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o Fde dFAeln] dAoldH ATt #A Aozt 7 4v A 5104‘4

© OE AFAA S Hwate] Boke W 7P e 7Hd 6 ALY wgo] BeS

ARAGTE BAFa &S AT § 9t} ol GA] F Aot e sMelded HTAY A
4349 7193t FEEE S e AT oldE 9 udd wiA”RAT e A

FTE F e WA AAAQ o]e] g o = 54912 FYA Aoz Yeiytt wehA
of & HoFE Zolgt sk 7Md 3o Wd AdE ndErE AR B Aolge b
AT A3 Al A wete] ARATE A 62 Y HAAY, Al $59& wEt A3
0.021°]9 T#E 0.151% HFHow Ueyt 75 F 249 ug

o wEA #Ao)Yo] ESFE AdY] nEte] & T =2 S A £ Y

] o] Fold Zlolgte 7HE 2% 714EHYT o (F D olde /M5 A5 Z23e 4 W
= #Alolo] AT djA vlZ AL wd B #A 9 AF 2l A= AFE HY
o] o]FAAA Y& te AL ou|dt}. 7149 Z3 9ed x* =500.072(df=129, P=.000),
g A2, ﬁfﬂa} Ao mzte] A2AF  CFI=0.905, NNFI1=0.887, NFI=0.876, IFI
= 0.611°]% Tg2 3.9882 Yeht} #9491 =0.905, GFI=0.861, AGFI=0.816)% <«ut
AE T + O“'/} wEbA AL BdeE 2 A9 WblEs

Aol msto] oA Aolgle 7Mde AL} (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988).

Aol wgE dgs] FPshy] A e FEY ol9} tEo] B AFelA A EoR AP

(B7) 72 45 21

ARBA(n =
2z ﬂl(—r(t—vi?fe)) IR
H1 Aol — niAY 0.658(4.637%) A7
H2 BA ] — Az 0.782(10.464") AA]
H3 BAole — Aol we 0.021(0.151%) 712
H4 A8 — Aol wgt 0.611(3.988%) A7)
H5 218 — npAY 7} 0.349(5.489%) A A]
H6 2] Wk — wAYA 0.564(5.491%) A7
¥*=500.072(df=129), CF1=0.905, NNFI=0.887, NFI=0.876, IFI=0.905, GFI=0.861 AGFI=0.816
(* p <.05)
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The Antecedents of Successful Inter-Firm Cooperation
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Abstract

Growing complexity in the competitive environment has made it difficult for a firm to rely
on its own capability alone to accomplish its market performance. Consequently, firms have
established diverse inter-firm cooperative initiatives such as cooperative marketing or sharing
production capacity or R&D resources. These cooperative initiatives have been perceived as
an effective way of securing capabilities or resources that a firm lacks.

While some of these initiatives lead to unprecedented successes, others fail to produce
intended benefits. These failures have been attributed to the firm's lack of careful consideration
of pre-requisites for successful inter-firm cooperation prior to embarking on such initiatives.

In this research, we examined the effect and the process of such inter-firm cooperative
efforts of sharing resources in the area of marketing, production and R&D on the firm's
marketing performance, in order to identify critical success factors for inter-firm cooperation.
We first identified relationship benefits as an initiating factor for inter—-firm cooperation, and
specified trust and resource exchange between firms as prerequisite factors for relationship
benefits to lead to enhancement of the participating firm's marketing performance.

We formulated six hypotheses concerning the relationships between these factors. Hypothesis
one through six concerns the positive relationships between inter-firm relationship benefits
and marketing performance, between relationship benefits and inter-firm trust, between
relationship benefits and resource exchange, between trust and resource exchange, between
trust and marketing performance, and finally between resource exchange and marketing

performance, respectively.

* Professor, School of Business, Yonsei University(hspark@base.yonsei.ac.kr)

Associate Professor, School of Business, Yonsei University(sc128@yonsei.ac.kr)
***  General Manager, News Room, Maeil Business TV (jinin97 @empal.com)
% Doctoral Student, School of Business, Yonsei University(shkangl23@naver.com)

*%

1284 HAStT H37A #M5% 20084 10¥



A 7Y 20| opAlE iz o|ofx|7| «AFt Mol mst

o7

In order to test the proposed hypotheses, data collected through phone interviews and
mail surveys administered among corporate decision makers of the firms which have been
involved in inter-firm cooperative initiatives before were analyzed using a covariance
structure analysis. Results showed support for all hypotheses except the hypothesis on the
positive relationship between relationship benefits and resource exchange.

These results imply that in order for an inter-firm cooperative initiative to succeed,
there should exist clearly identified relationship benefits. Results also show, however, that
relationship benefits do not automatically lead to resource exchange and require mutual
trust. Hence, firms interested in seeking inter-firm cooperation should first identify clear
mutual relationship benefits, build trust and exchange resources in order to reap full

benefits from the cooperation.

Key words: Relationship Benefit, Trust, Resource Exchange, Inter-Firm cooperation

At 373 AM5% 20084 108 1285



