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Alliance relationships and risks perception: the influence of 
national cultural values ? 

 
 
Introduction  

Despite their proliferation, strategic alliances are problematic. They raise an interesting 

dilemma; while they tend to reduce risks, they also generate risks due to dual control of the 

relationship and the uncertainty about the partner and its changing goals (Parkhe, 1993). This specific 

risk arising from the relationship itself is the “relational risk” (Das and Teng 1996; Nooteboom 1996; 

Ring and Van de Ven 1992). Relational risk is defined as the probability and consequence of not 

having satisfactory cooperation (Das et Teng, 2001). It can appear in a wide variety of forms. In spite 

of the fact that the role of risk has gained increased recognition in organizations, few works focus on 

risk problems in alliance relationships except Das and Teng’s works (1996, 1998, 2001a, 2001b), 

Nooteboom’s model (1996), and Steensma et al.’s study (2000). Understanding risk perception leads 

to better understanding of risk decision-making and risk behavior (Sitkin & Pablo, 1992). Managers’ 

perceptions and propensities to take risks may vary depending upon individuals and contexts. 

Differences in perceptions are the source of many conflicts and communication failures between 

individuals and groups. With cross-cultural interactions growing at an exponential pace, it is becoming 

important to be aware of the existence and precise nature of cultural differences in perception, not only 

to avoid the conflicts, but also to leverage those cultural differences to achieve joint gains. (Weber and 

Hsee, 1998).  

Do national cross-cultural differences in relational risks perception exist? For some authors, 

the importance of taking into account national culture is that although corporate culture may have the 

potential of mitigating the impact of national cultural differences, it perhaps can do that only 

imperfectly (Kumar and Nti, 2004). Organizational culture may help to modify behaviors, beliefs, and 

values, but it is not capable of modifying the core assumptions derived from national culture. The 

fundamental reason for this is often given by the fact that managers socialized in different national 

cultures are likely to have different frames of reference (Westwood and Posner, 1997). Consequently, 

national culture has received a great deal of attention in international business literature. Studies were 
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interested in the impact of national culture on alliance formation (Steensma, Marino, Weaver and 

Dickson, 2000; Abdou and Kliche, 2004; Mayroffer, 2004), on alliance performance (Barkema and 

Vermeulen, 1997; Park and Ugson, 1997; Beamish and Kachra, 2004), on alliance evolution (Kumar 

and Nti, 2004), on the mode of alliance termination (Folta and Ferrier, 2000), on the strategic alliance 

portfolio complexity (Weaver et al., 2002).  

Ethnologist researchers have examined the relationships between risk perception and culture. 

Risk is cultural because perception that we have is cultural (Douglas and Wildavsky, 1982). The 

central goal of this study is to include relational risk as a central variable. We develop hypotheses 

concerning the effect of national culture on relational risks perception using the well-known 

Hofstede’s dimensions (1983, 1991). These hypotheses were tested by using data from a questionnaire 

dispatched to the directors of small and medium biotechnology companies located in thirteen 

European countries:  France, Great Britain, Austria, Germany, Belgium, Switzerland, Spain, Italy, 

Hungary, Finland, The Netherlands, Sweden, and Denmark.  .  

This study will first provide a brief background on relational risk in alliance relationships and 

subsequently, will debate the importance of national cultural in risks perception analysis. Then, the 

methodology used for this study will be presented followed by this study’s findings. Finally, 

conclusions obtained from this study will be presented and discussed.  

Relational risk in alliance relationships  

Strategic alliances are characterized by inherent instability arising from uncertainty regarding 

a partner’s future behavior and the absence of a higher authority to ensure compliance (Das and Teng, 

1996; Steensma et., 2000). Consequently, when firms adopt these strategies, they are confronted with 

a relational risk. Risk is understood as an “inherently subjective construct” (Das and Teng 2001). 

Different people may have different risk perceptions of the same situation, certain situations are riskier 

than others and so, the risk inherent in a situation and the expected risk perception of these risks are 

related: risky situations generally are universally perceived as risky. According to Nooteboom, Berger, 

and Noordheraven (1997), relational risk is a result of asymmetry of information and is often 

associated with the likelihood of opportunism.  Opportunism is characterized by “calculated efforts to 

mislead, distort, disagree, obfuscate or other wise confuse” (Williamson 1975). The term opportunism 
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is used both in the sense of an attitude and in the sense of a behavior. Williamson (1993) assumes that 

human nature to be the sole cause of opportunism.  According to Parkhe (1993), an opportunistic 

behavior is “one firm may not abide by the terms of the agreement in order in exploit the other for 

short-term gains”. The distinction between behavior and attitude stresses a crucial point of work of 

Williamson: any individual is not inevitably inclined to adopt an “opportunist” attitude. Opportunistic 

behavior is positively related to the opportunity for such behavior, is determined primarily by the 

characteristics related to a transaction, and is negatively related to safeguards such as controls and so 

on.  According to Ghoshal and Moran (1996), opportunism is influenced by three factors: (1) “prior 

conditioning” that includes all the attitudes and values formed through exposure to conscious as well 

as subliminal stimuli, (2) “feeling for the entity” which represents the individuals’ favourable or 

unfavourable assessment of the specific transaction partner, (3) and “opportunistic behaviour” in the 

such way that if the behaviour is accompanied by high commitment, and freedom of choice, as a 

result, it will lead to modification of attitude.  

Das and Teng (2001) suggest that trust reduces perceived opportunistic behavior risk because 

it leads to a positive expectation about others. Given that trust is not a unidimensional construct, they 

suggest that one of its dimensions namely “goodwill trust” influences relational risk perception. Kale 

et al. (2000) refer to such mutual trust as relational capital.  Relational capital includes mutual trust, 

respect, and friendships that are based at the individual level between alliance partners. According to 

Nooteboom et al. (1997) the relational risk has two dimensions: the probability that “alter” (the 

partner) will behave opportunistically, and the loss for “ego” (the firm) that occurs if he does it.  

Through an empirical study in the specific context of buyer and supplier relationships, the authors 

demonstrate that legal safeguards such as contracts have a negative effect on the perceived probability 

of loss. In this study, opportunism is measured by the potential defection of the partner. Other 

behavioral forms are remarked in alliance relationships.  Hagedoorn and Sadowsky (1999) examined 

situational factors, which promote encroachment risk. Some authors argue that alliances offer 

opportunities to encroach on a firm partner before acquiring it. In this case, collaboration is an initial 

productive step before complete acquisition or overcomes a firm’s reticence and opens the way for a 

potential merger.  A large amount of research deals with inter-organizational learning problems 
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(Hamel 1991; Inkpen and Crossan 1995; Larsson, Bengtsson, and Henriksson 1998; Simonin 1999). 

There are multiple reasons that explain why firms do not learn. The ability to learn through alliances 

does not rest simply on the firm’s internal absorptive capabilities; it also depends on the willingness of 

external sources to fully cooperate and thus on the transparency and openness of the partner (Hamel, 

1991). This risk perception may depend on the way in which the firm perceives its partner’s degree of 

transparency.    

Relevance of national culture  

There are numerous definitions of national culture (Kumar and Nti, 2004). Anthropologists Hall and 

Hall (1990) view culture as a system for creating, sending, storing, and processing information. The 

term “national culture” is generally applied to distinguish the character of a society from other forms 

of culture that we do not directly address here (e.g., corporate culture). National culture “can be 

interpreted as the common frame of reference or logic by which members of a society view 

organizations, the environment, and their relations to one another. National culture is likely to yield 

important effects on the process by which the environment is known and responded to” (Geletkanycz, 

1997).  According to Hofstede (1980), national culture is the collective programming of the human 

mind and it is the key issue of organization science.  The importance of national culture stems from 

three points. Firstly, nations are political units rooted in history. Secondly, nationality has a symbolic 

value to citizens and thirdly, our thinking is partly conditioned by national culture factors. (Hofstede, 

1985) Steensma et al. (2000) have shown that differing views and assumptions embedded in national 

culture are reflected in managerial attitudes and beliefs. National cultural values influence the choice 

between joint ventures and wholly owned subsidiaries as foreign market entry modes (Makino and 

Nuepert, 2000), and the level of equity ownership in joint ventures (Erramilli, 1996) 

Concerning risks, Slovic et al. (1991) demonstrated cross cultural difference in the perception 

of the riskiness of activities that pose threats to health. Weber and hsee (1998) observed cross-cultural 

differences also in the perception of the risk of the financial options. Marino et al., (2002) through 

analyzing data from 1,070 firms in six countries found strong evidence that national culture has a 

direct impact on organizational risk taking. Consequently, national culture values may influence risk 

perception. Nevertheless, studies are generally inconsistent about the sign of the relationship between 
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risk perception and risk behavior. Prospect theory predicted a risk seeking behavior when the situation 

is negatively perceived. (Khaneman and Tversky, 1979)  March and Shapira (1987) considered that 

when conditions are perceived positively e.g. when performance is well above a target level, 

individual decision makers will tend to be more risk seeking. Since managers tend to associate risk 

with negative outcomes more strongly that with outcome variability (March and Shapira, 1987), Sitkin 

and Pablo (1992) suggested that the findings of prospect theory are consistent with a negative 

relationship between risk perception and risk taking behavior. Sitkin and Weingart (1995) demonstrate 

the negative link between the degree to which individuals make risky decisions and the level of 

perceived risk.  

Hypotheses  

The researches cited above suggest that an examination of the determinant of relational risk 

perceptions should also consider the effects of cultural values. We expect that managers’ perceptions 

will reflect the value, embedded in their national culture. More specifically, we suggest that managers 

of differing cultural background will vary in the extent to which they detect dangers and risks through 

their co-operation relationships.  

For our purpose the values approach Hofstede (1991) uses to identify dimensions makes his 

taxonomy a particular useful tool for studying the perception of relational risks in alliance 

relationships. Several researches are based on Hofstede’s cultural dimensions (Geletkanycz, 1997; 

Folta and Ferrier, 2000; Marino et al., 2002) including individualism/collectivism, power distance, 

uncertainty avoidance, masculinity/femininity, and long term/short term orientation.  

Individualism/collectivism dimension and masculinity/femininity dimension deal with 

“relation to self”. (Doney et al., 1998) “Relation to self” reflects concerns with self concept and 

personality. Hence, they are dimensions along which culture difference concerns interpersonal 

relations. Norms and values associated with individualism/collectivism reflect the way people interact 

and norms and values associated with masculinity/femininity reflect objectives people research 

through interactions.  

Uncertainty avoidance dimension and power distance dimension are the decisive dimensions 

of culture in organizations. Organizations are devices to distribute power and they also serve to avoid 
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uncertainty (Hofstede, 1983). These dimensions deal with “relation to hierarchy and risk” (Doney et 

al, 1998)  

The “long term orientation/short term orientation” dimension is related to time. The values 

linked to “long term orientation/short term orientation” are likely to hold significant importance to 

strategy adaptation and assume adjustments. (Geletkanycz, 1997).  

Given these three categories of dimensions, the question would be “how well these different 

categories predicted relational risks perception?”  

To answer this question we now examine in details the impact that they can have on relational 

risk perceptions in alliance relationships 

In individualistic societies, members are concerned about their own interests. They desire 

independence from any sort of group affiliation.  In this case, identity resides within the individual 

rather than in the groups. Hence, individualism is characterized by personal goals that support 

competitiveness to collect sole decision making. In collectivist societies, on the other hand, people are 

more motivated by group interests. They view themselves as part of a group where all members 

contribute to the greater good.  

Tiessen (1997) argued that although individualism may not necessarily preclude interfirm alliances, it 

may influence how these alliances are conducted, and more particularly, individualistic oriented CEOs 

might insist on contract-based alliances. Weaver et al. (2002) suggest that members of individualistic 

societies are likely to have weak ties with their alliance partners and they will be less willing to give 

up control in their relationships. They show that the individualism/collectivism orientation of an 

SME's key decision leader will moderate the leader's perceptions of each source of environmental 

uncertainty. According to Wagner (1995), there is evidence to suggest that individualism orientation 

influences risk associated with cooperative behavior. Moreover, Shane and Venkatraman (1996) found 

that venture managers in individualistic societies preferred more risky strategies. Hayton, George, & 

Zahra, (2002) identify the likely optimal condition for encouraging entrepreneurship as high 

individualism. Entrepreneurs are generally regarding as having a higher risk propensity than non 

entrepreneur and are frequently cited as individuals more inclined to risk taking than some comparable 
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group (Ray 1994). Given the existing relationship between risk taking and risk perception, we suggest 

that  

Hypothesis 1: The greater the individualist values associated with a manager’s national culture, 

the lower will be the perceived relational risk 

Masculinity/Femininity. This value dimension addresses two issues: gender roles and qualities often 

ascribed to them. It assesses the degree to which ‘tough’ values, such as assertiveness, success, and 

competition, prevail over “tender” values, such as nurturance, service, and solidarity (Doney et al., 

1998). In masculinity society, instance of opportunism are frequent.  According to Doney et al. (1998), 

in these societies, it would difficult for a trustor to predict a target’s future behavior with accuracy. In 

feminine societies, self-serving behavior is unlikely, because it is inconsistent with the value system. 

The dominant values are those traditionally associated with the feminine role such as putting 

relationships with people before money (Hofstede, 1983). Consequently, feminine societies frown 

upon opportunistic behavior (Doney et al., 1998).  Entrepreneurs when compared to managers have 

higher masculinity values (McGrath, McMillan and Scheinberg, 1992; Hayton, George, and Zahra, 

2002). Consequently, we suggest that:  

Hypothesis 2:  the greater the masculine values associated with a manager's national culture, the 

lower will be the perceived relational risk 

Power distance is “the extent to which the less powerful members of institutions and organizations 

within a country expect and accept that power is distributed unequally” (Hofstede, 1983). Individuals 

from cultures high on the power distance dimension typically believe that power differentials are 

legitimate and inevitable. Such cultures tend to be autocratic, highly centralized, and explicitly 

hierarchical. Watson et al. (1994) observe that groups from nations with a high power distance appear 

to favor a more defined and gradual approach to convergence and agreement than groups from nations 

with a lower degree of power distance. Doney et al., (1998) suggest that trustors in high power 

distance cultures are more likely to form trust via a calculative process. Trust formed via calculative 

process is based on behavior control. Hence, in these societies, the standards of behaviors do not 

encourage individual initiatives and risk-taking which can introduce uncertainty into a daily routine. 

Sociological researchers consider that these societies are risk-adverse. (Douglas and Wildavsky, 
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1982). Marino et al., (2002) demonstrate that organizational risk-taking is negatively associated with 

the level of power distance in a culture. These results are confirmed by researches on entrepreneurial 

activities. Hayton, George, & Zahra, (2002) identify the likely optimal condition for encouraging 

entrepreneurship as low power distance. Consequently, we suggest that: 

Hypothesis 3: the greater the power distance value associated with a manager’s national culture, 

the higher will be the perceived relational risk 

Uncertainty avoidance determines how individuals and organizations within the society react 

to an unknown future and their capacity to accept risk.  Societies with strong uncertainty avoidance 

feel more threatened by uncertain or ambiguous situations. They often are risk averse and tend to 

make choices with certain outcomes rather than take a risk to maximize gains. Individuals and 

organizations within a country characterized by a low degree of uncertainty avoidance, will take risk 

rather easily (Hofstede, 1983). Marino et al. (2002) demonstrate a negative linked between 

organizational risk taking and the level of uncertainty avoidance in the culture. Organizations in 

countries characterized by high uncertainty avoidance tend to respond to uncertainty in the 

environment by building up a system of high formalization and hierarchy. Steesnma et al. (2000) 

demonstrate that a society's general tendency toward uncertainty avoidance will influence the attitudes 

of its entrepreneurs toward cooperation. Folta and Ferrier (2000) demonstrate the existence of a link 

between uncertainty avoidance and termination of the relationship. Uncertainty avoidance has a 

negative effect on IJV survival (Barkema and Vermeulen, 1997). Risk and uncertainty are very close 

concepts. Decision theorist such as Duncan (1972) consider that in uncertain situation the individual 

can assign probabilities to the outcome of events, but he is less confident about the probability 

estimates than under conditions of risk. One can concluded that managers within country characterised 

by high degree of uncertainty avoidance will more perceive relational risk than those within country 

characterised by low degree of uncertainty avoidance. Hence,  

Hypothesis 4: the greater the uncertainty avoidance values associated with a manager's national 

culture, the higher will be the perceived relational risk 

Long term orientation/short term orientation 
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The fifth Hofstede’s cultural dimension, also called “Confucian dimension” deals with “time 

orientation” and consists of two contrasting poles: “long-term orientation” versus “short-term 

orientation”. Long-term orientation is defined as the degree to which people’s actions are driven by 

long-term goals and results, rather than the short-term results and the need for immediate gratification. 

Individuals have distinctive conceptions about the passage of time, and this psychological attribute 

influences their planning activities. Researchers emphasize the effect of “shadow of the future” in 

structuring alliances so that in the game of cooperation “future interactions permit the players to 

reward and punish each other” (Heide and Miner, 1992). Consequently, opportunistic behavior is more 

likely to be found.  Hofstede (1991) observes that long term oriented values are more conductive to 

successful entrepreneurial activity. Parkhe (1993) demonstrate that the performance of a strategic 

alliance will be positively related to the length of the “shadow of the future” that is cast. Das and Teng 

(2001) suggest that top management team with a distant-future orientation will tend to perceive low 

relational risk in an alliance relationship. Hence, we suggest that:  

Hypothesis 5: the greater the long term orientation values associated with a manager's national 

culture, the lower will be the perceived relational risk 

Methodology 

Data collection: Context and sample 

Data used to test our hypotheses were drawn from an extensive research project, the objectives of 

which were to understand and define what are relational risks in alliance relationships, and how these 

risks are to be managed. An exploratory research was aimed to enumerating and defining relational 

risks. In-depth interviews were conducted with twenty managers. Results of the exploratory research 

permitted us to confirm in qualitative terms the multidimensionality of relational risk. The 

questionnaire was compiled in order to build on the qualitative findings of the exploratory study and to 

test the hypotheses. Questionnaire development involved several steps: 1) the academic literature cited 

earlier were reviewed. Relevant existing scales were assembled, 2) some existing scales were modified 

for the research 3) some items were developed specifically for this study. Exploratory interviews 

allowed the creation of new scales of measurement. 4) A small group of managers and an expert 

reviewed a preliminary version of the questionnaire to assess the face validity of the selected items. It 
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was revised on the basis of their comments. A list of CEOs and business managers in the firms who 

are members of “EUROPABIO” association (The European Association for Biotechnology) has been 

listed. 

This questionnaire was dispatched to 954 managers of Small and Medium Biotechnology Companies 

located in thirteen countries: France, Great Britain, Austria, Germany, Belgium, Switzerland, Spain, 

Italy, Hungary, Finland, The Netherlands, Sweden, and Denmark.  A cover letter explained the 

purpose of the study and the importance of respondent participation. In an effort to obtain a high level 

of participation, respondents were offered an executive summary of the findings upon completion of 

the study. Moreover, all were assured that their responses would be kept confidential. The 

questionnaire initially prepared in France and thus in French language was translated into 6 additional 

languages: English, Swedish, Finnish, Spanish, Italian, Hungarian, and German following the 

procedures advocated by Brislin (1970). Nevertheless, 50% of the questionnaires were written in 

English. The absence of translation biases was verified through a comparison of results for 

respondents answering in their native language and those for respondents answering in English 

language. It has been hypothesized that CEO’s native language is the language of the country in which 

the firm is localized. No differences were discerned.  A total of 344 managers agreed to participate. 

The participation rate was approximately 36%. The possible non-response biases were difficult to 

examine because a lack of information concerning basic data. Hence, we assessed non-response bias 

by comparing between respondents and non-respondents with regard to national cultural average 

indexes. We performed a series of nonparametric Kruskall–Wallis tests on the data in order to test 

differences.  No statistically significant differences were observed. Table 1 presents the division of the 

respondents by countries. 

INSERT TABLE 1 ABOUT HERE 

Operationalization of construct 

Relational risk perception  

From a qualitative point of view, we suggest that relational risk is a multidimensional risk, for there is 

no reason a priori that risk is one-dimensional. We analysed four categories of relational risk 
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associated with partner’s behaviour: opportunism behaviour risk, encroachment risk, non learning risk, 

and defection risk.  The theoretical constructs in the study were measured using multi-items scales.  

We used the measurement instruments from previous literature when they were available or from 

interviews we conducted, on the basis of strong face validity with the reference group. A part of the 

questionnaire consisted in twelve items developed to measure four underlying constructs 

(opportunism, encroachment, learning problems, and defection risks). Because six of the twelve items 

were designed exclusively for our study, we had no assurance that they would indeed load on the four 

underlying constructs. Consequently, we used exploratory factor analysis to eliminate items and to 

confirm the existence of the four dimensions analyzed. (see table 2)  

INSERT TABLE 2 ABOUT HERE 

Table 3 illustrates the details of the measurement used to operationalize our theoretical construct and 

the Cronbach alpha reliability values.  Cronbach alpha was calculated for he full set of firms, (N = 

344) and on smaller subsets by country. The reliability values exceed all the recommended value of 

.70 (Hair et al., 1995).  

INSERT TABLE 3 ABOUT HERE 

National culture values 

Respondents were assigned their country national value score for individualism, uncertainty 

avoidance, masculinity, power distance and long term versus short term orientation as provided in 

Hofstede (1991). A summary of country scores is presented in table 3. We employed this measurement 

rather than a subjective measurement because cultural values are group level phenomenon and are 

most accurate captured at the group level. (Geletkanycz, 1997)  

INSERT TABLE 4 ABOUT HERE 

Control. In testing the hypotheses, it was important to rule out alternative explanation for findings or 

other causal factors of relational risks perception by managers. It was particularly important to 

establish that the cultural national values analysed are predictor of relational risks perception. In order 

to control this point, additional measurements were been retained to estimate the degree of relational 

capital between the two partners and to estimate the contract role, given that levels of trust and 

contracts can have a significant effect on the perception of relational risks. (Nooteboom et al, 1997)   
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Results and analysis 

Normality of dependent variables was assessed with the help of a P-P plot, the Kolmogorov-Smirnov 

test and the Barlett’s test of sphericity.  The tests indicated that the assumption of normality was 

satisfied. Then, correlation matrices were computed for the variables tested in each hypothesis.  

Hypotheses 1, 2, 3, 4 and 5 were tested using multiple regression analysis.  Multicolinearity will 

become a concern with high inter-correlations among the explanatory variables. In order to test our 

hypotheses, the cultural values were not introduced in the analyses collectively; each was examined 

via an individual model.  

Results  

Table 5 shows the means, standard deviation, and zero-order correlations between all variables.  

INSERT TABLE 5 ABOUT HERE 

Consistence with expectations, correlation analyses reveal that cultural values are related to relational 

risks perception.  

Table 6 summarizes the results of ordinary-least-square regression analyses of the explanatory 

variables on the perceived relational risks.   

INSERT TABLE 6 ABOUT HERE 

The hypotheses examine the relationship between national cultural values and relational risks 

perception. The two first hypotheses suggest that “cultural dimensions related to self” more 

particularly, individualist values and masculinity values are negatively associated with level of 

relational risks perception. Results provide support for hypothesis 1. Individualist values are 

negatively related to perception of opportunistic behaviour (β = -.085, p = .042). Results support 

partially hypothesis 2. Significant relationships are displayed between Masculinity values and 

relational risk perceptions. Nevertheless, the effect is negative according to the type of relational risk. 

Masculinity values have a negative effect on perception of opportunistic behaviour (β = -.235, p = 

.000), and have a positive effect on encroachment risk perception (β = .229, p = .000), and on non 

learning risk perception (β = .221, p =.000).   

Results provide support for hypothesis 3 and hypothesis 4. We theorized that power distance and 

uncertainty avoidance would be positively linked to relational risk perceptions. The study’s results 
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offer empirical support for the two hypotheses concerning the relationship between power distance 

values and encroachment risk (β = .219, p =.000), between power distance values and perception of 

opportunistic behaviour (β = .091, p = .044), between uncertainty avoidance and encroachment risk 

perception (β = .242, p =.000), and between uncertainty avoidance and non learning risk (β= .125*, p 

= .035). In the other cases, the relationship is non significant.  

Hypothesis 5 suggested that the greater the long term orientation values associated with a manager's 

national culture, the lower will be the perceived relational risk. Results do not support hypothesis 5. 

Long term orientation values are positively linked to encroachment risk (β = .134, p = .002), and to 

defection risk (β = .164, p = .002)  

Empirical results demonstrate that cultural values influence the way by which managers perceived the 

alliance relationship, their partner and the associated risks. Nevertheless, the sign of the relationships 

between the predictors and dependant variables vary according to the type of considered relational 

risk. Results confirm the important role of relational capital (Ring and Van de Ven, 1994; Zajac and 

Olsen, 1993; Arino, Garcia-Canal, Valdes-Lianeza, 2003) and contracts (Nooteboom et al. 1997) in 

alliance risk management. 

It is of interest to see how much of this predictive power is due to cultural value related to self, how 

much is due to cultural values related to authority and risk and how much is due to cultural value 

related to time. As the result of correlations between the cultural values, we cannot uniquely attribute 

part of the explained variability in relational risks perception to only one dimension of national 

culture. To measure how much variability is explained by these different categories we fit a series of 

multiple linear regression using unordered sets of predictors. For each model, we introduce cultural 

values by block through distinguishing cultural values related to self (Individualism and masculinity), 

cultural values related to authority and risk (Power distance and uncertainty avoidance) and cultural 

values related to time (term orientation). We repeated the whole procedure by modifying successively 

the order of entry of the set of predictors. The results of the analyses are shown in table 7. We are only 

interested in how R² changes in each step. Table 7 contains for each set of predictors the order of entry 

in the model, the change of R² and F-test for the null hypothesis of no effect of the added variables.  

INSERT TABLE 7 ABOUT HERE 
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For each model, except for encroachment risk model, the first predictor, relational capital accounted 

for amount of risk perception variability. Cultural values related to self accounted for a significant 

proportion of the relational risk perception variance after controlling for the effects of relational 

capital, R²-change are significant for three of the four models. In another hand, whatever is the order 

of entry in the model, cultural values related to self appear to be better predictors of relational risks 

perception compared to cultural values related to authority and risk which generally offer little 

additional predictive power.  

The R² change analyses reveal a pattern that was not hypothesized. The analyzes show that for 

some kind of perceived risks, in terms of variance explained, the effects of cultural values are not less 

salient than those of contract. Thus in spite of existence of contracts role of which are to reduce 

uncertainty in alliance relationships (Romelaer, 1999), managers are subject to the imprint of their 

cultural heritage. Its effects are enduring, affecting managers’ perceptions of risk in their alliance 

relationships.   

Discussion 

Researchers have long suspected that national culture influences executive thought and action 

Geletkanycz, (1997) demonstrate the role values embedded within cultures plays in shaping top 

executives’ strategic and leadership mindsets. In accordance with this research, our findings 

demonstrate that cultural values significantly affect managers’ perception of risks. In doing so, they 

offer some insight into the reasons for cross-cultural variation in managers’ responses related to their 

alliance relationships.  

According to Gelekanycz (1997), cultural values are very complex. Our findings support this thesis. 

At first glance, it may seem logic that values of uncertainty avoidance would be positively related to 

risks perception. Empirical results show that the sign of the relationship is not always positive. It 

depends on the type risk. In addition, it appears difficult to dissociate the various dimensions of 

national culture; they shape together the “black-box” of managers’ mindsets and determine features of 

personality (Hofstede and McCrae, 2004). Interestingly, our results are also consistent with the 

conclusion reached by Folta and Ferrier (1996). In their research, they demonstrate that firms are more 

likely to buy out their partners when they are high in power distance and high in uncertainty 
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avoidance. These cultural dimensions’ effects are mainly significant on the perception of 

encroachment risk. Nevertheless, our results show that cultural values related to self are the most 

important with regard to their impact on relational risks perception.  

In accordance with Geletkanycz’s study (1997), the analyses also suggest that the effects of cultural 

values should not be overstated.  Observed differences in managerial behaviour or perceptions 

between countries can be the result of many factors and it is dangerous to attribute them all to ‘values’ 

or ‘culture’ (Tayeb, 2001). Others characteristics must be taken into account such as individual 

characteristics or organization characteristics. Future research will undoubtedly try to combine and 

will analyse shrewdly, these various factors.  

It is important to acknowledge the limitations of this research. First, we are interested here in 

SMEs manager’s perception of relational risks. Consequently, our findings may not be generalizable 

to executives of large companies such as pharmaceutical companies. A second limitation surrounds 

this study’s sample. We focus here on European countries. However, individualism prevails in 

developed and Western countries, whereas collectivism prevails in less developed and Eastern 

countries. Consequently, the standard deviation of the individualism is weak in our sample (s.d. = 

8.28). The present study is hence only an opening chapter in the story of cross-cultural differences in 

risk perception. Its main importance lies in its demonstration of the fact that cultural values related to 

self appear to be the better predictors of relational risk perception and that the influence of these 

cultural values differently affect the dimensions of relational risks.  

This study raises some implications for practitioners. More specifically this study can help managers 

in the choice of their alliance’s partners and the improvement of incomprehension resulting from 

perceptions differences.  
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Table 1: Division of the firms by country 
 

 Hungary Austria Belgium Denmark Spain Finland Germany Italy Sweden The Netherlands Great Britain France Switzerland Total 
%  of 

respondents 
 

.6% .9% 9.3% 1.5% 1.2% 8.7% 18.9% .9% 11.9% 1.7% 14.5% 25.3% 4.7% 100% 

% of non-
respondents 2.1% 0.3% 3.4% 3.4% 3.3% 3.4% 16.1% .2% 11.0% 2.3% 21.3% 26.1% 7.0% 100% 
(1) The sample includes companies of which it was easy to find CEO’s names and nationality 
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Table 2: Factor Loadings for Exploratory Factor analysis 
 

Indicator name (2) Factors(1) 
 1 2 3 4 

RCO3 .789    
RCO2 .764    
RCO5 .715    
RCO4 .671    
RCO1 .643    
RCO6 .518    
EXT1  .964   
EXT2  .962   

RNAP1   .896  
RNAP2   .896  
RDEF2    .893 
RDEF1    .884 

(1) % of variance: factor 1 (27,829 %), factor 2 (19,152%), factor 3 (13,473), factor 4 (10,751%) 
(2) Survey items are developed in table 3 
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Table 3: Survey items in the Final Measurement Model 
Respondents used a 5-point Likert scale to provide responses on each item, such that 1 = Strongly disagree to 5 = Strongly agree 

Measurements α  Origin of the scale 
Perception of defection risk  

1. We consider the possibility that our partner can stop the relationship 
2. What is the probability of your partner being bought out? 
3. What is the probability of there being changes of personnel in the organization of the partner? 

 
 
.83 

 
 
New scale 

Perception of opportunistic behaviour 
1. Our partner have always provided us a completely truthful picture of their business (reversed scored) 
2. Complete honesty does not pay when dealing with our partner 
3. Sometimes our partner alter the facts slightly in order to get what they need 
4. Our partner carry out their duties even if we do not check up on them (reversed scored)  
5. Our partner have sometimes promised to do things without actually doing them later 
6. They seem to feel that it is OK to do anything within their means that will help further their firm’s interests 

 
 
 
.84 

 
 
 
Parkhe (1993) 
 

Non-learning Risk 
1. Your partner has procedures, routines, and policies to restrict the sharing of relevant information 

concerning its technology/know-how 
2. Your partner is very protective of its technology /know-how 

 
.78 

 
Simonin (1999)  

Encroachment risk 
1. The objective of our partner may be to buy us out 
2. Our company can be bought out by our partner 

 
.95 

 
New scale 

Contract role (LRC) 
1. The contract should not include clauses of exclusiveness 
2. We think that a contract is essential 
3. The clauses the partners insert in the contract allow us to understand its objectives 
4. The contract enables us to define the alliance performance 
5. The contract enables us to limit the effect of a defection from our partner 
6. The contract allows us to go to court 

 
 
.88 

 
 
From Romelaer 
(1999),  

Relational capital (CAR) 
1. There is close, personal interaction between the partner at multiple levels 
2. The alliance is characterized by mutual respect between the partner at multiple levels 
3. The alliance is characterized by mutual trust between the partner at multiple levels 
4. The alliance is characterized by personal friendship between the partner at multiple levels 
5. The alliance is characterized by high reciprocity among the partners 

 
.85 

 
Kale et al. (2000)  

 
 
 
Table 4 Sampled Countries’ scores along Hofstede’s cultural dimensions 
 
 
 Uncertainty 

avoidance 
Power Distance Individualism Masculinity Long term 

orientation 
Hungary 80 40 50 75 45 
Austria 70 11 55 79 31 
Belgium 94 65 73 55 38 
Spain 86 57 51 42 19 
Finland 59 33 63 26 41 
Germany 65 35 67 66 31 
Italy 75 50 76 70 34 
Sweden 29 31 71 5 39 
The Netherlands 48 39 80 50 44 
United Kingdom 35 35 89 66 25 
France 86 68 71 43 38 
Switzerland 63 50 66 63 40 
a Adapted from Hofstede (1991), scores represent each country’s relative position along an approximate 100-
point scale (ranging low to high, 0-100). Scores for Long-term Orientation are based on EMS consumer survey 
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Table 5.  Descriptive statistics and correlations (1) (2) 
  Mean Standard 

Deviation 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11

1 Relational Capital 18.09 4.06 1           
2 Contract role 22.49 3.47 .099 1          
3 Individualism  71.95 8.28 -.182** .051 1         
4 Masculinity 47.26 20.81 .326** .169** .237** 1        
5 Power Distance 46.29 17.00 .385** .078 -.070 .067 1       
6 Uncertainty avoidance  63.34 22.76 .437** .094 -.412** .275** .818** 1      
7 Long term Orientation 34.70 5.86 .094 .087 -.464** -.360** .426** .482** 1     

8 Opportunistic behaviour  15.86 4.78 -.617** -.257** -.196** -.443** -.161** -.214** -.020 1    
9 Defection 6.65 2.40 -.174**.044 -.012 -.082 -.118** -.106 .136** .167** 1   
10 Encroachment 5.37 2.66 .096 .233** ..085 .264** -.208** .220** .155** -.264** -.065 1  
11 Non learning 6.51 1.88 -224** .108* -.037 .129* -.056 .010 .021 .102 .036 .233** 1

N = 344, *p<0.05, ** p<0.01,  
 
 
 
 



 25 

 
Table 6. Standardized Beta coefficients from Multiple regression analyses for H1, H2, H3, H4, H5 
 Opportunistic behaviour Defection risk  
Relational Capital -.600*** -.595*** -.549*** -.490*** -.569*** -.168*** -.169** - .175 ** - .158 ** - .189 *** 
Contracts  -.247*** -.246*** -.238*** -.212*** -.247* .152** .152** .151** .158** .134 ** 
Power distance .091*     -.019     
Uncertainty avoidance  .072     -.015    
Individualism   -.085*     .001   
Masculinity    -.235***     -.056  
Long term Orientation   .  .056     .164** 
Ajusted-R² .420 .417 .420 .467 .417 .037 .037 .037 .040 .063 
F 84.381*** 83.423*** 84.425*** 99.817*** 83.093*** 5.427** 5.411** 5.389** 5.730** 8.778*** 
 
 Encroachment risk Non learning risk   
Relational Capital -.004 -.024 .072 .010 .071 -.249*** -.291*** -.237*** -.303*** -.240*** 
Contracts  .215*** .212*** .229*** .202*** .217*** .130** .125* .131** .102° .129** 
Power distance .219***     .030     
Uncertainty avoidance  .242***     .125*    
Individualism   .061     .000   
Masculinity    .229***     .221***  
Long term Orientation     .134**     .033 
Ajusted-R² .098 .105 .061 .104 .076 .060 .072 .059 .098 .060 
F 13.508*** 14.426*** 8.526*** 14.343*** 10.399 8.287*** 9.855*** 8.199*** 13.478*** 8.237*** 
(1)Entries represent standardized regression coefficients. N = 312,° p < .10; *p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001 
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Table 6 : Selected results of multiple linear regression analysis for 4 and 5 unordered sets of 
explanatory variables : R-Square change and F-test  
Dependent 
variables 

Opportunistic 
behaviour 

 Defection risk  Encroachment risk  Non Le

Order of 
model 
terms (1) 

R²change Sig. F 
change 

Order of 
model 
terms (1) 

R²change Sig. F 
change 

Order of model 
terms (1) 

R²change Sig. F 
change 

Order of 
model 
terms (1) 

R²chang

1. 
Relational 
Capital 

.362 .000 1. 
Relational 
Capital  

.023 .005 1. Cultural 
values related 
to authority 
and risk 

.072 .000 1. 
Relational 
Capital 

.050

2. Cultural 
values 
related to 
self 

.064 .000 2. 
Cultural 
values 

related to 
time  

.031 .001 2. Cultural 
values related 
to self 

.060 .000 2. 
Cultural 
values 
related to 
self  

.047

3. 
Contract 

.043 .000 3. 
Contract  

.017 .079 3. Cultural 
values related 
to time 

.049 .000 3. 
Cultural 
values 
related to 
time 

.021

4. Cultural 
values 
related to 
time/ 
related to 
authority 
and risk (2) 

.034 .000 1. 
Cultural 
values 
related to 
self  

.010 .163 4. Relational 
capital/contract 

.017 .007 4. 
Contract  

.006

   4. 
Cultural 
values 
related to 
authority 
and risk  

.012 .114 5.contracts  .017 .007 5. 
Cultural 
values 
related to 
authority 
and risk  

.005

(2) The two predictors contribute in a equal way to the variation of R².  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Dependent 
variables 

Loss of proprietary 
capabilities 

Dependent 
variables 

Potential defection 

Order of 
model 
terms (1) 

R²change Sig. F 
change 

Order of 
model 

terms (1) 

R²change Sig. F 
change 

1. Cultural 
values 
related to 
self 

.074 .000 1. Capital 
Relational 

.023 .005 
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2. Capital 
Relational 

.074 .000 2. Cultural 
values 

related to 
time  

.031 .001 

3. Cultural 
values 
related to 
authority 
and risk 
Contract 

.120 .000 3. Contrat  .017 .079 

4. Cultural 
values 
related to 
time  

.032 .000 1. Cultural 
values 
related to 
self  

.010 .163 

5. 
Contracts 

.002 .278 4. Cultural 
values 
related to 
authority 
and risk  

.012 .114 

 
 
(1) Cultural values related to self : Individualism/collectivism; Cultural values related to time : Long 
term orientation versus short term orientation; Cultural values related to authority and risk : Power 
distance and Uncertainty avoidance 
(2) The order of the introduced set of explanatory variables do not modified the results. 


