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Inspiration for the research
JEEH [Infer=firm relationship

o The relatively enduring tr flows, and link that oceur
among or between firms (Oliver, 1990)

o There are three types of this relationship (Galvagno and Garraffo,

2010) I Cocpetition |
@ erati Pure comp:ﬁlion

< / Intemrm cooperohon Compl y coor d actions
el K= 7 taken by firms in interdependent relunonshlps to achieve mutual
4 {¢ or singular with expected p ion over time

7/ } (Anderson & Narus, 1990)

-,//' 7\ 0 Benefits of inter-firm cooperation

o Reduce experimental and transaction costs

o Easily recognize market opportunities for investment
- O Attract resources from other firms

6 i o Promote knowledge sharing and innovation
3 ’ e

o Increase firm' s performance asa final result
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Inspiration for the research
=

o The challenges of inter-firm cooperation
o Managing inter-firm relationship is difficult work
o The failure of many alliances over time
o A lack of trust is an often-cited reason for the failure
o Traditional relationship by price focus has been replaced by

long term focus, mutual trust

O In order to be a word-class competitor, a company
must build on the expertise and commitment of its
suppliers (Spekman, 1988)

» Therefore, developing SMEs in Vietnam by facilitating
inter-firm cooperation becomes the main theme of this
research.
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Previous studies on inter-firm

cooperation
I

o The first group explains cooperation in the term of rewards, risks,
and cost based on economic view (e.g. Axelrod, 1984; Lui et al.,
2009; Schermerhorn, 1975).

o The second group views inter-firm cooperation in the light of trust

and commitment (e.g. Anderson and Narus, 1990; Lancastre and

Lages, 2006; Morgan and Hunt, 1994).

The third group employs an approach that inter-firm cooperation is

shaped by institutions (e.g. Kipping, 1996; Lane and Bachmann,

1997; Thegersen, 2008).

o Numbers of works in psychology (e.g. Ajzen and Maden, 1986;
Ajzen, 1991; Armitage and Conner, 2001) have explained
cooperation based on behavioral intention and its antecedents.
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Previous studies: gaps
=]

o First, research findings to date have not been
definitive about basic drivers of inter-firm
cooperation.

0 Second, there is no study in which inter-firm
cooperation is explained from multidiscipline
approach.

o Third, few research on the impact of
government direction on inter-firm cooperation
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Obijectives of the research
|

o To identify key influences on inter-firm cooperation.

o To build comprehensive model of inter-firm
cooperation.

0 To examine some issues related to inter-firm
cooperation.

o To illustrate the key features of inter-firm cooperation
based on empirical studies on Vietnamese SMEs

o To investigate the impact of government direction on
inter-firm cooperation
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Methodology and procedure

5 First;-the-study ke [P 1 der-1

A

hypotheses and build proposed models for inter-firm cooperation as well as
trust.

o

Second, the study designs the questionnaire and makes a research survey on
Vietnamese firms.

o

Third, the study implements empirical/hypothesis testing to verify the proposed
models.
o Different methods will be selected based on the proposed models,
particularly:
= Factor analysis, Confirmatory factor analysis
u Constructing latent variables based on ions of Plank et al. (1999)
and Van Bruggen et al. (2002).
= Instrumental variable probit regression (IVprobit) to the cooperative
decision function for 262 enterprises in tourism region for the year 2014
in Vietnam
0 The study uses LISREL (8.80) and STATA (13) for statistical analysis and test

= Making conclusions

Model and estimation method

0

Studies cast doubt on the commitment trust theory

o Person can trust other people but does not decide to cooperate
with him/her (Hwang and Burgers, 1997).

o Trust is not necessary condition for cooperation occur (Mayer et
al, 1995).

Substantial researches, which investigate the role of intention in

predicting behavior, mainly come from psychology field (e.g.

Armitage and Conner, 2001; East, 1993; Hill et al., 1996)

o Few studies intend for business context with simple decisions such as

Netemeyer et al. (1993) in examining Valentine” s Day gift giving;

Thompson and Panayiotopoulos (1999) in investigating farmer’ s

buying cattle feed decision.

[s}

= There is no research in which build model for inter-firm cooperation
by integrating three above theories

Hypotheses (cont.)

I |

o Hypothesis 3. The higher attitude toward inter-firm cooperation placed in
, the higher cooperative i ionb

o Supported by related studies of Davis et al,, 1989; Koufaris, 2002;
Nysveen et al.,, 2005

Hypothesis 4. There is the positive relationship k direction from

government and inter-firm cooperation.

o Evidence from numbers of studies (Nakamura et al, 1997); Arku, 2002;
Adobor (2006) .

Hypothesis 5. Similarities between partners will be positively related to

cooperation intention.

o Supports from (Teece, 1977; Saxton, 1997) and (Chassagnon, 2014).

[§]

o

Hypothesis 6. There is positive relationship between subjective norms and
inter-firm cooperative intention.

Related issues and motivation

The theory of planned behavior (TPB) (Ajzen, 1991) is the most
widely used theory for explaining human behavior

8]

o Behavior is a direct function of behavioral intention and that
intention is a function of a person’ s attitude toward the
behavior, the subjective norm concerning the behavior, and
perceived behavioral control

Technology acceptance model (Davis 1986; Davis et al., 1989) is
an adaptation of theory of reasoned action in information systems.

o

o Behavioral intention is the major determinant of usage behavior

o Perceived usefulness and perceived ease of use determine an
individual's intention to use a system

8]

The commitment trust theory (Morgan and Hunt, 1994) is widely
applied model in marketing and management

o1 Cooperation is a function of trust and commitment

Hypotheses

I

Hyp T. Cooperative i ion has positi: |ationship with
cooperative decision and fully transmits the effects of all other
antecedents.

o Theoretical and empirical supports (Ajzen, 1991; Davis et al., 1989;
De Canniére et al., 2009; Netemeyer et al.,, 1993; Nysveen et al.,
2005; Sheppardet al., 1988)

o Hypothesis 2. There is a positive
cooperation and cooperative intention.

between exp ion for

o Motivation is primarily concerned with the way to activate and
maintain behavior (Bandura, 1997). A customer will not develop an
to build a rel. hip with particular firm if there is no
perceived value (Kumar et al.,, 2003).
o Related studies: (e.g. Bagozzi and Warshaw, 1990; Davis, 1986;
Nguyen 201 1; Nysveen et al., 2005)

Summary of hypotheses

| |
0 Summary of hypotheses and expected sign

Hypothesis Relationship with Expected sign
H1. Cooperative i i Cooperative decision +
H2. Exp ion from Cooperative i i +
inter-firm cooperation
H3. Attitude toward Cooperative intention +
cooperation
H4. Dircction from Cooperative intention +
government
HS. Similaritics Cooperative intention +

H6. Subjective norms Cooperati +
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Method \

[
o Sample and procedure

O A questionnaire was developed based on previous researches. Besides that,
because there is no research on this type of behavior, some items will be
developed for the study.

o0 The study ended up with a random sample of 600 firms in Vietnam. The survey
was carried from March 2014 to June 2014. 262 responses were validated
for testing hypotheses

o From the swrvey, the majority of participating firms are small size that has loss
than 200 full-time employees, covers 69.55% of the survey (medium size:
27.21% and large size: 3.24%). Almost firms involved in services sector
activities (71.92%, nearly 10% of enterprises in manufacturing field and
remain is mixed. Moreover, about more than half of the formal enterprises
originated from private sector and are relatively young

o Measures

D 1 blo: A dich variable that aswmes value 1 if the
enterprise has started one or more cooperation agreements at the time of the
research or up to three years before and a value of zero otherwise

o

o Independent variables

Construct No. of Bibliographicalsources
items__|
I Fepectation from nter 5| Chow ctal. (2012) and Venkatcsh (2000) |
firm cooperati
Attitude toward inter-firm 4 Fang ct al. (2008), Lui ct al. (2006), and
perati Morgan and Hunt (1994)

Subjective norms 3 Conner and McMillan (1999), and
Okamuro (2007)

Direction from 4 Ajzen (1991), Conner and McMillan

government (1999) and Nguyen (2011)

Similarities between 6 (Saxton, 1997)

partners

Cooperative intention 2 Nasco ct al. (2008); Benitelli (2011) and
Nguyen (2011)

o Control variables
o Size of firms: Fritsch (2003) (+); Arku (2002) (-), and expected sign (-)
o The second control variable relates to hip. The dummy variables, which value
1 if firm is owned by specific subject (state, private or foreign owned) are added,
respectively. Exeautives of particular type of ownership likely have different
bjectives and attitudes toward inter-firm rel. hip (Nguyen & Rose, 2009).
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Theoretical proposed model

Expectation from infer- Fm and

firm cooperation rcglon_al‘

characteristics

Attitude toward inter- /I
firm cooperation

C i (¢

Similarities between ‘_—‘ intention [ decision

partners

Perceived control
A concoplual framowork of cooperative decision

Empirical model <
e | |

o Let Cooperation; denote the decision of enterprise i whether or not
to establish cooperation with particular firm.

m
o With the latent model

Cooperation; = [3) + 3 Intention, + 6 X +¢&,
o According to Rivers and Vuong (1988), the Instrument equation 42
as:
Intention, =+ Expeciaton,+  Atfce, + Subeive + Govemmert,+ £ Sl +7 X.+7,

3,
o The study [ointly estimates both equations (2) and (3) by uslng[ L

structural model approach (Cameron and Trivedi, 2009)

Analysis and results

o Common method variance

o The study adapts Harman's one factor test (Podsakoff et al., 2003)
for testing this issue.

o Factor analysis with orthogonal rotation

o At the end of this process, the study use six factors account for
77.85% of the variance explained. No single factor is dominant.
The first factor, which contributes most to the explained variance,
only accounts for 31.47% of the variance

o Therefore, common method variance does not exist in this

study
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Construct scoring

I |

o The study follows the suggestions of Plank et al. (1999) and Van Bruggen et al.
(2002) to obtain construct scores.
Table 1. Convergent and discrimi validity in model
Constructs 1 2 3 4 5 6 CR
1. Expectation from inter-firm
cooperation 0.59 088
2. Attitude toward inter-firm
cooperation 038 |0.71 0.90
3. Subjective norms 0.13 ]0.31 |0.65 080
4. Direction from  the
government 0.11 |0.39 [0.03 [0.58 085
5. Similarities between partners | 0.20 0.30 |0.11 [0.03 | 0.66 0.90
6. Cooperative intention 048 10.62 1033 [0.13 [0.25 |0.63 |085
Note: The AVE’s are on the diagonal, and the squared coetlicients between constnxt are below
the diagonal.

CNPEIRGHT 2 R o T2 RORTT MIFFE AL L9 LW TE & VAR % F o Tw
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Table 2. IVprobit regression results Table 3. IVprobit estimation result for public sector and private sector.
Casc 1 Casc 2 Casc 3 a ) [©] “)
Jariables  [Cooperation Instro. | C fon Instru. | C fon Tnstru, Variables Casc1 Instrument  Casc 2 Instumel
equation equation equation cquation squation
m I m "m!‘ﬂ( =7.856%** 1101 =5303%** 3164
Constant =3.67% %% 0.72% %% |-4.19%%>» 0.94%% -] . B¥en )SHER Intention 2.247%¢¢ 0,072%++
The offect of
atention  |0.00%+ 0.89%4+ 0.0564e X Expectation 0.170% == 0.244%%%
motivation s
2xpoctation 0.56%4+ 0.60%++ oo Attitude 0.209444 0.250% %
Astitade o 0,384k Dircction 0.177+++ 0.0301
—— i - Subjective 0123 0.160%
o " .
Subjective 0.23%% 0.24%% Similarities 0.156' 0.108
small 1.480% 0251 1.054%% 0642
similaritics 0.43%¢ 0.44%¢ 0.46%+* )
ot o0eer oore |ogsees 020 Medium 1.340% 0,366 0.743% -0.250
yma : e : - Age 0.144 0.00320  0.358* -0211
Tedi 0.52% ¢ -0.14 0.49%+» -0.12
viedium Central 0.782 100622 0.679 -0.160
>eiva 53+ .0.
Byata 9-33 018 South 1.017 0.339 0913+ 0.0487
forcign i =008 athho T3 16507
Age 0.232* -0.165* tho -0.8645 09280
{thibo TT507%%% 1523 1526%9% T (Wald e T 5T S5SE e
2 (Wald|35.84%%° 37.50%%% Aize exogeneity)
cst of]| Obscrvations 74 162
:Xogeneity) — — —
A Note. Robust rrors in p R At +e pa0.01, +*
Note: N=262, == p0.01, ** p0.05, * p=0.1. P=0.05, * p=0.1.
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Theoretical implications < Theoretical implications
=
= The behavioral intention is the most important componentto explain any = Beyond this confirmation, we also found the truth effect of
behavior not only for personal view but also for company level. This government direction by running estimation with different sectors.
finding differs from the commitment-trust theory of Morgan and Hunt Although direction from government can enhance inter-firm
(1994). cooperation in general, this seems to effect only for state
o Importantly, expectation from inter-firm cooperation plays the most enterprises. Similarity in characteristics and the impact of
powerful role in cooperative intention among the constructs. regulation contribute to intensify trust as well as intention to
o Secondly,in analyzing organizational behavior, we have to consider both cooperate among partner. The government, in caring of it
organizational factors and environmental set. Among them, the attitude enterprises, can design distorted regulations that favor the firms in
toward cooperation plays its predicted role in inter-firm relationships, which its share is significant. Therefore, according to Vietnamese
“preferably” gerial attitude toward cooperati iated with an context, the state owned enterprises themselves are more likely to
increased likelihood of inter-firm cooperation. cooperate compared with private sector. This also requires much
= Thirdly, the results also suppon )he positive effect of government direction attention from officials in simulating cooperation among economic
on inter-firm rel. hif tools such as agents.
lgating an act or publishing pollcles, governmentcan foster this kind

of relallonshlps

Menagerialimplicaticns Thank you very much for your

= listening!

Firstly, in order to make inter-firm cooperation successfully, the
managers have to take all main determinants into considerations
especially with the expected outcome of the relationship.

Secondly, company can enhance the chance for inter-firm
cooperation not only by assigning the high attitude toward
cooperation’s executive to the relationship but also by seeking
homogenous enterprises in some aspects.

Thirdly, company can use social pressure to shape behaviour of its
partner in the relationship.

8]

8]

Fourthly, company can take advantage from the direction of
government in facilitating inter-firm cooperation.

SO TINOHFIZ 26 DIMERFEDD Y 555 FHEEZEIC OV TOMEHRFITH B R TS
FRAD, T4 OEARE, 162 DRBEEICOWTIIMIHERICAER I D S LBV E T, BIFOEK
RKEDHBRIZOVWTEVWET L, RKELREARETH oL THICEFOBRNIREBEL TV
o BUF PO L) ICEZAITHATYETOT, T2 BvE 4, BENFABUFIZ
EHM¥ZTaA b Abv oy - o= — SRRGERZ AN THEAILEZN S L) B % &
DTVETDOT, )W) BRTRBFOEBEO RN IZEDb->TLHERVWET,

EEAEEIPDTIER2LHEREKICBEL IOV, FOENTWE LD TEFOIERMRICHE > T
WE L7225 REALDHEAR, ZARALNSIVREIGHIN TS T, HAETIIRMO SME & i
BOWHBICZ > TETWET, TTHO, BUF» S ORBEAWIZ. DN EE A L TIERIC
<. ZDEND SME /M E o720 T, REENGTHINT/HIZIWSME LXVIZRSTL 5
EELICHAEEICR->TETVET,

WBHTHEVCIEBRELEDL I XY v b2EOLNL E W) HIRE CUFEFEICHKRL TS E
W) ZETT, BEADEELVWIDLDOLIEFIIKEVEVWZET, TT2L, REEIEDNITE
M TE AL L wn, Ew) T LT,

3OoHIR, BIFHEFH D2 RET L E VI EEHDL LS L) iTE & OBBRDIER IRV &



WY ZETT, N FATREAOHMBG BV LEMAMES D, GRMaEFITIRL—Ta &L
THETAHILEZRELTHFETOT, TOL) LhlZ2 L THOBIFORELIEFICHEND S LE X
LhtBwEd,
FTTIHLETEL22E91, BT 52 L IlBIFOBOEA R D i ITHET 5 0%I3EE
W ST2DIT T, TOEAGREIDH SN TN BBEII -2 REESN/Zz) LTwo Ty
LR OBORORBENEARIEZDL S, REBRBEELZLLBNE V) L TERLLRD, ZA
ZALBPORMAEFELFEL L) ZEBEIFELINTETVEZ L) 2 ehbrh L7,
CHOLBTNELLHVEV) EBMZE LT W T 20 ) DICHEFITEELTwL EHvwET,
BEDOEZ ¥ =13 LTEIED [TORTLEZV] LHRET A, ¥R—-Pb2 T2 LI2L5T
BHHIERETELE V) ZEIIVELICEILRONE I LT,

HOBRELHTEFE L7

BRICE

(BREA) ROOHBMOLAEDOBFEZBAVLTWETE, X MF2DOREIFHARDOFA 20 FE14,
VFEMRIBPTwB TS, Ty 7Y —EENFLT, AMEEPEZLT, €073 ) T 48
FVOTENDLY Vo TWDZEEnET, L2rL, % ZOFFTTWwWETEy 7)) —
EELV)DORINMBORZNEZAZHIBLTVWET TS, XM FAZITFIZEEELHT, A
EARBT VT HEEPICH T EBVET, TINLH, RN FAPBET L2012 EI W)
S EROBEREEICT 200, DO CHARIIEREER HEHEEESENRATLZD, TND
X EAEAHIHIH T o TLEVE L7z ROEMEZEITIEINEZEZEZ TV RWVE, XA
WBRETEZVWOTIEZW2REEVE T, A1 HTT,

RN EF LS DD o72DTTH, MBI FFLD DRI LFERELTVRE DN
NELRZTEFRATLADT, TREBEVLZVWEBVWET,

(BX /) 2FHOBHIIHIBLTTT d
(EE#&EA) HILTTY,

(N> - RT7RIZE) BAOOEMIIHTLIBEZ21E. XM FLAOBEERI ES>TwRoTwaIThED,
VHIZZIIEEE SR ESRVOTOLEIZLTWERA. 7272, EMMIZIZEI ewvnd b, &
WEDNY) 2—F 2=V DONTEHRBIEZES>TT YT =D, ZTHIERA UMK ofHFm
A0 ETH AIMEDH B L ZAEZXRPMFAIKRLT, Z2ON) 2 —F 22— THoTRo
TWIIFADTIELW2REEZTBY T, XM FAHAKDBAONRITHALLSL I L) &
HZTTOT, EANHIREL LD ET., TITHLH. 2 VIHIMFIMIEOINS &L 2 A EFKL %
Bo, TV T)=DEMOENLENLR > TV LWV OPBENLRL D FTIERwpre

B TUT RNy — A B2



WET,

SHLDEIINI A, FA=F IV, FFrew) 300KMBELHY., TS 3BAETHIH

WKHREBLTVWET, ZLTHAZIEHRETHINIZHEDL TEL MBI EHMETHL LI, 7
L—F— Rk =F I, V== - NIADLHZ, FTVL—F— - FF L hbNE)DIEb
Y FHAD HERICH LA HEATHE T, )W) b TID32D, FFITHE—F3I 7,
NI AREBCET, 222U T, AHERIZIRD o 72UV HIFAFE L TV DTk
BWuhLEZTBY 9,

NI ARBEERDOIN = VB 5 4 T AR EE RERAERFEIRE TEH TS EA TV S
EVIHBITT, BHEBHTOLN>TBYET, HILHITEF L7,

(Ef#EB) AROBEMTRZVELTHOWTBIELT, 22 ) RX=Y v 7 2EME BRELO W

LHOTIEZVHEEVE LT, Thooh2REL THMIETWZ2IFEE BnE 3,
HEDVICHOBHHELEMAD LT AN, HAOEEDSN N F2ICH#EHT 5 & X3 af
K EOL LR TNIETRVDOTL L ) D TNREPLRY)XR=V v 7R EIAT, TOLEIC
HEADEERDN 9% DTLLID 50%%DTLLID, HAWIFD LrLzsEnlEHARSe
EVPHLTHIVWEWV)ZEDRHLONE LNTERAD, WHADRTLEI D TN 1IDOHOHE
T3

2OHOHEMTTA, )T TICHADORBEIR I FLAICHEBLTVRLEEWETOT, £
DREENREITEEVIHEEZLTLD TN BRIV VEBVETOT, HEARDOHF/NMEFER HER
HENPNXPNFLIHEBTELE X, HITFOREZEIVIREZEZZLVVONEV) ZEDH K
FeEM»EBVET, TZOLXIIHTFPEARETTEBZLLRETETHARDOPE - rfUh
BEOHTFICE L0 d LFEFEAN, SHBHESN/ZSME L WH)NRXMFARENL 9 &
ZOMFLLTHRIZLLZDOTLEI Do ROBEMTREDYV I EADOTI O FHAD, X
FFAICHWDYWET7IN—EIRADBTTIAR= MR RBENTTIEHDE VI 5L
MWTWE T, ZHRAFEFOANLZLENT7 73— hoTVED0, HOENFLADEERRD
NI2BEDRFELDD, TIVCIRFEITN—TDE I RIDET a AV NTLORBHDIZRED
TLIIDe GHRTVDLHEIZDOH7-0VDEIANMET-VEZATIE VAL BT T,
W) ERPZEMTI N, EE00HETHIBEZ VLTS LRV,

(N2 - RTPEIER) ROOHEMA»LTTH, HROMRFESX M FAIHENT HEE GREETRY
VT ZWnEwn) ZEIEH ) A 100%FEtZ2 D o THRLKTY, 7272, THIIBUF
DHEHRIZE 5 TI00%FEDHENVEV)I LI F—bH ) TTDT, TOBERKRBETE VW) &%
D E9. BALRS KISV THIBRIZH ) XA 7272, TROBORPHATIVD 9

(I - JI HEHBB) k75 —1lkoTiEVTEYT, ELEICHIIETIOTHIE, NMF 2L
W7 I9AR= P 7 F—ICHTEDEHEEID ) THADT, TRITEEEHED LW IEICHEE M



ELWHIZLIZEDEFTHIS, A== EIROPLHEVWERWT S, 2L, F—E R
Y7y —EZ0 IO ¥ —THNIRMOP/NNEZEDNRDH ) FTTOT, MEHTFZHEOT L2
EWTELERNTE T,

(EXI#) BMEBOHBBo L2 oTW2DE, [E)VIHED] L) BE®RbDH-7-0OTL &
I 77 IV —EVRAEHMEDEHLWEVIEREZGIEM LD o72DTL &9 D%

(BEM#EB) ROAA—VTE-oT020OTTN, KEELLTOEERERL 77 IV —EIAAD
HTLTTIESLTWwAREELEDH Y TTOT, HAOH/NEEIMEMTL LTIEZEI W)
ETHPDTL LI TNESGHOFHEETY ) bW LH/NMEEL MDD TL &
)N DFNHUNEENLLZOD, RN >oTWIEINDYWLT 7 IV —EIVRADL) HRKE
WEZAHAERNEVETVRFATHAZIEI D VDOTL &9 D RYIZHTWL Enslzb, 9
WA EZAPRFLDOTIR VAL W) EMTLZ,

(FJI> - JIDHEHR) 773V —EVRAEFRETH > COAHESHEOTICWAVRARE Y A

ADFEMDRH Y TTOT, 2O 121283 HHIHETRENDHL L, 5 bROTWDE
JUNTAT: S s

B TUT RNy — A B2





