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The Contingent Effect of Marketing Alliances on 

Firm Profitability*
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Forming interfirm collaborative relationships has become a key aspect of a firm’s marketing strategies 

to create value for customers and achieve greater firm performance. While empirical findings are 

mixed in previous studies, this study is an effort to identify boundary conditions for the benefits of 

marketing alliances. We investigate internal and environmental factors that may magnify or constrain 

the effect of marketing alliances on firm profitability. Given the complementary relationship between 

marketing and R&D activities, we focus on a firm’s R&D intensity as an internal factor that may 

magnify the value of marketing alliances for firm performance. For environmental factors, we focus 

on industry turbulence and industry competitiveness. Industry turbulence refers to the degree to which 

industry market conditions change quickly and unpredictably, whereas industry competitiveness refers to 

the degree to which a firm faces competition in the industry. By testing these factors, we are intended 

to reveal boundary conditions that determine the value of marketing alliances for firm profitability. 

The analysis of firms in the diverse industries shows that while the main effect of marketing 

alliances on firm profitability is not significant, it becomes more positive when R&D investment is 

more intensive or when industry environment is more turbulent. The results of this study imply that 

just forming more marketing alliances may not be enough to increase firm profitability. Our findings 

imply that marketing alliances become more effective in a dynamically changing industry environment. 

That is, firms can cope with industry uncertainties more effectively by forming marketing alliances. 

At the same time, the moderating effect of R&D intensity implies that the internal investments in 

R&D magnify the effect of marketing alliances on firm profitability. 

The findings of this study contributes to the existing alliance literature in three aspects. First, this 

study enhances our understanding of the contingent value of marketing alliances by testing both 

internal and external factors that may influence the effectiveness of marketing alliances. Second, this 

study responds to the need for research that investigates actual performance resulting from interfirm 

relationships. Third, while previous studies primarily focused on a specific industry, this study extend 

previous findings of the boundary conditions for the benefits of marketing alliances in a broader context. 

Key words: marketing alliances, R&D intensity, industry turbulence, industry competitiveness

*  This work was supported by the National Research Foundation of Korea Grant funded by the Korean Government 

   (NRF-2013S1A5A8023325)

** Assistant Professor of Marketing, Ewha School of Business, Ewha Womans University(jongkuk@ewha.ac.kr)

http://dx.doi.org/10.15830/amj.2015.16.4.19



20  ASIA MARKETING JOURNAL Vol. 16 No. 04 January 2015

Ⅰ. Introduction

Collaborative interfirm relationships are vital 

aspects of a firm’s marketing strategies to cre-

ate value for customers and appropriate the 

created value in the market (Bucklin and 

Sengupta 1993; Jap 1999; Lin and Lin 2009). 

Firms are actively engaged in alliances for var-

ious marketing activities, such as sales, promotion, 

or distribution (Swaminathan and Moorman 

2009; Venkatesh, Mahajan, and Muller 2000). 

However, we have only mixed findings regard-

ing the value of marketing alliances for firm 

performance. On the one hand, studies have 

shown that marketing alliances facilitate access 

to marketing resources and enhance a firm’s 

financial performance, such as profitability or 

firm value (Bello, Katsikeas, and Robson 2010; 

Houston and Johnson 2000; Jap 1999). On the 

other hand, some studies have found no sig-

nificant effect of marketing alliances on firm 

performance (e.g., Anand and Khanna 2000; Das, 

Sen, and Sengupta 1998; Koh and Venkatraman 

1991). Therefore, further research efforts are 

necessary to examine the boundary conditions 

for marketing alliances to have an impact on 

performance, i.e., when marketing alliances 

create value for firm performance and when 

they fail to do so (Swaminathan and Moorman 

2009). 

This study is an effort in this direction to 

understand when and how the marketing alli-

ances help a firm enhance its performance. We 

investigate the internal and environmental fac-

tors that may amplify or mitigate the effect of 

marketing alliances on firm profitability. Specifically, 

we examine two factors that may influence 

the effectiveness of a firm’s marketing alli-

ances; a firm’s internal resources that comple-

ment such externally gained marketing resources 

and industry environment that affects the need 

for externally gained marketing resources.

Given the complementary relationship between 

marketing and R&D activities (King, Slotegraaf, 

and Kesner 2008; Moorman and Slotegraaf 

1999), we focus on a firm’s R&D intensity as 

an internal factor that may magnify the value 

of marketing alliances for firm performance. 

For external environmental factors, we focus on 

industry turbulence and industry competitiveness. 

Industry turbulence refers to the degree to 

which industry market conditions change quickly 

and unpredictably (Fang, Palmatier, and Steenkamp 

2008), whereas industry competitiveness refers 

to the degree to which a firm faces competi-

tion in the industry (Cui, Griffith, and Cavusgil 

2005). The uncertainty and competition among 

firms in a given industry pose significant chal-

lenges that a firm should overcome to achieve 

greater performance, and marketing alliances 

will become more critical in such a demanding 

environment. By testing these factors, we at-

tempt to reveal the boundary conditions that 

determine the value of marketing alliances for 

firm profitability. We rely on ROA (return on 
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assets) for firm profitability as it indicates how 

a firm uses its assets effectively to generate 

profits. 

The analysis of firms in the diverse in-

dustries shows that while the main effect of 

marketing alliances on firm profitability is not 

significant, it becomes more significantly pos-

itive when R&D investment is more intensive 

and in a more turbulent industry environment. 

The results of this study imply that simply 

forming more marketing alliances may not be 

enough to increase firm profitability. These 

findings show that the internal investments in 

R&D magnify the effect of marketing alliances 

on firm profitability. At the same time, form-

ing marketing alliances is more effective in a 

dynamically changing industry environment. That 

is, firms can cope with industry uncertainties 

more effectively by forming more marketing 

alliances. 

The findings of this study contributes to the 

existing alliance literature in three aspects. 

First, this study enhances our understanding of 

the contingent value of marketing alliance by 

testing both internal and external factors that 

may influence the effectiveness of marketing 

alliances. Second, this study responds to the 

need for research that investigates actual per-

formance resulting from interfirm relationships 

(Kalaignanam, Shankar, and Varadarajan 2007). 

Third, while previous studies primarily focused 

on a specific industry, such as biotechnology 

and pharmaceutical industries (Swaminathan 

and Moorman 2009; Wuyts, Dutta, and Stremersch 

2004), this study extends previous findings of 

the boundary conditions for the benefits of 

marketing alliances in a broader context. 

In the next section, we review previous stud-

ies related to marketing alliances and their fi-

nancial performance implications. We then present 

a set of hypotheses regarding the boundary 

conditions for the effect of marketing alliances 

on firm profitability. After describing research 

context, variables, and research methods for 

this study, we present the results of this study. 

Finally, we conclude this study by discussing 

the implications of our findings. 

Ⅱ. Literature Review

Previous studies have extensively examined 

the interfirm relationships for various market-

ing activities, such as product distribution and 

sales, product promotion, or product develop-

ment with customer firms (Swaminathan and 

Moorman 2009). Specifically, researchers have 

examined various factors that affect the effec-

tiveness of interfirm relationships, such as power 

distribution between partners, partner match or 

conflict, control mechanism, idiosyncratic in-

vestment for partners, and coordination effort 

between partners (e.g., Anderson and Barton 

1992; Bucklin and Sengupta 1993; Dwyer and 

Oh 1987; Jap 1999). Studies have also shown 
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that cooperative relationships with customers 

contribute to successful new product develop-

ment in terms of development speed and in-

novativeness (Bonner and Walker 2004; Fang 

2008). From these aspects, previous studies 

have suggested that marketing relationships 

contribute to a firm’s financial performance 

(Houston and Johnson 2000; Jap 1999; Luo, 

Rindfleisch, and Tse 2007). For instance, Jap 

(1999) showed that marketing alliances in a 

distribution channel enhance the profit per-

formance of firms through coordination and 

idiosyncratic investment. Overall, previous studies 

have shown that marketing alliances can im-

prove firm performance when they are effec-

tively managed.

However, other studies have found no sig-

nificant effect of marketing alliances on firm 

value in the market. Whereas R&D alliances 

have consistently been shown to have a sig-

nificant positive impact on firm value, empiri-

cal findings on the effects of marketing alli-

ances are mixed (Das, Sen, and Sengupta 1998; 

Koh and Venkatraman 1991). In response to 

these mixed findings, recent research has ex-

amined boundary conditions, i.e., when and 

how firms would benefit from forming more 

marketing alliances. For instance, Swaminathan 

and Moorman (2009) showed that the firm 

value gained from forming a new marketing 

alliance is contingent upon network character-

istics of alliance partners, i.e., a firm’s position 

in the network of interfirm relationships in the 

industry. 

However, our understanding of marketing al-

liances are limited in three aspects. First, given 

the importance of marketing alliances in im-

plementing a firm’s marketing strategies, we 

need to examine more diverse factors that 

magnify or suppress the benefits of marketing 

alliances. In response, we further examine a firm’s 

internal and external factors that may influ-

ence the effectiveness of marketing alliances. 

Second, while prior research has been focused 

on firm value gains in the stock market, which 

reflect the expectations of firm performance in 

the future, the need for looking at the actual 

performance has been pointed out (Kalaignanam, 

Shankar, and Varadarajan 2007). Given the 

importance of firm profits as a performance in-

dicator (Bae and Gargiulo 2004; Lavie and 

Miller 2008), we therefore examine firm profit-

ability as an outcome resulting from marketing 

alliances. Third, while the biotechnology and 

pharmaceutical industries that the previous 

studies have focused on are of great importance 

(Swaminathan and Moorman 2009; Wuyts, 

Dutta, and Stremersch 2004), there is a need 

to extend previous findings and generalize the 

boundary conditions for the benefits of market-

ing alliances in a broader context. In response, 

we empirically test in the diverse high-tech in-

dustrial contexts, which include semiconductors, 

computers, telecommunication equipments, and 

software industries. 
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Ⅲ. Hypotheses

Figure 1 presents a conceptual framework for 

this study. We first propose the direct effect of 

forming more marketing alliances on firm prof-

itability as a baseline hypothesis. We then pro-

pose both internal and external factors that 

can moderate the direct effect, that is, boun-

dary conditions for the benefits of forming 

more marketing alliances. First, given the com-

plementary relationship between marketing and 

R&D activities (King, Slotegraaf, and Kesner 

2008; Moorman and Slotegraaf 1999), we focus 

on a firm’s R&D intensity as an internal factor 

that may magnify the value of marketing alli-

ances for firm performance. Second, firms tend 

to have a greater need for resources in a high 

level of uncertainty or competition (Jaworski 

and Kohli 1993). For external environmental 

factors, we therefore focus on industry turbu-

lence, which refers to the degree to which in-

dustry market conditions change quickly and 

unpredictably (Fang, Palmatier, and Steenkamp 

2008), and industry competitiveness, which re-

fers to the degree to which a firm faces com-

petition in the industry (Cui, Griffith, and 

Cavusgil 2005). By testing these factors, we 

attempt to reveal the boundary conditions that 

determine the value of marketing alliances for 

firm profitability. 

3.1 Effect of marketing alliances on 

firm profitability

Marketing alliances contribute to the down-

stream value chain activities, i.e., the process of 

appropriating value in the marketplace (Bucklin 

and Sengupta 1993; Ellegaard, Medlin, and 

Geersbro 2014; Jap 1999; Venkatesh, Mahajan, 

and Muller 2000). First, building marketing al-

liances speeds up consumer acceptance of new 

<Figure 1> Conceptual Model
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products as it becomes a signal of the quality 

of new products in the presence of consumers’ 

uncertainty about the new products (Podolny 

2001). For instance, forming alliances with 

partners of well-known brands amplify or build 

the user awareness of products (Dickinson and 

Heath 2006). Second, marketing alliances pro-

vide the expanded distribution channel and 

lower the overall distribution cost. That is, 

marketing alliances create the economies of 

scale and scope to deploy products in the pres-

ence of market competition (Hagedoorn 1993). 

Third, marketing alliances also allow a firm to 

use its partners’ marketing infrastructure, such 

as procurement and distribution channels or 

sales forces to enter into new markets (Lavie 

and Miller 2008). Thus, building more market-

ing alliances has been suggested to enhance 

firm performance by facilitating the appropri-

ation of value in a timely and cost-effective 

manner. These previous findings indicate that 

building marketing alliances is a source of 

competitive advantage and contributes to profit 

and firm profitability (Swaminathan and Moorman 

2009). As a baseline hypothesis, we therefore 

propose a positive effect of marketing alliances 

on firm profitability. 

H1: A firm’s marketing alliances will in-

crease the profitability of the firm.

3.2 Moderating effects of internal 

factor: R&D intensity

We propose that R&D intensity will magnify 

the benefits of forming marketing alliances for 

firm profitability for the following two reasons. 

First, market inputs have critical roles in facili-

tating innovations at the upstream of the value 

chain (Moorman and Slotegraaf 1999; Song et 

al. 2005). As such, market information gained 

from marketing alliances can enhance the ef-

fectiveness of internal R&D investment, facili-

tating market-driven innovations (Fabrizio and 

Thomas 2012). Second, by forming marketing 

alliances, firms gain marketing capability for 

appropriating innovations in the market. A 

firm internally investing in R&D will have more 

innovations and new products that can be ex-

ploited and leveraged through the marketing 

alliances with partners that have expertise in 

the distribution, sales, or promotion of new 

products. In particular, previous marketing stud-

ies have shown that innovative firms, in spite 

of their technological success, frequently fail in 

the market (Golder and Tellis 1993; Sivadas 

and Dwyer 2000). That is, R&D investment in 

developing new products is accompanied by a 

high level of market uncertainty. The role of 

marketing alliances in successfully commercial-

izing new products will become more critical 

under these risky and uncertain conditions caused 

by R&D investment. Therefore, the value of 

marketing alliances for generating firm profit 
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will become more critical when combined with 

more intensive R&D investment. With these 

two reasons, we expect that the effect of 

forming marketing alliances on firm profit-

ability will become stronger as the firm invests 

more in R&D. Namely, firms investing more in 

R&D will benefit more from forming market-

ing alliances.

H2: R&D intensity will positively moderate 

the effect of marketing alliances on 

firm profitability. 

3.3 Moderating effects of external 

factors: industry turbulence and 

competitiveness 

3.3.1 Industry turbulence 

Industry turbulence refers to the rate of 

changes in customer demands and preferences 

in a given industry (Jaworski and Kohli 1993). 

The turbulent environment can destruct swiftly 

the relevance and value of market information, 

resource, and capability that a firm has pre-

viously built up (Jaworski and Kohli 1993). 

Forming new marketing alliances will not only 

allow a firm to access new capabilities which 

would make the firm stay relevant in the dy-

namically changing environment, but also facil-

itate consumer acceptance of new products. By 

relying on its partners’ marketing infrastructure, 

such as procurement, distribution channels, or 

sales forces, a firm may avoid the potential 

risks associated with investment in marketing 

infrastructure more effectively, and have greater 

flexibility in entering into new markets in the 

uncertain environment (Lavie and Miller 2008). 

We therefore predict that forming marketing 

alliances will become more valuable in the tur-

bulent environment than in the stable environment. 

That is, 

H3: Industry turbulence will positively mod-

erate the effect of marketing alliances 

on firm profitability.

3.3.2 Industry competitiveness. 

In a competitive industry environment, a firm’s 

market performance, such as market share or 

profits, are more directly affected by their 

competitors (Jaworski and Kohli 1993; Kohli 

and Jaworski 1990). Firms therefore tend to 

pay a considerable attention to their competitors 

and respond to the competitors’ moves promptly 

when they introduce new products or change 

prices (Grewal and Tansuhaj 2001). Marketing 

alliances such as distribution channel, branding, 

or promotions can act as a mechanism for a 

firm to defend its ground in the markets from 

the competitors. Forming marketing alliances 

with partners, firms can pool their respective 

resources and hedge against the competitive 

threats. We therefore propose that marketing 

alliances will become more beneficial in a more 
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competitive industry environment. 

H4: Industry competitiveness will positively 

moderate the effect of marketing alli-

ances on firm profitability.

Ⅳ. Research Methodology

4.1 Research context and data collection

We tested the hypotheses using data col-

lected from a variety of industries, which in-

clude industrial and commercial machinery and 

computer equipment industry (SIC code 35), 

electronic and other electrical equipment and 

components (SIC code 36), computer program-

ming, data processing, and other computer re-

lated services (SIC code 737). Firms in these 

industries extensively build collaborative rela-

tionships with various partners (Kale, Dyer, 

and Singh 2002). Thus, the selected industries 

provide an ideal context to examine how a firm’s 

marketing alliances affect firm profitability. We 

collected data from a variety of secondary 

sources, including COMPUSTAT for financial 

information and SDC Platinum for alliance 

information.

We first listed publicly traded firms from 

COMPUSTAT database between 1991 and 

2005 in the selected industries. We then col-

lected alliance information of those firms from 

SDC Platinum database from 1991 to 2005. 

Finally, we get financial information of firms 

from COMPUSTAT database. We used the 

first five-year (i.e., 1991-1995) alliance data to 

measure marketing alliance portfolio in 1995 

and one year lag to estimate firm profitability. 

After observations with missing variables were 

eliminated, the dataset for this study contained 

1,667 yearly observations from 232 firms over 

1996 - 2005. Among these 232 firms, we have 

60 firms from industrial and commercial ma-

chinery and computer equipment industry (SIC 

code 35), 91 firms from electronic and other 

electrical equipment and components (SIC code 

36), 43 firms from Computer Programming, 

Data Processing, and Other Computer Related 

Services (SIC code 737), and the remaining 39 

firms from other diverse industries including 

transportation, measuring, analyzing, and con-

trolling instruments, and other service industries. 

4.2 Variables

4.2.1 Firm profitability 

We used ROA (Return on Assets) to meas-

ure the profitability of firms. ROA is widely 

used to evaluate annual operations, that is, 

how a firm uses its assets to generate earnings 

(Bae and Gargiulo 2004; Lavie and Miller 

2008). We measured a firm i ’s ROA in year t 

by the net income of firm i in year t divided 

by its total assets in year t.
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4.2.2 Marketing alliances 

SDC platinum database classifies various func-

tional activities for which firms form alliances. 

The functional activities include R&D, manu-

facturing, supply, marketing, and retail and 

wholesale services among others. Among them, 

we defined alliances specifically targeting mar-

keting service or retail and wholesale service as 

marketing alliances. Consistent with previous 

studies (Stuart 2000), we used a 5-year win-

dow to measure marketing alliance portfolio 

size. We measured the firm i ’s marketing alli-

ances in year t by the number of alliances that 

firm i formed for such functional activities as 

marketing service or retail and wholesale serv-

ice in year t-4 to year t. We also used 4- and 

6-year windows to check the robustness of the 

empirical tests regarding the time window used 

to measure marketing alliances.

4.2.3 Industry turbulence, industry 

competitiveness, and R&D intensity

A method commonly used to measure in-

dustry turbulence is to calculate the variation 

of industry sales volume (Fang, Palmatier, and 

Steenkamp 2008). We measured industry tur-

bulence by calculating the standard deviation 

of sales in the firm’s primary industry across 

the preceding five years, and then divided it 

by the average industry sales for those years. 

For industry competitiveness, we first calcu-

lated the degree of industry concentration by 

using Herfindahl index of firm sales within 

each industry (4-digit SIC code). We meas-

ured industry competitiveness by 1 - industry 

concentration (Fang, Palmatier, and Steenkamp 

2008). To measure R&D intensity, we took the 

firm’s R&D expenditure, divided by its total 

assets (Lavie and Miller 2008).

4.2.4 Control variables

We controlled the effect of internal resources 

on firm profitability by including firm size. We 

measured firm size by total assets with a log 

transformation (Kalaignanam, Shankar, and 

Varadarajan 2007; Lee 2011). We also included 

year dummies to control for industry-wide year- 

specific effects on firm profitability. We also 

control for firm-level heterogeneity by using 

the fixed-effects model as discussed blow.

4.3 Model 

We first applied Hausman’s (1978) test to 

determine whether unobserved effects should 

be modeled as fixed or random effects, and the 

Hausman test results indicated a statistically 

significant difference between the estimated 

parameters between the two models (p < 

0.001). We therefore tested our model using a 

fixed-effects model, which controls for un-

observed heterogeneity across the firms in a 

non-parametric way. To mitigate concerns about 
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serial correlations of the error terms, which can 

deflate standard errors and inflate significance 

of estimated parameters, we checked for first- 

order serial correlation (i.e., autocorrelation) in 

the errors by following Wooldridge’s recom-

mendation (2002). In our model, the hypothesis 

of no first-order serial correlation was rejected 

(p < 0.001), we therefore included an autore-

gressive (AR1) disturbance term. Equation (1) 

presents the model to be estimated to test the 

effect of forming more marketing alliances and 

how this effect is moderated by other factors.

(1) ROAi,t+1 = ν + αi + β1 Marketing 

Alliancesit + β2 R&D intensityit + β3 

Industry Turbulenceit + β4 Industry 

Competitivenessit + β5 R&D intensityit* 

Marketing Alliancesit + β6
 Industry 

Turbulenceit * Marketing Alliancesit
 + β7

 

Industry Competitivenessit * Marketing 

Alliancesit + Control variables + εit,

where ν is overall constant, αi is firm specific 

constant, and εit =ρ εit-1 + µit and -1 < ρ < 1, 

where ρ is the autoregressive AR(1) parameter 

with a zero mean and µit is homoskedastic and 

serially uncorrelated error term.

Ⅴ. Results

Table 1 shows descriptive statistics of the 

variables and their correlations. In Table 2, we 

present the test results. Model 1 in Table 2 

tests the mains effects of variables, and Model 

2 tests moderating effects in a 5-year window. 

Models 3 and 4 show the results of robustness 

tests with marketing alliances in 4- and 6-year 

windows. Model 1 shows that marketing alli-

ances have no significant effect on firm profit-

ability (β = 0.000, n.s.), failing to support H1. 

However, Model 2 shows that R&D intensity 

positively moderates the effect of marketing 

alliances on firm profitability (β = 0.092, p < 

0.001), in support of H2. Figure 2 illustrates the 

effects of marketing alliances on firm profit-

ability depending on the level of R&D in-

tensity, in which we used one standard devia-

tion above and below the mean for the high 

and low levels, respectively. Simple slope anal-

ysis (Aiken and West 1991) shows that when 

a firm’s R&D intensity is high, the effect of 

marketing alliances on firm profitability be-

comes positive (β = 0.028, p < 0.01); however, 

it becomes negative when a firm’s R&D in-

tensity is low (β = -0.008, p < 0.01).

Model 2 also shows that industry turbulence 

positively moderates the effect of marketing 

alliances on firm profitability (β = 0.024, p < 

0.01), in support of H3. Figure 3 illustrates the 

effects of marketing alliances on firm profit-

ability depending on the level of industry 

turbulence. Simple slope analysis (Aiken and 

West 1991) shows that when the industry tur-

bulence is high, the effect of marketing alliances 
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on firm profitability becomes positive (β = 

0.007, p < 0.01); in contrast, when the industry 

turbulence is low, this effect becomes insignif-

icant (β = 0.001, n.s.). Finally, for the moder-

ating effect of industry competitiveness, we 

found no significant effect (β = -0.007, n.s.), 

failing to support H4. One possible explanation 

in that although we focused on the greater 

benefits of marketing alliances in a more com-

petitive industry environment, there can also 

be the benefits of marketing alliances in a less 

competitive environment to preoccupy the mar-

ket with a lower level of competitive intensity. 

Thus, industry competitiveness can have con-

trasting effects on the benefits of marketing 

alliances for firm performance.

We tested the robustness of the findings in 

Models 3 and 4 using different windows, i.e., 

4-year and 6-year window to create marketing 

alliances, and the estimation results are con-

sistent with and confirm the findings of Model 

2, with minor differences. Regarding the mod-

erating effect of industry turbulence, Model 3 

shows that this effect becomes less significant 

in a 4-year window (from p < 0.01 to p < 

0.05) and becomes more significant in a 6-year 

window (from p < 0.01 to p < 0.001). Similarly, 

the moderating effect of R&D intensity be-

comes less significant in a 4-year window 

(from p < 0.001 to p < 0.01). These additional 

tests confirm the robustness of the findings 

from this study. Overall, the results of this 

study support the main argument of this study 

that the effect of marketing alliances on firm 
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<Figure 2> Moderating Effect of R&D Intensity
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profitability is contingent upon internal and ex-

ternal factors, specifically, R&D intensity and 

industry turbulence. 

Table 2 further shows that firm size has a 

negative effect on firm profitability (β = -0.032, 

p < 0.05). In terms of direct effect of industry 

turbulence, Model 1 shows that it has a neg-

ative effect on firm profitability (β = -0.386, 

p < 0.001), which makes sense in that firms 

may face a greater difficulty in more dynam-

ically changing environment. Model 1 further 

shows that R&D intensity has a negative on 

firm profitability (β = -0.048, p < 0.05). 

However, the main results in Model 2 confirm 

that it enhances firm profitability by interact-

ing with marketing alliances. 

Ⅵ. Discussion

6.1 Theoretical and managerial 

implications

The findings of this study contribute to the 

relationship marketing literature and also pro-

vide managerial implications to marketing 

managers. First, this study contributes to the 

previous marketing alliance studies by inves-

ting boundary conditions for the benefits of 

forming more marketing alliances. The results 

of this study further imply that internal in-

vestments in R&D magnify the effect of mar-

keting alliances on firm profitability. That is, 

internal investments and alliance formation in 
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the complementary tasks (i.e., R&D and mar-

keting) help each other in determining a firm’s 

financial performance (Hoang and Rothaermel 

2010). This study shows that simply forming 

more marketing alliances may not be enough 

to enhance firm profitability. These findings 

offer alternative explanations regarding the 

mixed findings about the effect of marketing 

alliances on firm performance. 

Second, this study examines marketing alli-

ances in the diverse high-tech industrial con-

texts, while previous studies focused on a spe-

cific industry, such as the biotechnology and 

pharmaceutical industries (Swaminathan and 

Moorman 2009; Wuyts, Dutta, and Stremersch 

2004). This study extends previous findings about 

the boundary conditions for the benefits of 

marketing alliances on the financial performance 

of firms to a broader context, which includes 

semiconductors, computers, telecommunication 

equipment, and software industries. This study 

demonstrates that forming marketing alliances 

contributes to firm profitability in the diverse 

high-tech industrial contexts.

Finally, this study provides important mana-

gerial implications for building marketing alli-

ances in the high-tech industries. The findings 

of this study suggest that firms should consid-

er both environmental and internal resource in-

vestment characteristics when forming market-

ing alliances. In particular, firms need to con-

sider forming more marketing alliances as a 

strategic choice in a dynamically changing 

environment. Forming more marketing alliances 

becomes a way to overcome the risks asso-

ciated with turbulent environment and allows 

firms to be more effective in performing mar-

keting activities to improve firm performance. 

At the same time, forming marketing alliances 

becomes more effective for firms that invest 

internal resources in R&D activities intensively. 

Namely, firms need to invest internal resources 

in R&D to effectively use marketing alliances 

for their profitability.

6.2 Limitations and future research

Our study is not without limitations. First, 

we focused on three specific internal and ex-

ternal factors (i.e., R&D intensity and industry 

turbulence and competitiveness) that may 

moderate the effect of marketing alliances on 

firm profitability. Future research can examine 

more diverse factors that can facilitate or hin-

der the creation of firm profit through market-

ing alliances. Second, although we focused on 

ROA as a firm’s profitability to test how mar-

keting alliances affect the efficiency in using 

its assets to generate profits. However, future 

research can examine more diverse profitability 

measures, such as return on equity or return 

on invested capital, as they have different im-

plications on firm performance (Damodaran 2007). 

Third, we counted marketing alliances that a 

firm initiated in the past. However, alliances 

can vary in terms of their importance or 
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quality. By considering these heterogeneities of 

marketing alliances, future research can pro-

vide more nuanced findings on the benefits of 

marketing alliances. Finally, while this study 

focused on boundary conditions for the benefits 

of forming more marketing alliances, it will 

provide a promising opportunity to examine 

boundary conditions for the benefits of other 

types of alliances, such as R&D, manufactur-

ing, or procurement alliances. Comparison of 

these different types of alliances will provide 

more insights in terms of both theories and 

managerial practices to effectively use those 

alliances to enhance firm profits.
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