test statistic is computed as follows: 𝑧 =
𝐸𝑆̅̅̅̅ 𝑖−𝐸𝑆̅̅̅̅ 𝑎

√1 (𝑛𝑖−3𝑘𝑖)+1/(𝑛𝑎−3𝑘𝑎)⁄
, where 

k is the number of samples and n the overall sample size on which a given mean is based.   
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use a more conservative mixed-effects specification, which attributes effect size variability to 

systematic between-study differences, firm-level sampling error, and an unmeasured random 

component (Lipsey & Wilson, 2001). 

We include five dummy variables to further disaggregate performance effects of 

alliances, joint ventures and M&As, including: “Abnormal Returns,” “Return on Assets,” 

“Return on Equity,” “Sales,” and “Symbolic Performance,” using all other performance 

measures (e.g., Tobin’s Q, Market-to-Book, ROI) as reference category. To assess differences 

in direction of arrangement types we include six dummy variables. For the aggregated model 

we include: “Horizontal alliance,” or “Vertical alliance”; “Horizontal JV,” or “Vertical JV”; 

“Horizontal M&A,” or “Vertical M&A,” with studies where the direction of the arrangement 

under study was unclear or conglomerate arrangements as reference category. For the 

disaggregated models, we could only test the performance effect of the specified arrangement. 

Furthermore, we include three dummy variables, which assess the effect of the 

institutional context a firm is from and the context in which an arrangement takes place. Here it 

is the location of the arrangement that drives this variable, so for an arrangement between a 

firm from a developing market and a firm from a developed market, we focus on the context 

where a firm expands to. To assign each arrangement to a specific context, we first decided 

which countries meet the criteria of developed and developing market, using IMF criteria as 

presented in their report on emerging and developing markets (2012). We assigned 

arrangements that took place in for example Brazil, China, India, and Russia, Turkey and 

Indonesia, and other Asian and Latin American countries as “developing”. The first dummy 

takes in all arrangements by firms from developed markets that adopt an arrangement to access 

a developing market: “Developed to developing”. Our second dummy includes arrangements 

that are set up by firms from developing countries, who aim to access developed markets: 

“Developing to developed.” A third dummy looks at arrangements formed by firms from 

developed countries in other developed countries: “Developed to developed.” We included 

arrangements that were “Developing to developing” and those of which studies were unclear 

about the context as reference category.  

For the disaggregated analysis of the performance of M&As we also include four other 

dummy variables which were assessed in previous meta-analyses and were operationalized as 

such in the included studies (cf. Datta et al., 1992; King et al., 2004): (1) Payment type: 

“Shares,” “Mixed (cash and shares)” or “Cash or unspecified” (reference category) and (2) 

Type of transaction: “Merger,” “Acquisition” or “Hostile or unspecified” (reference category). 

We furthermore included two sets of dummy variables, which were incorporated as substantive 
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controls: (1) Organizational Type: “Public” and “Private or mixed” (reference category), to test 

for the moderating effect of transacting with state agencies (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983; 

Heugens & Lander, 2009) and (2) Industry Type: “Manufacturing,” “Biotechnology and 

pharmaceutical,” “Services,” “High technology (e.g., software or computer),” or “Mixed” 

(included as reference category, and operationalized as samples based on data from different 

industries), to assess whether the associational strength of our two focal relationships differed 

between industries. 

  Finally, we included six methodological moderators, to assess whether differences in 

studies’ research methods and publication characteristics caused additional heterogeneity in the 

effect size distribution: (1) Observation plan: “longitudinal” or “cross-sectional” (reference 

category); (2) Survey dummy: “survey” or “archival” (reference category), to test whether 

studies based on self-reported data produced results that differed from those using archival 

data; (3) Single based dummy: to diagnose whether stochastical dependencies between effect 

sizes affected the focal relationship, we tested whether the meta-analytic mean for studies 

reporting only a single effect size differed from those retrieved from studies reporting multiple 

effects (reference category); (4) Publication status: “unpublished” or “published” (reference 

category), to test for the presence of file drawer problems (Rosenthal, 1979); (5) Publication 

year, to correct for otherwise non-modeled time effects; and (6) Publication outlet: “AMJ,” 

“SMJ,” “ASQ,” “OS,” “JOM,” or “other” (reference category) to detect the presence of 

confirmatory publication biases across various journals. 

 

4.4 Results 

4.4.1 HOMA results 

 Table 4.2 presents the correlation matrix. In the cells below the diagonal, mean 

correlations (meanρ) and standard deviations (s.d.ρ) are presented for each relationship. The 

cells above the diagonal show the total number of observations (N) and the total number of 

samples (k) on which the mean correlation is based. Table 4.2 reports 18 mean correlations, all 

of which were established via independent HOMA analyses. The results indicate that the 

formation of alliances (.09; p < .001) and M&As (.02; p < .05) positively relates to a firm’s 

substantive performance, while JVs have no significant performance effects. In terms of 

market-based returns, we find that only alliances significantly enhance this type of performance 

(.07; p < .01). In turn, accounting-based performance is positive for alliances (.08; p<.001) and 

M&As (.05; p < .001). Additionally, we find that the formation of alliances, JVs, and M&As 

positively contribute to a firm’s symbolic performance (.13; .13; .07; all p < .001). 
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Table 4.2: HOMA results, meta-analytic correlation table – Study 3 

   1 2 3 4 4a 4b 5 

1. Alliance 

 

267,609 109,536 127,672 59,119 33,538 188,619 

246 124 133 60 37 98 

2. Joint venture .31***  78,260 118,285 63,380 43,438 130,960 

.05 131 146 62 53 95 

3. Merger and 

acquisition 
.09*** .02 

 

269,714 130,517 103,063 145,700 

.02 .02 251 141 82 118 

4. Substantive 

performance 
.08*** .02 .02*    114,919 

.02 .01 .01   147 

4a Market-based 

performance 
.07** .02 -.01 

 

  53204 

.02 .02 .01 

 

  54 

4b Accounting-based 

performance 
.08*** .00 .05*** 

 

  33788 

.02 .03 .01 

 

  28 

5. Symbolic 

performance 

.13*** .13*** .07*** .23*** .18*** .16*** 

 

.02 .02 .02 .02 .03 .04 

 

Note: Cells below the diagonal contain mean correlations (mean ρ) and standard deviations 

(s.d.ρ). Cells above the diagonal contain the total number of observations (N) and number of 

samples (k). Mean effect sizes marked with an asterix (*) are statistically significant, where * p 

< .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001. 

4.4.2 Effect size comparison results 

 Table 4.3 presents the results for a comparison between the prevalence and performance 

of the different arrangements. This Table details a total of 12 Feingold’s (1992) z-tests, each 

comparing a given pair of interorganizational arrangements in terms of their contribution to a 

firm’s substantive, market-based, accounting-based, and symbolic performance. The reference 

groups head columns 3 and 4, such that the first row of results reads as follows: looking into a 

firm’s substantive performance, alliances, perform better than joint ventures and mergers and 

acquisitions (z = 14.62; z = 17.66; both p < .001), while there is no difference between the 

substantive performance of JVs and M&As (z = .29; p > .05). 
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Table 4.3: Interorganizational arrangement formation and performance – Study 3 

  Joint Venture Merger & Acquisition 

Alliance Effect on Substantive Performance 14.62*** 17.66*** 

 Effect on Market-Based Performance 7.95*** 15.07*** 

 Effect on Accounting-Based Performance 10.82*** 4.81*** 

 Effect on Symbolic Performance -0.11 19.22*** 

Joint Venture Effect on Substantive Performance 

 

0.29 

 

Effect on Market-Based Performance  6.04*** 

 

Effect on Accounting-Based Performance 

 

-8.46*** 

 

Effect on Symbolic Performance  17.71*** 

* p < .05 ** p < .01, *** p < .001 

Our results indicate that the substantive performance effects and market- and accounting-based 

performance effects of alliances are relatively high compared to those of M&As and JVs (all p 

< .001), often by a wide margin. Yet, when comparing JVs and M&As we find that accounting-

based performance is higher for M&As (z = -8.46; p < .001), while market-based performance 

is higher for JVs (z = 6.04: p <.001). Possibly, this difference is the result of shareholders that 

are risk averse, preferring less invasive types of arrangements. In terms of symbolic 

performance, we find that alliances and JVs have more positive effects than M&As (z = 19.22; 

z = 17.71; both p < .001), yet we find no difference in terms of contribution between alliances 

and JVs (z = -.11; p > .05). Perhaps, this is the result of what a firm mentions in its press 

release. When announcing an alliance or JV, for example, the focus may lie on explicitly 

stating that an affiliation with a highly respectable firm is improving the quality and legitimacy 

of their products (cf. Pollock, et al. 2010). In contrast, the media attention around M&As 

mostly focuses on the effects for shareholders, employees, and the expected future of the 

combined firms, and not specifically on the quality of the products of the target firm. 

 

4.4.3 MARA results 

 Table 4.4 presents our results pertaining to the test of several boundary conditions 

concerning the performance of distinct expansion strategies. It reports the results of eight 

complementary mixed-effects WLS regressions, reflecting the moderating influence of boundary 

variables on the relationships between expansion strategies and performance. The first two 

models present the aggregated results for the relation between alliance, JV, and M&A formation 

and performance, the other models assess the relation between specific arrangements and 

performance (alliance performance in models 3 and 4; JV performance in models 5 and 6; M&A 

performance in models 7 and 8). Model 1, 3, 5 and 7 report the results for our substantive and 

methodological control variables only, while the other models include our predictor variables. 
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Table 4.4: Effects of interorganizational arrangements on performance, results based on mixed effects WLS regression – Study 3 

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 Model 8 

 Performance of all Arrangements Alliance Performance JV Performance M&A Performance 

Constant -14.46 (2.42)*** -12.55 (.00) -.03 (6.96) 8.94 (7.29) -44.44 (7.01)*** -33.36 (7.99)*** -8.48 (2.97)** -10.27 (2.94)*** 

Public Organization 

Manufacturing Industry 

-.08 (.01)*** 

-.01 (.01) 

-.04 (.01)** 

-.04 (.02)** 

-.08 (.03)** 

-.01 (.03) 

-.05 (.03) 

-.08 (.04)* 

-.06 (.03)* 

-.05 (.03) 

-.02 (.03) 

-.08 (.03)** 

-.02 (.02) 

-.03 (.02) 

-.00 (.03) 

-.04 (.02) 

Bio and Pharma Industry 

Services Industry 

.04 (.02)* 

-.02 (.02) 

-.01 (.02) 

-.03 (.02) 

-.01 (.03) 

-.07 (.04) 

-.03 (.03) 

-.07 (.04) 

.04 (.04) 

.06 (.05) 

-.01 (.04) 

.03 (.05) 

.03 (.03) 

-.04 (.04) 

-.02 (.03) 

-.02 (.04) 

High Tech Industry -.05 (.01)*** -.06 (.02)*** -.08 (.03)** -.09 (.03)** -.07 (.03)** -.07 (.03)* -.04 (.03) -.05 (.03) 

Journal         

AMJ 

SMJ 

ASQ 

OS 

JOM 

.02 (.02) 

.07 (.01)*** 

.17 (.02)*** 

.01 (.02) 

.02 (.02) 

.01 (.02) 

.06 (.01)*** 

.15 (.02)*** 

.00 (.02) 

-.00 (.02) 

.01 (.03) 

.12 (.02)*** 

.15 (.06)* 

.00 (.04) 

.01 (.07) 

-.04 (.04) 

.11 (.03)*** 

.10 (.06) 

-.02 (.05) 

-.03 (.08) 

.05 (.03) 

.10 (.03)*** 

.28 (.07)*** 

.02 (.06) 

.09 (.04)* 

.04 (.04) 

.08 (.03)** 

.22 (.07)** 

.02 (.06) 

.07 (.04) 

.01 (.03) 

.01 (.02) 

.12 (.03)*** 

-.01 (.03) 

.01 (.04) 

.01 (.03) 

.02 (.02) 

.08 (.03)* 

-.00 (.03) 

-.01 (.04) 

         

Study artifacts         

Longitudinal .10 (.02)*** .11 (.02)*** .15 (.06)** .14 (.06)* .08 (.04)* .11 (.04)** .04 (.03) .06 (.03)* 

Survey Dummy .11 (.02)*** .10 (.02)*** .14 (.06)* .12 (.06) .13 (.05)** .15 (.05)** .05 (.03) .04 (.03) 

Unpublished .01 (.03) .05 (.03) .11 (.06) .16 (.06)** -.10 (.06) -.02 (.06) .01 (.05) .02 (.05) 

Publication Year .01 (.00)*** .01 (.00)*** .00 (.01) -.00 (.00) .02 (.00)*** .02 (.00)*** .00 (.00)** .01 (.00)*** 

Single Measurement -.01 (.01) -.00 (.01) .01 (.02) .00 (.03) -.01 (.03) .01 (.03) -.01 (.02) -.01 (.02) 

         

Performance differences         

Abnormal Returns  -.08 (.02)***  -.08 (.04)*  -.10 (.04)**  -.05 (.02)* 

Return on Assets  -.01 (.01)  -.05 (.03)  -.06 (.03)  .04 (.02) 

Return on Equity  -.06 (.03)*  .10 (.09)  -.14 (.06)*  -.03 (.04) 

Sales  -.00 (.02)  .00 (.04)  -.02 (.04)  .02 (.03) 

Symbolic Performance  .04 (.01)***  .01 (.02)  .05 (.02)**  .05 (.02)** 
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 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 Model 8 

 Performance of all Arrangements Alliance Performance JV Performance M&A Performance 

Direction         

Horizontal Alliance  .05 (.02)**  .06 (.03)     

Vertical Alliance  .06 (.03)*  .09 (.04)*     

Horizontal JV  .03 (.02)*    .04 (.03)   

Vertical JV  .03 (.03)    .04 (.04)   

Horizontal M&A  -.01 (.01)      -.02 (.02) 

Vertical M&A  .04 (.02)*      .06 (.03)* 

         

Market context         

Developed to Emerging  -.02 (.03)  .19 (.07)**  -.04 (.04)  -.04 (.05) 

Emerging to Developed  .09 (.03)**  .22 (.06)***  .00 (.06)  -.08 (.08) 

Developed to Developed  -.01 (.01)  .02 (.03)  -.00 (.02)  -.02 (.02) 

         

M&A type         

Paid in Shares        -.03 (03) 

Paid in Shares and Cash         -.01 (.02) 

Merger        .05 (.03) 

Acquisition        .06 (.03)* 

         

Mean effect size .06 .06 .09 .09 .06 .06 .04 .04 

R2 .18 .25 .23 .32 .36 .42 .10 .23 

K 841 841 231 231 240 240 369 369 

QModel (p) 221.69 (.00) 345.66 (.00) 105.14 (.00) 154.42 (.00) 139.41 (.00) 179.14 (.00) 36.89 (.00) 95.88 (.00) 

QResidual (p) 1,008.29 (.00) 1,011.29 (.00) 356.02 (.00) 332.13 (.00) 249.90 (.11) 247.83 (.06) 342.61 (.57) 329.88 (.55) 

V .02 .01 .02 .01 .02 .01 .02 .01 

Note: Unstandardized regression coefficients are presented with standard errors in parentheses. k is the total number of effect sizes; Q is the 

homogeneity statistic with its probability in parentheses; v is the random effects variance component; * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001. 
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 Models 1 and 2 fit the data well, with R2 values of .18 and .25. However, the 

significant Q-statistic for residual variance suggests that substantive moderator variables are 

possibly unaccounted for (Lipsey & Wilson, 2001). This may be attributable to the fact that 

meta-analytic data is collected at the sample level rather than the subject (i.e., firm) level, 

such that we could not include known firm-level moderator and contingency variables such as 

firm size, age, and diversification. The results show that the Cumulative Abnormal Returns (β 

= -.07; p <.001) and Return on Equity (β = -.06; p <.05) of all expansion strategies are often 

significantly lower compared to other performance effects. This can be attributed to the 

studies that assess the performance of JVs (see our disaggregated results). Besides, we find 

that expansion strategies enhance a firm’s symbolic performance (β = .04; p <.001). 

Furthermore, our moderator test for the direction of the arrangement formed indicates that 

firms who form horizontal alliances (β = .05; p <.01) and JVs (β = .03; p <.01), and vertical 

alliances (β = .06; p <.01) and M&As (β = .04; p <.05) exhibit higher performance. 

Moreover, in aggregated form, we find that firms that are based in developing markets benefit 

from forming expansion strategies to enter developed countries (β = .09; p <.01). In turn, 

firms from developed markets do not seem to benefit from entering developing markets 

through alliances, JVs, or M&As. One possible explanation is that entering developing 

markets sometimes may result from mimetic pressures, urging organizations to follow 

competitors (cf. Oliver, 1991b). Besides, because it is difficult to foresee whether the 

arrangements will have positive returns, it may take a long time to be earned back for 

investors. 

 Our disaggregated results show a somewhat similar picture. The relationship between 

alliance formation and performance (Models 3 and 4) is good with an R2 of .23 for the former 

and .32 for the latter. Yet, the significant Q-statistic for residual variance suggests that 

substantive moderator variables are possibly unaccounted for (Lipsey & Wilson, 2001). The 

results indicate that the Abnormal Returns of alliances are significantly lower (β = -.08; p 

<.05) compared to other performance variables. Furthermore, our results also indicate that the 

performance of alliances is higher for vertical types (β = .09; p <.05) than for horizontal and 

conglomerate alliances. In terms of context, our analysis shows that alliance performance is 

higher for firms that set up alliances in an institutional context different from their own. Firms 

from developed countries benefit from alliances in developing markets (β = .19; p <.01), 

while firms from developing markets benefit most from alliances with partners in developed 

countries (β = .22; p <.001).  
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Our assessment of the effects of JV formation on performance in Model 5 and 6 fit the 

data better than the first four models, with an R2 of .36 for the control model and .42 for the 

full model. The insignificant result for the Q-test for the residual component of the model 

suggests that the variance in the effect size distribution is sufficiently modeled, and that there 

are no major moderation effects left that are unaccounted for (Lipsey & Wilson, 2001). 

Similar to the effects of alliances on performance, the Abnormal Returns (β = -.10; p <.01) 

and ROE (β = -.14; p <.05) for JVs are lower compared to other types of performance, which 

may explain the negative effect in the aggregated tests. In contrast the symbolic performance 

of JVs is higher compared to other types of performance (β = .05; p <.01). Moreover, we find 

no performance differences for JVs that are set up in dissimilar institutional contexts. 

The models that assess the performance of M&As have a nice fit, with R2 values of .10 

for Model 7 and .23 for Model 8 and an insignificant Q-test for the residual. We see a similar 

picture to the performance effects where the abnormal returns of M&As are significantly 

lower (β = -.05; p <.05) and the symbolic performance is higher in comparison with other 

types of performance (β = .05; p <.01). This may indicate that a firm’s symbolic performance 

is mostly driven by larger equity investments. When looking at the direction of M&As we see 

that the performance is higher when the arrangement involves vertical integration (β = .07; 

p<.05). While earlier meta-analyses have shown that for non-conglomerate M&As 

performance can be lower (Datta et al., 1992) and related integration can be higher (King et 

al., 2004), our analysis is more specific as we show that mostly vertical arrangements enhance 

performance. This difference may be explained by the fact that we also include more 

accounting-based measures in our model than King et al., (2004). Last, we find that 

transactions in the form of acquisitions have higher performance (β = .06; p <.05) compared 

to mergers (cf. Datta et al., 1992). Besides, we find no difference in performance when M&As 

were paid for in shares or in mixed format (cf. King et al., 2004, but contrary to Datta et al., 

1992). 

In order to control for the robustness of our results we include several study artifacts 

and other control variables. First, we find that the performance of expansion strategies is 

higher for all studies that are based on longitudinal data (β = .10; p < .001). Likewise, we 

include a survey dummy to assess whether data based on psychometric scales leads to 

different results. In fact, studies focusing on JV performance indeed exhibit higher 

performance for studies based on surveys (β = .15; p <.01). Moreover, for all models except 

the model testing the performance of alliances, we find no evidence that unpublished studies 

have reported significantly different effect sizes affecting our results. This may be caused by 
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the fact that only one working paper focused on alliance performance, while most working 

papers included in the study focused on JVs and M&As. Besides, the meta-analytic mean 

effect retrieved from studies reporting only a single effect size does not differ from studies 

reporting multiple effects. We can therefore conclude that stochastical dependencies between 

effect sizes harvested from a single study do not appear to drive our research findings. 

Moreover, we control whether a firm was publicly listed. Here we find that the 

performance for research that combines all expansions strategies is lower for public firms (β = 

-.04; p <.01). This effect is also found when looking into the performance of alliances (β = -

.08; p <.01) and JVs (β = -.06; p <.05). Additionally, we find that the performance for studies 

based on the high-tech industry is lower for alliances (β = -.07; p <.01) and JVs (β = -.07; p 

<.05). Finally, we compare the outlet in which a study is published and observe that studies 

published in ASQ have higher performance effects for expansion strategies (β = .15 for the 

combined sample; p <.001). Moreover, the performance of JVs (β = .22; p <.01) and M&As 

(β = .08; p <.05) is higher in ASQ, while the performance of alliances (β = .11; p <.001) and 

JVs (β = .08; p <.01) is higher in SMJ. This indicates that the chance of success when 

submitting a paper to these journals may be higher when similar types of performance effects 

are found. Besides, it may also be more difficult to publish studies on alliance performance in 

ASQ and studies on M&A performance in SMJ. 

 

4.5 Discussion 

4.5.1 Highlights of results 

In this study, we have synthesized currently available studies on the performance of 

expansion strategies, like alliances, joint ventures, and mergers and acquisitions. Our results 

show that only alliances have a positive relationship with all types of performance, while 

M&As mostly contribute to a firm’s accounting-based and symbolic performance. The 

finding that only alliances enhance a firm’s market-based returns can be related to the 

preference of shareholders for low risk, organizational autonomy, and smaller investments. 

This suggests that alliances are seen as a ‘safe’ type of expansion strategy, in which 

knowledge is shared and limited equity investments are required. This contrasts with M&As, 

where the initial performance response may be indifferent or negative, but may later improve, 

in terms of accounting-based returns. Moreover, JVs appear to have only symbolic effects and 

no real substantive performance returns. Perhaps this is because JVs are difficult to assess by 

the market when announced, and to include in accounting-based returns when there is no full 
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ownership, but still can appear promising when they are formed with highly prestigious 

counterparts. 

But as our results point out that the large performance differences between expansion 

strategies can be attributed to the type of performance being assessed, they also indicate 

several boundary conditions and study artifacts that can extend scholarship in three ways. 

First, differences between horizontal and vertical expansion seem to affect the performance of 

alliances, JVs, and M&As. For example, our MARA analyses point out that vertical alliances 

and M&As appear to have more performance enhancing effects, though small. Possibly it is 

more difficult to increase performance and realize synergies when expanding horizontally, as 

alliances often involve extensive contracts that have been signed to prevent knowledge 

leakage. Similarly, M&As often come with high premiums, which may be more difficult to 

earn back. Second, our results point out that there are differences in performance between 

dissimilar institutional contexts. In particular, the performance of firms from developed 

countries, expanding to developing countries and the other way around, is higher when doing 

this through alliances, compared to the performance of JVs and M&As. Hence, the primary 

objective of expansion strategies may not always lie in enhancing performance, but more in 

terms of getting a ‘foot in the door’, gaining specific market knowledge, and keeping up with 

competition. 

Last, our study highlights the effects of several study artifacts that appear to affect the 

performance of expansion strategies. In particular, studies based on longitudinal data and 

psychometric scales seem to have higher effect sizes. Besides, several of the publication 

outlets appear to have higher effect sizes, yet this differs across types of arrangements. More 

specifically, when studies include high effect sizes for alliance performance, it appears to be 

more likely to be accepted and published in SMJ, while positive findings of M&A 

performance fare better when submitted to ASQ. Overall, we specifically see a future 

direction of research on alliances, JVs and M&As through looking into their performance, 

their boundary conditions, and the research design applied. See also Table 4.5. 
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Table 4.5: Future research directions of expansion strategies – Study 3 

Unpacking Performance 

 Why do firms pursue alliances, JVs, and M&As to expand? 

 How do expansion strategies contribute to a firm’s short-term market-based and long-term 

accounting-based returns? 

 What is the difference in terms of contribution of expansion strategies to a firm’s market-

based and accounting-based performance? 

 How important are market-based returns when assessing expansion strategies? 

 What is the difference between successful and less successful firms when pursuing 

expansion strategies?  

 How do firm’s benefit from expansion strategies in terms of symbolic and substantive 

performance? 

 Is performance the main driver for expansion strategies? 

Boundary Conditions 

 What are the drivers of horizontal and vertical expansion? 

 How beneficial is it to expand horizontally and vertically? 

 Why do alliances benefit firms more when they are expanding to a different institutional 

context? 

 What is the relation between organic growth, greenfield investments, and expansion 

strategies? 

Implications for Research Design 

 What is the performance of expansion strategies, when combining cross-sectional and 

longitudinal data in one sample?  

 How are firms able to create value with expansions strategies over time? 

 What is the difference between self-reported performance assessment and more objective 

performance data? 

 Do journals prefer certain types of expansion strategies over others? 

 Is it worthwhile submitting papers to journals, when the results contradict previous 

published work?  

 

4.5.2 Unpacking the performance of expansion strategies 

Our results provide a mixed answer to the question whether expansion strategies 

positively contribute to a firm’s performance. On the one hand, we found considerable but 

small support that alliances (.08; p < .001) and M&As (.02; p < .05) contribute positively to a 

firm’s substantive performance. However, the effects of these expansion strategies on a firm’s 

symbolic performance are fairly higher. Especially for JVs, which do not seem to positively 

contribute to a firm’s substantive performance. Possibly, firms apply an option logic, to gain 

further control through an equity investment, while remaining flexible and keeping the 

possibility to opt out (cf. Chi, 2000; Folta & Miller, 2002; Kogut, 1991). Yet, there may be 

other reasons that may answer the question why firms form JVs at all. Besides, there may be 

several explanations how JVs stand in relation to other expansion strategies such as alliances 

and M&As.  
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When comparing the different types of expansion strategies, we find that firms mostly 

benefit from forming alliances, followed by M&As. While alliances seem to mostly enhance a 

firm’s market-based returns they also spur their accounting-based returns in the long run. In 

turn, M&As have more positive accounting-based returns than stock market reactions often 

suggest. In conclusion, our findings imply that whereas most studies have focused on 

explaining what effects expansion strategies have on market-based performance, it may be 

more fruitful to explain the success of expansion strategies by looking at their accounting-

based returns. 

When addressing specific performance effects, we see that the stock market reaction 

always seems to be lower when firms announce that they are planning to expand compared to 

accounting-based performance. In particular, we find that the influence on Return on Equity is 

lower for JVs, while we find no negative effects for alliances and M&As. This indicates that, 

in the long-run, accounting- and market-based returns do not fare negatively or positively 

following different expansion strategies. Moreover, it raises the question how important 

market-based and accounting-based performance are when assessing expansions strategies. 

Overall, we conclude that at least alliances and M&As improve a firm’s performance, yet it is 

difficult to say by what margin. In sum, several questions remain that warrant further 

exploration. 

First, it is difficult to explain how the financial performance of expansion strategies 

plays out in the long-term. More specifically, our findings suggest the necessity to further 

compare long- and short-term performance effects related to firms’ growth strategy as these 

may differ significantly. Second, future research is needed to explain why firms decide to 

pursue different types of expansion strategies. A possible answer to this question is that firms 

set up arrangements because of external pressures, such as resource dependencies, or a 

decision makers urge to expand and grow (cf. Chatterjee & Hambrick, 2007; Roll, 1986). 

While expansion through cooperation is sometimes necessary, it is not a guarantee for value 

creation. This leads to the question what distinguishes firms that benefit from using different 

expansions strategies from those that do not. A qualitative assessment may provide a more 

suitable answer to this question. In that sense, our results do not imply that expansion 

strategies always go wrong, but they show that there is room for theoretical extension. 

Last, although we observe a positive relationship between symbolic and substantive 

performance (Baum & Oliver, 1991; Deephouse, 1999), we do not see that high 

organizational status contributes to firm performance. Our results do suggest, however, that 

firms are able to enhance their status by forming an alliance or JV, or through doing an 
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acquisition. Yet, this only enhances a firm’s symbolic performance and not its substantive 

performance, pointing at a need to explain how firms can benefit both financially and 

symbolically from expansion strategies. Similarly, it questions whether the objective of 

forming certain arrangements is always improving performance, or whether other reasons 

prevail. Maybe other theories provide an answer to this question. Resource dependence theory 

may explain whether arrangements are formed to increase a firm’s autonomy instead of 

increasing a firm’s performance (Hillman et al., 2009; Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978). Likewise, 

mimetic pressures may result in firms opting for expansion to keep up with competition 

(Oliver, 1997), while this is not necessarily good for performance. Moreover, arrangements 

may be formed for learning objectives or first-mover advantages. In conclusion, multiple 

explanations may be given for the performance differences that we observe. 

 

4.5.3 Boundary conditions of interorganizational arrangement performance 

Our results indicate that the performance of expansion strategies differs between 

horizontal and vertical types of arrangements and their institutional context. While previous 

findings have often considered and found that horizontal alliances are mostly beneficial for 

firm performance (Garrette et al., 2009), our findings point in a different direction. Our 

regression analysis shows that firms benefit most from forming vertical alliances and M&As 

compared to their horizontal countertypes. This suggests several reasons for this difference in 

performance between horizontal and vertical types of arrangements. First, this result can be 

explained from a methodological standpoint, as several studies on alliance and JV 

performance that explore the effect of horizontal type of arrangements look at the 

performance of the two partners, together. In contrast studies assessing the effects of vertical 

types of partnerships often only look into the performance of only one partner (Olk, 2002). 

Second, horizontal types of arrangements may come with more uncertainties and they tend to 

be more difficult to manage, as partnering firms have previously been competitors. This 

implies that horizontal M&As often come with the difficulty of going from competition to co-

creation. Additionally, firms acquiring other firms often strive for efficiencies through cost 

and workforce reduction, resulting in more employee unrest and making it more difficult to 

realize all desired synergies. Last, vertical types of arrangements may give the partnering 

organization more autonomy as they tend to have the objective of reducing resource 

dependencies and preventing hold-up problems. More specifically, managers of vertical 

arrangements may either give each other more room and focus more on learning from each or 

create clarity on who is in the lead. This results in a lower chance of spill-over effects and 
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more possibilities for value creation. In short, our results calls into question in which cases it 

is still beneficial to expand horizontally and in which situations it comes with too many 

challenges to make it a success. Moreover, our findings call for research on the drivers of 

horizontal expansion, and the influence of a firm’s fear of losing market share and autonomy 

on this decision.  

Our mixed-effects WLS regressions show that alliances enhance the performance of 

firms from developed and developing markets when they enter a context different from their 

own. Unfortunately this is not the case for other type of arrangements. This contrasts with 

recent work that poses that acquisitions are the best way for emerging firms to overcome the 

liability of emergingness (Madhok & Keyhani, 2012). In particular it results in the question 

why alliances seem to only benefit firms when they are expanding to a context that is different 

from their own. Possibly, Madhok and Keyhani’s (2012) argument that acquirers from 

emerging markets provide their new partner with more freedom and often specifically focus 

on the strategic rationale to benefit from the advantages a target from a developed market can 

provide is applicable to alliances. Moreover, the higher performance for alliances in different 

institutional contexts can be the result of cultural differences or other liabilities that are easier 

to overcome through less integrative and costly arrangements, such as alliances. Likewise, it 

can be the case that firms are not able to create value through other expansions strategies, and 

alliances are the best way to get to know a market before expanding through, for example, 

greenfield investments. In short, our findings warrant the need for future research in which a 

comparison between organic growth, greenfield investments, and alliance, JV, or M&As is 

being made (cf. Harzing, 2002). Overall, our findings call for more research that compares the 

different ways firms expand to different institutional contexts, and how they can create most 

value and gain sustainable performance abroad. 

 

4.5.4 Implications for research design 

Finally, our regression analyses show that several study artifacts and output 

characteristics impact the results of studies on the performance of expansion strategies. We 

find that performance effects are higher for longitudinal studies. In particular, this is the case 

for alliances and, in smaller margin, for JVs and M&As, suggesting that it is worthwhile to 

collect long-term data. In turn, future research seems necessary in order to examine the 

performance of expansion strategies by comparing longitudinal and cross-sectional data, as 

that can resolve the ambiguity in the different outcomes in the short and long run. Although 

some of our findings hint at the fact that the long-term performance of alliances and other 
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expansion strategies is higher compared to their short-term performance, it remains difficult to 

conclude this. In sum, it is difficult to draw conclusions on the difference between long- and 

short-term performance effects as we do not include explicit data that compares these effects. 

This is why we call for more studies that examine how firms are able to create value with 

expansion strategies over time.  

Regarding measurement, we find that self-reported data produce higher effect sizes 

when looking into the relationship between JVs and performance. Possibly, managers rate the 

performance of a JV higher when it is based on their own judgment and perceptions (cf. 

Fryxell, Dooley & Vryza, 2002). In turn, the larger sum of research on JVs that is based on 

psychometric scales is also caused by the difficulty of assessing it through archival measures. 

Furthermore, firms may find it difficult or may be less willing to communicate their JV 

performance in annual reports. As they want to prevent their partner and/or competitor from 

learning the real financial and non-financial benefits of the JV. Besides, it is often difficult to 

present which part of the performance is attributed to the contribution and investment of 

which of the partners. In short, this calls for studies that assesses the difference of 

performance of expansion strategies in terms of self-reported and more objective measures. Is 

it the case, for example, that decision makers or managers are less willing to share the returns 

of their JVs, or is it because they are less willing to share information about the ‘true’ 

objectives of forming a JV, in terms of learning from a partner? As the effect for alliance 

performance is only just insignificant, it may be fruitful to also assess alliance research based 

on self-reported data. Hence, we invite researchers to look into a firm’s performance, and 

ascertain whether the subjective performance assessment of decision makers and managers is 

higher compared to the effects of more objective performance measures. Possibly, decision 

makers sometimes feel that they are doing well, while the substantive performance measures 

indicate lower or different returns. 

In terms of publication outlet, our results indicate that alliance and JV performance is 

higher for studies published in SMJ, and the performance of JVs and M&As is higher in ASQ. 

This suggests that reviewers and editors of these outlets may have preferred studies focused 

on particular expansion strategies. Besides, it indicates that it may be worthwhile submitting 

papers to these journals that have positive performance effects of the preferred expansion 

strategies. Hence, when a study shows that specific boundary conditions, moderators or 

mediators affect the outcomes, it may be worthwhile in submitting these papers to the journals 

that prefer specific expansion strategies. Hence, our findings suggest that editors and 

reviewers may have certain preferences, this is why it is good to select multiple reviewers 
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who have different interests and capabilities (e.g., knowledge on methods, theory, or a 

specific phenomenon). In short two questions come to mind. First, what are the differences in 

types of expansion strategies in relation to the journals that they are published in? Second, is 

it worthwhile to submit papers to other journals when findings are conflicting to previous 

work published in that outlet? 

4.6 Conclusion 

Although research on the performance of expansion strategies such as alliances, JVs, 

and M&As has grown over the last years, a current synthesis is still lacking. The results of our 

meta-analysis show that these arrangements enhance a firm’s substantive and symbolic 

performance in different ways. Alliances enhance a firm’s market-based and accounting-

based performance, whereas M&As seem to only contribute to the latter. In turn, JVs only 

enhance a firm’s symbolic performance instead of improving their substantive performance. 

Building on these results, we offer three contributions. First, by synthesizing the available 

body of evidence, we are able to provide a systemic review of the relationship between the 

three most often used expansion strategies and firm performance. Second, we show that the 

direction and institutional context of an arrangement act as boundary conditions of 

arrangement performance. Last, our finding that research on the performance of expansion 

strategies is affected by several methodological variables and study artifacts, allows us to 

build a concise evidence-based research agenda. Although our study is only an initial step in 

an extensive and exciting journey, we trust that our findings and proposed research agenda 

have identified promising new avenues for theorizing about the performance of expansion 

strategies. 
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