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In the paradigm of horizontal logistics collaboration, it is essential to achieve 

a conceptual model for collaboration between members in the global network of 

logistics service firms (third party logistics service providers) operated by a network 

administrative organization (NAO). The research objectives of the dissertation mainly 

comprise: first, to develop a conceptual model for collaboration performance in the 

global network of logistics service firms operated by NAO; second, to test the 

proposed model in the context of the G7 global logistics network; and third, to 

suggest recommendations in order to foster collaboration performance between the 

logistics service firms in the global network operated by an NAO. Theoretically, the 

study employs the perspectives of interorganizational relationships, the resource-

based view, and institutional theory. Methodologically, the study employed mixed-

methods, where the quantitative method was the main method and the qualitative 

method was subordinate. The data were collected using a questionnaire survey where 

the population was the G7 logistics network. The analysis unit is the dyad relationship 

between members in the network, but data were collected from only one side of the 

relationship. Survey questionnaires were sent using Google Forms, and by email to 

148 respondents. As a result, 106 answer sheets were reported as the data set of the 

study. The PLS SEM technique and criteria using Smart PLS version 3.3.3 were 

employed to test and evaluate the data and the model. Combining the initial testing 

results of reliability, validity, and goodness-of-fit and model fit using PLS SEM with 

the results of the interviews related to the opinions of the interviewees concerning 

the constructs of collaboration performance (overall satisfaction, growth, network 

 



 iv 

continuity), the proposed model was refined in order to achieve a fit model. Next, 

measurement model assessment, structural model assessment and mediating effects 

were tested and examined using the PLS SEM criteria. 

As a result, the study achieved a conceptually fit model and discovered 

relationships between and among the factors where partner complementarity, 

partnership attributes, network competence, and coordination positively impact 

collaboration performance; firms’ organizational legitimacy in the local environment 

and context were not seen to be positively associated with coordination 

or collaboration performance between the members in the global network of the 

logistics service firms operated by an NAO, but had an positive impact on the 

network continuity of the members. The dissertation, theoretically, contributes 

a conceptual model to the collaboration performance between the logistics service 

firms in the global network operated by an NAO, and employed concepts consisting 

of partner complementarity, organizational legitimacy, and network competence 

appropriately with horizontal logistics collaboration. Moreover, methodologically, the 

dissertation contributes to empirical research using mixed-methods, combining the 

perspective of interorganizational relations, the resource-based view, and institutional 

theory with literature on horizontal logistics collaboration. Consequently, the study 

suggests core recommendations for logistics service firms in order to foster 

collaboration performance in the global network operated by an NAO. 
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CHAPTER 1 

 

INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 Statement of Research Problems 

The material flows in the world are moved by several types of organizations, 

where logistics service firms play important roles to optimize costs, time, and places 

for the movement from departure points to destinations. Worldwide logistics service 

firms connect with altogether basing on IORs, which are the relatively enduring 

transactions, flows, and linkages that occur between or among an organization and 

one or more organizations in its environment. These IORs are based on critical 

contingencies, such as necessity, asymmetry, reciprocity, efficiency, stability, and 

legitimacy, which are generalizable determinants of IORs across organizations, 

settings, and linkages. These contingencies are the causes that motivate organizations 

to establish IORs; that is, they explain the reasons why organizations choose to enter 

into relationships with one another (Oliver, 1990). IORs can take place in three 

arenas: resource procurement and allocation, political advocacy, and organizational 

legitimation (Galaskiewicz, 1985).  

Interorganizational cooperation with more than two organizations is linked 

through networking relationships that constitute an interorganizational network 

(Ebers, 1997). An interorganizational network can be applied to a wide variety of 

relationships among organizations, such as joint ventures, strategic alliances, 

corporate interlocks, single-sourcing relationships, industrial districts, consortia, 

social networks, horizontal business networks, and others (Grandori & Soda, 1995). 

Various motives for engaging in an interorganizational networking relationship aim to 

increase the organization’s revenue, to access complementary resources and/or 

capabilities and/or closely coordinate their use of resources, to enhance 

competitiveness, to access better market or faster market entry, to reduce costs and so 

on (Håkansson & Snehota, 1989). Moreover, in particular contexts, organizations may 
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establish networking relationships in order to economize on the governance costs or to 

coordinate their activities (Hennart, 1991). 

A horizontal collaboration network is a form of interorganizational network in 

which legally independent firms from the same sector of activity, often current or 

potential competitors, act collectively in order to strengthen their competitive position 

in relation to competitors or in relation to the preceding or subsequent links in the 

value chain; and the inter-firm relationships in the horizontal networks are developed 

among enterprises in the same productive chain and at a similar level of performance 

(Wegner & Padula, 2010) . HLC in a global network of logistics service firms occurs 

when these firms join the network, and share information or resources to promote 

their business activities and performance (Lemoine & Dagnæs, 2003). Several aspects 

have been researched on the paradigm of HLC, such as definitions, motives, 

opportunities, benefits, and challenges (Cruijssen, 2006; Schmoltzi & Wallenburg, 

2011; Verstrepen, Cools, Cruijssen, & Dullaert, 2009), typologies of HLC (Cruijssen, 

Dullaert, & Fleuren, 2007; Sanchez Rodrigues, Harris, & Mason, 2015), and design, 

process, governance, and performance (Brekalo & Albers, 2016; Defryn, Sörensen, & 

Dullaert, 2019; Martin, Verdonck, Caris, & Depaire, 2018; Palmieri, Pomponi, & 

Russo, 2019; Raue & Wieland, 2015; Schmoltzi & Wallenburg, 2011; Wallenburg & 

Schäffler, 2016). Further, diverse topics have been investigated and explored, such as 

innovation (Busse & Wallenburg, 2011; Steinicke, Wallenburg, & Schmoltzi, 2012), 

partner evaluation (Abidi, Dullaert, De Leeuw, Lysko, & Klumpp, 2019), 

sustainability (Pan, 2017), evolution (Sheffi, Saenz, Rivera, & Gligor, 2019), the 

globalization of horizontal collaboration (Carbone & Stone, 2005; Lemoine & 

Dagnæs, 2003), and competition and cooperation in international freight forwarder 

network firms (Bernal, Burr, & Johnsen, 2002). Especially, many conceptual 

frameworks have been developed, such as a dynamic framework for managing 

horizontal cooperation in logistics (Verstrepen et al., 2009); a framework for the 

efficient implementation of logistics collaboration (Audy, Lehoux, D'Amours, & 

Rönnqvist, 2012); structural concepts for horizontal cooperation in order to increase 

efficiency in logistics (Leitner, Meizer, Prochazka, & Sihn, 2011); a framework 

relating conflicts and their governance in the horizontal cooperation of logistics 

service firms (Wallenburg & Raue, 2011); a framework regarding the similarity of 
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logistics service partners impacting collaboration performance (Raue & Wallenburg, 

2013); a framework for relational governance and formal control in horizontal 

logistics alliances (Raue & Wieland, 2015); a comprehensive framework for HLC 

based on trust and commitment (Pomponi, Palumbo, & Fratocchi, 2013); a decision 

framework for HLC (Martin et al., 2018); a theoretical framework with enabling and 

key success factors in the HLC of logistics service providers (Palmieri et al., 2019); a 

framework of governance mechanisms for horizontal collaboration in logistics 

clusters (Sheffi et al., 2019); and a conceptual framework of HLC in the agri-food 

supply chain in Morocco (Badraoui, Van der Vorst, & Boulaksil, 2020). Nonetheless, 

only one qualitative research on the global network of logistics service firms has been 

carried out (Bernal et al., 2002). In fact, for the study of the horizontal collaboration 

of one global network using the quantitative method, scholars must struggle with 

several difficulties, such as data, questionnaire surveys, budgets, language, culture, 

time, geography, movement, and especially relationships with enterprises. Moreover, 

research on one global network required membership is a difficult challenge for 

scholars. 

Similar to other IORs, HLC between logistics service firms was explained by 

certain theories or theoretical perspectives, such as transaction cost theory, social 

exchange theory, game theory, resource dependence theory, the resource-based view, 

marketing theory, and the IOR perspective. This is one challenge of the theoretical 

approach for scholars in the paradigm to employ appropriate theories. 

Remarkably, scholars have discovered that, from theoretical points of view, 

HLC has many potential advantages for firms, such as the reduction of costs, a rise in 

the fulfillment rate, new market access, and so on. From the real world point of view, 

however, rare cases of successful logistics collaboration performance among logistics 

firms can be found due to problems in designing the structure of partnerships, 

planning, and implementing the collaboration, and dealing with the business market 

and the environment (governmental regulations, competitors, customer segment), and 

partner behaviors (Basso, D'Amours, Rönnqvist, & Weintraub, 2019). Additionally, 

Schmoltzi and Wallenburg (2012) emphasized that the HLC of logistics service firms 

usually fail or is not effective due to the operational conflict development of 

opportunism and collaboration complexity. Aiming to provide services for customers 
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in global supply chains, logistics service firms over the world must cooperate, 

coordinate, collaborate, and integrate with other ones over the world, that has caused 

hundreds of global networks of logistics service firms to be established (Lemoine & 

Dagnæs, 2003). In line with this tendency, the G7 logistics network established in 

2016 and governed by one network administrative organization is one global network 

of small-and-medium-size logistics service firms in which the members horizontally 

collaborate together based on IORs. Members of the G7N join the network with 

several motives, such as resource supplementation and complementarity, the 

reduction of costs, service productivity, market share, customer service, geographical 

expansion, and so on. The G7 logistics network is essentially a cooperative platform 

for the members but the members in this network struggle against several challenges, 

such as the effectiveness or performance of horizontal collaboration among members, 

the decisions to continuously be a member or terminate membership, the competence 

of partners, network competence of the staff, the legitimacy of partners, cultural 

differences, and collaborative mechanisms. Over the past decades, the literature on 

IORs, particularly in terms of HLC, has grown rapidly, but empirical study or 

quantitative research on the horizontal collaboration among logistics service firms in 

one global network has not yet been conducted in this paradigm. A wide range of 

theoretical works has been approached for this kind of IORs, with many remarkable 

advantages but, as per real world views, partners encounter considerable 

disadvantages in implementation, performance, and sustainability. The context of G7 

logistics network is not an exception, where members in this network are struggling 

against how to collaborate effectively in the long-term together. This raises the need 

for empirical research using quantitative method or mixed methods to investigate the 

main determinants impacting collaboration the performance and conceptualization of 

horizontal collaboration among logistics service firms in the global network. 

1.2 Research Objectives 

The study aims to carry out the following objectives:  

First, to develop a conceptual model for collaboration performance in the 

global network of logistics service firms operated by one network administrative 

organization.  
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Secondly, to test the conceptual model on the collaboration performance in the 

context of the G7 global logistics network.  

Thirdly, to suggest recommendations in order to foster collaboration 

performance in the global logistics network operated by one network administrative 

organization. 

1.3 Scope of the Study 

The dissertation has the following scope:  

First, the research is focused on the IORs between logistics service firms in 

one global network operated by one network administrative organization.  

Second, the research object is the global G7 logistics network, whose 

population from the survey is 148 members located over the world as of March, 2021.  

Third, information was collected at the corporate level.  

Fourth, the study is focused on the determinants impacting the horizontal 

collaboration performance between logistics service firms in one global network 

based on the resource-based view, institutional theory, the perspective of IORs, and 

points of HLC.  

Fifth, the research was carried out using a questionnaire survey, statistical 

techniques, and structural equation modeling in order to obtain the quantitative 

results, and then used semi-structured interviews (qualitative method) in order to 

confirm the results and to conclude the findings. 

1.4 Contributions of the Dissertation 

Theoretical perspectives and practical aspects are contributed in the 

dissertation as follows: 

1.4.1 Theoretical Contributions 

First and foremost, a wide and deep range of literature was reviewed on HLC 

among partners in the interorganizational network, which is one variety of IORs 

aiming to discover the gaps in the knowledge in the paradigm. By doing so, the author 

feels that it is essential to have a better understanding of horizontal collaboration 

between logistics partners in one global network operated by one network 

administrative organization.  
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In addition, theoretically, the study successfully utilizes the perspective of 

IORs, the resource-based view, and institutional theory in order to explain and 

discover the main determinants impacting the horizontal collaboration and 

performance of partners in one global network of logistics service firms. First, with 

resource-based view and IOR perspective, the study explains the motives why 

logistics service firms over the world join networks, and the main antecedents of 

collaboration are both resource complementarity to exploit immobile, heterogeneous, 

and rare resources into competitive advantages, and resource supplementation to 

establish and provide global logistics services for customers. Secondly, with 

institutional theory, organizational legitimacy is one of the main factors that crucially 

effect coordination and collaboration performance between partners in the global 

network of logistics service firms. Thirdly, through the perspective of 

interorganizational network, the study explains the important role of network 

competence regarding the coordination between partners, which leads to effective 

collaboration performance. 

Moreover, by reviewing the literature on HLC, the study clearly defines the 

concept of horizontal collaboration and the classification of collaborative activities, 

which help to fill the knowledge gap concerning horizontal collaboration between 

partners in the global network of logistics service firms operated by one network 

administrative organization. 

 Methodologically, the dissertation is remarkably the first empirical research 

that uses both the quantitative and qualitative method to investigate the relationships 

between partner complementarity, organizational legitimacy, partner attributes, 

coordination, network competence, and collaboration performance between partners 

in the global network of logistics firms. Especially, the research employs a reflective 

approach in order to achieve organizational legitimacy. Additionally, the study applies 

an online survey to solve the problem in the context of the global sample population. 

Further, the study contributes to academic research with empirical evidence and the 

validation of the determinants impacting collaboration performance between partners 

in one global network of logistics service firms. As a result, the empirical results will 

contribute valuable insights into the role of these factors toward horizontal 
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collaboration performance, thereby explaining and solving the aforementioned 

research problems. 

Last, the study contributes a conceptual model for horizontal collaboration 

between logistics service firms in a global network operated by a network 

administrative organization. In fact, this is the first comprehensive model derived 

from empirical research mixed methods (quantitative and qualitative approaches) at 

the global level. The results of the empirical survey based on this model, once again, 

determine the role of resources, legitimacy, partner attributes, and network 

competence for the collaboration performance of membership in the global network 

of logistics service firms. 

1.4.2 Practical Recommendations 

Given the empirical results, findings, discussion, and conclusions, the author 

suggests recommendations for logistics service firms joining a global network 

operated by one network administrative organization, managerial recommendations 

for network administrative organization, and policy implications in terms of 

governmental aspects at corner of logistics associations. 

First, logistics service firms in a global network operated by one network 

administrative organization can be based on the proposed model of HLC in order to 

foster collaboration performance.  

Secondly, network administrative organizations can consider the findings of 

study as references to understand deeply and broadly the core factors that impact HLC 

between or among members in the network. With such understanding, the network 

organization can enhance its networking management, information and 

communication technology, brand name, image, prestige, facility, human resources, 

mechanisms, and so on, aiming to foster the collaboration performance of network 

membership and network development sustainably. 

 Thirdly, the findings of the study have policy implications. Regarding 

governmental aspects, public administrators can obtain more information and 

understand the mechanisms of HLC between logistics service firms in one global 

network managed by one network organizer in order to design and implement 

appropriate policies related to the networking activities of these organizations. 

Additionally, at corner of logistics associations, both national or international 
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associations can elaborate with network administrative organizations to support 

logistics service firms, the logistics industry, and the development of logistics 

networks.  

Eventually, regarding universities and institutes, universities can design and 

implement certain training programs for students in connection with HLC, global 

logistics networking, and especially network competence. Further, academics at 

research institutes can study more broadly and deeply the model of HLC in global 

networks where the findings can contribute to work on the paradigm of HLC, 

resource-based view, perspective of IORs and institutional theory. 

1.5 Terms and Definitions 

In this dissertation, certain main terms and definitions are employed as 

follows:  

Logistics service firm (provider) or third-party logistics provider: a firm 

providing logistics services for the shipper and the receiver of goods. 

Horizontal collaboration: collaboration activities between (among) partners at 

the same level of the supply chain or market segment. 

Resource supplementarity: the extent to which firms contribute similar 

resources being performed in the partnership. 

Resource complementarity: the joint use of distinctive and scarce resources by 

each partner in the relationship, in such a way that it collectively generates greater 

outputs than those which each party could obtain separately. 

Network competence: network competence is considered to be a company of 

specific ability to handle, use, and exploit IORs (Ritter, Wilkinson, & Johnston, 

2002). 

Collaboration performance: the degree of accomplishment of partners' goals, 

be these common or private, initial or emergent. 

Shipper: the person or party that consigns and hires logistics services, or 

trucking services, shipping services from logistics service firms, truckers or carriers. 

For instance, shippers can be exporters, consignors, and owners of cargo. 
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1.6 Organization of the Dissertation 

The dissertation is organized into six chapters.  

Chapter 1 describes the problem with a brief literature review, theoretical and 

practical challenges, and the problems in the paradigm of HLC. Next, the chapter 

presents research objectives, scope of study and finally, the contributions of 

dissertation for both theoretical perspective and practical aspects.  

Chapter 2 briefly illustrates the logistics fundamentals and evolution; the 

networks of logistics service firms in the world; the context of the G7 logistics 

network; and the logistics performance index in the world.  

Chapter 3 reviews the literature on the fundamentals of horizontal networks, 

horizontal collaboration in logistics service firm networks, and theoretical 

frameworks, and then suggests a conceptual framework with operational definitions 

of the variables and hypotheses. 

Chapter 4 describes the research methodology, including the research design, 

the target population, the sampling method, and analysis unit; research instruments; 

the operational definitions and measurements; the reliability and validity testing of the 

measures; the data collection methods; and the data analysis methods and ethical 

considerations. 

Chapter 5 presents results and findings, consisting of the sample 

characteristics, descriptive statistics, goodness-of-fit, measurement model assessment, 

structural model assessment, and an analysis of the mediating effects and results of 

the relationships between partner complementarity, organizational legitimacy, 

partnership attributes, network competence, coordination, and collaboration 

performance of network membership in the global network of logistics service firms 

operated by one network administrative organization.  

Chapter 6 discusses the results and findings in connection with the opinions of 

the interviewees in order to determine the research issues, conclusions, and the 

theoretical contributions and practical recommendations for the logistics implications 

of findings and recommendations, the limitations of the study and suggestions for 

future research. 



 

 

CHAPTER 2 

 

THE CONTEXT OF HORIZONTAL COLLABORATION  

IN THE GLOBAL G7 LOGISTICS NETWORK 

2.1 Logistics Fundamentals and Evolution 

2.1.1 Logistics Definitions and Activities 

In 1986, the Council of Logistics Management defined logistics as follows: 

“The process of planning, implementing, and controlling the efficient, cost-effective 

flow and storage of raw materials, in-process inventory, finished goods, and related 

information flow from point-of-origin to point-of consumption for the purpose of 

conforming to customer requirements”(Lambert & Cooper, 2000).  

In October 1998, the Council of Logistics Management announced a modified 

definition of logistics: “Logistics is that part of the supply chain process that plans, 

implements, and controls the efficient, effective flow and storage of goods, services, 

and related information from the point-of-origin to the point-of-consumption in order 

to meet customers’ requirements.” 

 Supply chain management (SCM) encompasses the planning and 

management of all activities involved in sourcing and procurement, conversion, and 

all logistics management activities. Importantly, it also includes coordination and 

collaboration with channel partners, which can be suppliers, intermediaries, third-

party service providers, and customers. In essence, supply chain management 

integrates supply and demand management within and across companies.  

Logistics has been considered a part of SCM and can be defined as the 

management of goods including planning, implementing, and controlling the forward 

and reverse flows from the production point to the final consumption points to satisfy 

end-consumer demand (Council of Supply Chain Management Professionals, 2017).  
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According to Ballou (2007), logistics is a broad discipline in management 

science consisting of several activities that can be described from the 1960s as seen in 

the following figure: 

 

Figure 2.1 Activities Associated Logistics with Supply Chain Management 

Source: Adapted from Ballou (2007) 

Logistics involves a number of activities from the manufacture (at the plant 

level) to the distribution of goods (at the chain or network level). In general, logistics 

manages physical and information flows, excluding information technology services, 

marketing or finance, which are taken into account at the supply chain management 

level (Pan, 2017). 

2.1.2 Objectives of Logistics 

Logistics should be able to deal with increasing demands for goods while 

satisfying the challenges of logistical constraints such as demand uncertainty, lead 

time, and resource availability. Consequently, logistics organizations are nowadays 
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expected to be efficient, effective, and responsive while respecting other objectives 

such as sustainability and resilience. 

Table 2.1 Main Objectives of Logistics 

Objectives Basic Description 

Effectiveness 

Efficiency 

Agility 

Flexibility 

 

Resilience 

 

Sustainability 

 

How well a target can be gained 

How efficient resources can be utilized to gain a goal 

Capacity of a logistics system can be adapted 

Capacity of a logistics system to transform a situation within 

its current structure or mode 

Capacity of a logistics system to return to its initial status or 

switch to a new one 

Capacity of a logistics system to protect, sustain and enhance 

the human and natural resources that will be needed in the 

future while meeting the desired goal. 

Source: adapted from Pan (2017) 

 

2.1.3 Evolution of logistics organizations 

At present, the evolution of logistics organizations can be described in 

chronological order as seen in the following table.  

 

Table 2.2 Evolution of Logistics Organizations 

Type Basic Description 

From the beginning 

Type 1 

In-house logistics 

1st-party logistics 

Logistics activities were operated and 

accomplished by shippers, manufacturers and 

receivers 

After the 1970s 

Type 2 

Outsourcing 

2nd/3rd-party logistics 

Logistics were outsourced by carriers or 

logistics service providers. The logistics 

activities were performed vertically shippers – 

LSPs – consignees. 
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Type Basic Description 

After the 2005s 

Type 3 

Horizontal collaboration 

and interconnection 

“Horizontal cross-chain collaboration that is 

to share resources, co-define logistics plans, 

or co-design networks in order to mutually 

improve logistics performance for multi-

players and chains.”  

After 2010 

Type 4 

Open, intelligent, and 

decentralized 

Real time information is collected to make 

real time decisions by using an intelligent 

logistics system. 

Source: adapted from Pan (2017) 

 

Additionally, due to the development of e-commerce, e-logistics firms are 

developing quickly and cover the large amounts of cargo flows in the world. These e-

logistics firms can be separate organizations or supportive ones in e-commerce 

corporations 

2.1.4 Logistics Services 

In the logistics literature, Alkhatib, Darlington, and Nguyen (2015) 

synthesized that logistics services are popularly supplied by companies named 

logistics service providers, including inventory and warehousing services, 

transportation, postponement, and customer services, e-logistics, safety and security. 
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Figure 2.2 Logistics Services 

Source: adapted from Alkhatib et al. (2015) 

These logistics services can be provided by one logistics firm or certain 

integrated ones simultaneously to operate and manage material and information flows 

thereby optimizing costs, places, and times for customers. 

2.1.5 Classification of Party Logistics 

Party logistics can be classified into five types: 1st-party logistics, 2nd-party 

logistics, 3rd-party logistics, 4th-party logistics and 5th-party logistics as described as 

the following table. 
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Table 2.3 Classification of Party Logistics 

Party Logistics Brief Description 

1st-Party Logistics (1PL) 

 

2nd-Party Logistics (2PL) 

 

 

 

3rd-Party Logistics (3PL) 

 

4th-Party Logistics (4PL) 

 

 

 

5th-Party Logistics (5PL) 

Logistics are accomplished internally by shippers or 

manufacturers. 

Certain logistics activities outsource transportation to 

carriers such as ocean lines, airlines, truckers, and so 

forth. Planning usage for transport is managed by 

shipper. 

Logistics service firms provide logistics services for 

shippers and consignees. 

Logistics service firms provide services and manage 

logistics activities for shippers, for example: integration 

and control of transport, customs clearance, 

warehousing, and so on. 

Logistics service firms provide service and take part in 

logistics management at the strategic level for shippers 

such as: logistics solutions, logistics innovation, 

mapping and re-engineering logistics activities in supply 

chain management.” 

Source: adapted from  Hosie, Sundarakani, Tan, and Koźlak (2012) 

2.2 Networks of Logistics Service Firms in the World 

In recent decades, thousands of logistics firms over the world have taken part 

in over one hundred networks of logistics service providers. The type of these 

networks is the Network Administrative Organization (NAO) operated and managed 

by private or non-profit network organizers. The global networks of logistics firms 

exist in various types of organizations, such as: non-profit domestic logistics 

associations such as the Singapore Logistics Association; non-profit international 

forwarding federation such as the International Federation of Freight Forwarders 

Associations (FIATA), the International Air Transport Association (IATA); private 

logistics networks such as the WCA network, JC Trans network, G7 network, AIO 
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network, X2 network; specialized logistics field networks such as: the project cargo 

network, the Dangerous Cargo logistics network, the Chemical Cargo Logistics 

network, and so on. These networks popularly operate and manage autonomously but 

obligate the public policies and state governances. For five years, several global 

private logistics networks have set up more subsidiary networks or “brother” and 

“sister” networks when the number of members in each network increases over the 

self-regulated limitation. It can be said that this is the era of establishing global 

logistics firm networks when the supply chains are developed both deeply and 

broadly.  

Logistics firms join the network as members with partner relationships based 

on horizontal collaboration that is responsible for one or some service activities in the 

logistics service chain. Each partner integrates complementary resources and 

supplementary resource into the logistics service chain. This means that logistics 

partners depend altogether on the resources, including facilities, human resources, 

knowledge, financial capital, technology, hardware, software and so forth. In this 

competitive era, logistics firms implement different resource strategies in order to 

exploit and attract partners so that they create sustained competitive advantages. 

The organizers of global logistics firm networks are the mediators for the 

partnership between or among logistics firms through networking activities. These 

organizers play the role of mediators that celebrate annual conferences where the 

members can engage, introduce, advertise their companies and establish a relationship 

with other members; and these conferences also provide a variety of means or tools 

that support members such as: financial protection, digital marketing, social networks, 

professional forums, and so on. These networks can be one global exclusive logistics 

firm network or one global non-exclusive logistics firm network with a network 

administrative organization. 

In reality, some kinds of logistics firm networks are included in global 

exclusive logistics firm networks, global exclusive logistics firm networks with 

organizers and global non-exclusive logistics firm network with organizers. The 

global exclusive logistics firm network is the participant-governed network that is 

established by several members with internal collaboration. 
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Figure 2.3 Global Executive Logistics Firm Networks 

Source: adapted from Provan and Kenis (2008) and modified by the author 

 

A global exclusive logistics firm network with a leading organization is the 

network in which all members only collaborate together and are administrated by one 

leading company. 

 

Figure 2.4 Global Exclusive Logistics Firm Network with an NAO 

Source: adapted from Provan and Kenis (2008) and modified by the author 

 

A global non-exclusive logistics firm network is the network operated by an 

NAO, and especially all members can both collaborate altogether internally but also 

cooperate with other logistics partners outside the network. 
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Figure 2.5 Global Non-exclusive Logistics Firm Network with an NAO 

Source: adapted from Provan and Kenis (2008) and modified by the author 

 

2.3 The Context of the G7 Logistics Network 

2.3.1 Formation and Development 

The G7 logistics network (G7N) is a global non-exclusive logistics firm 

network with a network administrative organization founded in November, 2016 in 

Bangkok, Thailand. It is located at Monterey Tower 398/2 and 398/7 Soi Paisingtoh, 

Rama IV Road, Klong Toey, Bangkok 10110, Thailand. G7N was established when 

its mother network, the X2 logistics network, was too crowded with many new 

registered members. In March 2017, the first annual conference was held in Bangkok, 

Thailand with 45 members and the WhatsApp chat was opened up for all members so 

that they could chat together. From October, 2017, it covered over 50 countries with 

nearly 100 member firms joining the 2nd conference in February, 2018. In May, 2018, 

it established a mechanism of financial protection for all joining members. Following 

the online payment, G7N Pay was set up to create a transaction payment system for 

the members so that they could transfer money and settle payments together without a 

bank system. In August, 2018, a news channel was established for the members to 

display the news related to the breaking services or activities. In September, 2018, it 

accessed 100 joining members. At the end of December 2020, it has received 148 
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members located 136 cites with 185 offices from 90 countries over five continents. 

Members of G7N can be logistics firms in the same country or they can come from 

various nations and continents. 

 

Figure 2.6 Proportion of Members in Continents in G7N Logistics in 2020 

Source: Report on Website of G7 Logistics Network 

 

As can be seen from Figure 2.6, the proportion of members from Asia is the 

highest at 39%; this can be due to the G7 logistics network being located in Thailand. 

Interestingly, European members occupying 32% is likely due to low membership 

fees charged by the G7 logistics network in comparison with other networks in 

Europe. Members from Africa and America accounted for one quarter at 14% and 

12% respectively. Finally, Australia represented 3% due to their being firms from 

only two countries (Australia and New Zealand). 

In 2020, G7N and its members experienced one of the most difficult 

developing stages due to the global COVID-19 pandemic. G7N could not hold its 

annual conference and some other events. All of members mainly interacted with 

others based on online applications and attempted to maintain their business and 

relationships in that way.  

14%

12%

39%

3%

32%

Proportion of Members from Contients 

in G7 Logistics Network  in 2020

Africa America Asia Australia Europe
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In general, the G7 logistics network is a five-year-old network that is 

organized by an active and professional logistics network team. The G7 logistics 

network is being developed with basic and updated approaches of network 

management with several modern and innovative tools that support members as much 

as possible. In 2020, G7N had the most difficult development progress due to 

COVID-19 pandemic, but it will continue to develop because network joining is one 

of the very crucial conditions and demands for logistics service firms over the world. 

2.3.2 Activity Mechanisms of the G7 Logistics Network 

The G7 logistics network is a global non-exclusive network of logistics 

service firms that is organized by the G7 team. It follows an open and volunteer 

mechanism that introduced and approved forwarders can take part in, but has limited 

member regulations for each country and cite. The organizer of G7N is absolutely 

independent with from logistics service firms in the network. It is operated as one 

company with a marketing team, a financial team, a customer service team, a 

manager, and a chief executive officer. However, the G7N organizer aims only to 

create one platform for members to establish relationships and to collaborate on 

logistics business between or among the members.  

1) The conditions for being a member of the G7 network is as follows: each 

prospective member company is required to submit strong commercial references to 

satisfy the requirements of the management of G7N. It is imperative for logistics a 

service company to prove its expertise in its local markets and to ensure that it has a 

positive reputation with other existing members and carriers, as and the company to 

have professional leadership with integrity in order to be enrolled.  

2) Procedures to be a member of the G7 network: first, a logistics service firm 

will apply to join the network by filling of a form with full information related to its 

business, financial registrations, business scope, current numbers of staff, location, 

and referral contact information. Secondly, the joining network application will be 

sent to the organizer of the G7N team through the G7N website. Thirdly, the G7N 

team will contact the candidate in order to clarify for all of the information and send 

emails or make phone call to the referrals to check the relationship between the 

candidate and referrals; and to consider capacity and legitimacy. Fourthly, G7N 

considers the responses of the candidate concerning whether this company can 
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become a member of the network or not. If the candidate is approved to be a member, 

G7N will send an agency agreement in which the candidate agrees to the terms and 

conditions for collaboration with all members in the network and an invoice of annual 

membership. The candidate settles the payment and is certified as a member with a 

G7N membership certificate. Finally, G7N updates new member information on its 

member roster and via the website’s news channel.  

3) Membership validity: G7N annual membership fee is USD 1,000.00 per 

member. After one year, a member can decide to keep joining the network or not. 

However, in case it violates the network’s rules and regulations, membership status 

can be terminated by G7N team.  

4) Renewing the membership: the membership is valid for one year. During 

the next year, if the member decides to continue with the network and without 

violation of the network’s regulations and rules, the G7N team sends the renewal 

invoice to this member and the member makes the payment. The G7N team sends a 

G7N membership certificate for the next year and all related information of the 

member is maintained in the G7N roster and website, which all members can contact 

and where they can collaborate with this member. 

5) Terminating the membership: in case a member violates the network’s rules 

and regulations, or of the agency agreement or this member does not pay for the 

annual membership fee, the G7N team can cancel the membership of this logistics 

firm.  

6) Conflict resolution: during the collaboration of members, in the case of 

conflict, members independently resolve the problem together. If the related member 

requests it, the G7N team can support the parties in terms of solving the problem. For 

instance, if a member does not make a payment to another member, it can state this in 

the G7N’s financial protection system and the G7N team will follow the case and 

push the member to pay for debit note.  

7) Financial protection: G7N members are financially protected up to 10,000 

USD per transaction between network participants and $50,000 collectively across the 

course of the year. 

8) Joining annual conferences: each member must join the annual conference 

at least once during their membership. The member must pay the conference fee. If 
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the member does not join a conference within three years as a member of G7N, this 

logistics company cannot be approved by the G7N team as a member in the next year.  

9) Membership limitation per region: G7N limits the number of members per 

county or cite in order to ensure that every member gets its equal share of cargo 

within the network. The current member limitation is three logistics companies per 

cite for each country. 

2.3.3 Advantages and Challenges of the G7 Logistics Network 

The G7 network was founded in 2016 and currently is one of a hundred 

existing and developing networks over the world. It has the following advantages and 

challenges. 

2.3.3.1 Advantages of the G7 Logistics Network 

First, G7N is organized by a professional team that also is operating 

another network, called the X2 logistics network. The leader of G7N has worked 

before in a world-class logistics cooperation and logistics network.  

Second, G7N is located in Bangkok, Thailand which makes it very 

convenient for members to collaborate in conferences with reasonable costs and with 

good services.  

Third, G7N provides several diverse forms of public relations and 

marketing support, not only through internal member news, bulletins, and social 

media platforms, but also in various media outlets. This allows each member to reach 

more inter-network partners and also new external customers.  

Fourth, G7N supplies several means of transaction for members, 

such as G7 Pay and G7 Cover, thereby enhancing the effectiveness and efficiency of 

collaboration among members.  

Fifth, G7N is organized professionally and applies digital and 

technological approaches such as a multimedia website, G7 Pay, and so on. G7N has 

set up business online and offline business platforms for logistics firms to establish 

global relationships and to collaborate. 

2.3.3.2 Challenges for the G7 Logistics Network 

First, regarding the serious competition among the global networks 

of logistics service providers, there are over one hundred networks existing in the 

world and this is causing competition amongst the networks. Annually, several 
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logistics networks are established in the world, some of which are large, such as 

WCA, JC trans, and WWPC. In these biggest networks, the organizers set up several 

subsidiary networks that specialize in each logistics field, such as project cargo 

logistics, chemical logistics, pharmacy cargo, relocation cargo and so on. Networks 

compete together against membership fees, conference fees, the capacity of network 

management, the creation of business opportunities for members, and technology and 

access to conflict resolution between or among members. Logistics service firms 

consider carefully and in detail prior to applying for membership because there are 

many interesting options for them.  

Second is the development strategy of the network: it is difficult for 

each network to determine its strategy of development to attract the logistics firms, to 

maintain and develop in the digital and technological management trend and the 

competitive network environment.  

Third, there are difficulties in terms of network survival: to operate 

and maintain the network, high expenses for operations, management, marketing, 

public relations, technology investments, labor costs, and so on.  

Fourth, regarding the survival of membership: certain logistics firms 

only invest in membership for the short term of one or two years while developing 

partnership needs for long-term investment.  

Fifth, the similarity between networks: limit members per region 

causes a network to set up “brother” networks when the number of its networks 

exceeds the limited number. If a region exists with many members, this causes the 

business opportunities and exchanges between members to decline. Members need a 

ratio of business exchange as much as possible in order to gain the effectiveness of 

investment and collaboration. The similarity of networks causes the reduction of 

membership attractiveness. Each new-born network needs a certain number of years 

to improve and develop. 

 Finally, the non-stable circumstance of the world’s economy and of 

the pandemic seriously impact the existence and development of logistics networks. 
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2.3.4 Horizontal Collaboration of Members in the G7 logistics Network 

2.3.4.1 Motives of the Members in the G7 Logistics Network 

Logistics service firms join G7 networks based on certain main 

motives as follows.  

1) Reduction of costs. Joining a global network of logistics firms 

helps these companies to save and reduce much cost, such as relationship costs, 

transaction costs, travelling costs, and so on. In fact, if they do not take part in the 

network, a logistics firm must contact, travel, and meet other logistics companies 

around the world, huge expenses. Second is to provide logistics service chains for 

customers over the world to save costs in setting up offices, branches, subsidiaries, 

and facilities in other countries and thereby cooperating horizontally with other 

members that can support human resources, offices, information, know-how, and so 

on. Third, logistics firms in the network can save marketing costs through G7N 

marketing and public relations. Fourth, members in the network can reduce costs 

concerning financial loss due to the bad debt of members through G7N financial 

protection. One procurement specialist of a logistics company in Mexico shared the 

following: "G7 is a great opportunity to get new contacts of different logistics 

companies around the world and to develop business with them. Partners provide us 

the competitive prices which allow us to reduce our expenses and to provide the best 

price for our final customers.” 

2) Productivity increases. Logistics firms in G7N can employ their 

resources effectively and efficiently. The quantity of transactions and shipments 

increases when members exchange business and consign shipments together. Second, 

aiming to meet members’ service requirements, logistics firms must improve their 

operations and technology to increase their service productivity. By sharing resources, 

logistics firms can also gain productivity for facilities and labor. Regarding the 

improvement of customer services, logistics service firms in the network can 

specialize while at the same time broadening their services. A woman that is a 

business development manager from a logistics firm in the USA revealed the 

following: “Being a part of the network has allowed us to build trusting relationships 

with flawless coverage for our clients. We get to work with amazing agents that have 

the same quality of service that our clients expect, no matter how big or small the 
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shipment may be. Normally, that’s the hardest part, but G7N allows us to be a part of 

an ever growing family, ready to tackle whatever comes our way!”  

3) Tendering larger contracts with large shippers. One logistics firm 

cannot provide all of the needed services for one large contract with large shippers, 

and especially if the service must be processed in various countries. Logistics firms 

join the network so that they can be responsible for different phases of service 

contracts and integrate these services to meet the customer’s requirements, especially 

for large service contracts at the global locations.  

4) Overcoming legal or regulatory barriers. A logistics firm must 

meet local governments and regulations concerning the logistics field. For instance, a 

logistics company in Thailand must deposit an amount of money to the logistics 

association in order to prevent any loss or damage caused by this company. In 

addition, aiming to move the cargo from one country to another, the consignment 

must be permitted by customs’ authorities, quarantine authorities and other ministry’s 

regulations. Thus, logistics service firms must join the global logistics networks and 

collaborate with members that understand and meet the regulations of local states.  

5) Protecting market share and penetration of a new market. 

Logistics firms can maintain and serve customers in different countries and segments. 

In addition, logistics firms can focus on and develop new customer segments in other 

countries or markets. For instance, a logistics service firm in Thailand can cooperate 

with its Vietnamese partners that are also members of G7N to provide logistics 

services for Thai enterprises doing business in Vietnam.  

6) Enhancing marketing activities. Members can enhance their 

international marketing activities through marketing and public relations channels 

offered by the network organizers.  

7) Financial protection. The member’s payment for a provided 

service is one of the most important issues for a logistics firm. Joining G7N, a 

member can be refunded the amount of USD 10,000 per shipment and USD 50,000 

per year in case the member violates agency agreement. Thus, joining network helps 

members prevent financial loss. 
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2.3.4.2 Collaboration Activities 

Logistics firms in the G7 network are based on IORs and collaborate 

horizontally. These logistics firms actively cooperate and operate on the same level of 

the logistics market or the same level of the supply chain and perform a comparable 

logistics function (Cruijssen et al., 2007). Almost all of the logistics firms in G7N are 

small and medium enterprises that provide the same logistics services in the same 

nations or from various countries.  

Logistics firms in G7N can collaborate using the operational, 

tactical, and strategic activities described in the following table.  

Table 2.4 Activities of Horizontal Collaboration between Logistics Service Firms 

Activities Description of Horizontal Collaboration in G7N 

Agency representative A logistics firm will be an agent or representative of 

another member in the network at the port of loading or 

port of discharge. This agent can contact the shipper to 

check or provide information at the port of loading or hand 

delivery the order to the consignee at the port of discharge. 

Shipment nominating A logistics firm in the network nominates a member at the 

port of loading to contact shippers and carriers, and to 

process logistics services as instructed. The nominating 

member will charge a handling fee for this job. 

Customs brokerage A logistics firm in the network uses the customs broker of a 

member to declare customs for their consignment at the 

port of loading and/or the port of discharge. 

Trucking Partners in the network can combine a volume of cargo to 

be used effectively for each trip of trucks. 

Warehousing Logistics firms in the network collaborate to provide 

services related to cargo storage, packaging, labeling, 

loading, and unloading cargo at a warehouse for customers. 

Logistics firms can share and exploit the member’s 

warehouse to provide warehousing services for customers. 
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Activities Description of Horizontal Collaboration in G7N 

Consolidating Logistics firms in the network can combine their 

customers’ cargo to provide a consolidating service. 

Chartering Logistics firms in the network can combine their 

customer’s cargo enough to book a part or the entire 

transport. 

Freight Sharing Logistics firms in the network can exchange their 

customer’s cargo to utilize the truck or container capacity. 

Co-branding Partners in the network can collaborate and use the brand 

name of the members to provide services for customers. 

Purchasing group Members in the network can join a purchasing group that 

shares information, resources, and human to buy the better 

price in transport and logistics services. 

Lobbying group Members in the network can join a group to lobby for 

projects in order to gain contracts with customers. 

Maintenance group Members in the network can set up a maintenance group to 

fix or repair the means of transport while operating 

services. 

Knowledge center Partners in the network can set up a knowledge center to 

share information, know-how, and to provide solutions for 

customers. 

Tender group Partners in the network can share their resources to tender 

contracts that can be too large or complex for any of the 

members to proceed with individually. 

Asset pooling Partners in the network can pool and employ standardized 

assets in turn such as trucks, forklifts, pallets, crates, and so 

on. 

Intermodals Several modes of transport can be combined and operated 

by members in the network to move cargo from the place of 

origin to destination. 
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Activities Description of Horizontal Collaboration in G7N 

Shared cross dock Partners in the network can install and share cross-docks to 

utilize them effectively 

Others Partners in the network can provide other services such as: 

documentation, phytosanitary, fumigating and counting 

quantity and quality controls. 

Source: adapted from Cruijssen et al. (2007) and modified by the author 

In reality, G7N members collaborate on the mentioned activities for 

each separate transaction or consignments. If members would like to cooperate 

together in the long-term, they can sign other agency agreements or service contracts. 

2.3.4.3 The collaboration status of logistics service firms in the 

G7N 

Logistics service firms establish partnerships in the G7 network, including 

operational, tactical, and strategic activities. In the study, the author employed 

horizontal collaboration because it depends upon transactions and activities how 

members can implement these activities. In terms of operational cooperation, 

members can cooperate to provide logistics services for customers. For instance, to 

move a consignment from Viet Nam to Thailand, a Vietnamese member provide 

logistics services in Vietnam combining logistics services provided by a Thai member 

in Thailand. The staff of both members interact and communicate then on daily 

operational work to process the services for the customers. In tactical coordination, 

members can coordinate to provide logistics solutions and to serve customers for a 

period of time. For example, a customer in Thailand needs a warehousing service in 

Vietnam for 3 years, and the member in Thailand can coordinate with the member in 

Vietnam to invest or employ Vietnamese warehouse and warehousing services. Both 

members can discuss the customer’s demands and requirements, find solutions, and 

set up a system to provide the service for the customer. In strategic collaboration, 

members in the network can discuss and suggest strategic collaboration with long-run 

solutions, and innovation for the customer’s logistics activities. According to a G7N 

report on its website (2020), 96% of members in the network exchange business 

together. Nonetheless, the frequency of the business exchange or collaboration 

between the logistics firms in G7N is not high for certain reasons. First, G7N opened 
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in 2017 and that make it considered quite a young network in comparison with some 

huge and famous logistics networks in the world, such as the WCA network, the 

WWPC network, the AON network and the X2 network. Second, G7N is a brother 

network of X2 network which exceeded the limits of regulatory members. Third, 

several members in G7N have joined some other networks at the same time so they 

must share numbers of shipments with many logistics partners in different networks. 

Fourth, almost all of the members in G7N are small and medium or new-born firms 

whose consignment quantity is not high. Eventually, collaboration depends on the 

long-term relationship between members. The better is the relationship between 

members, the more business exchange will members have. Regarding collaboration 

on the main logistics services, members in G7N exploit different geography between 

countries and mainly cooperate in terms of operational and tactical activities and 

services, such as agency representatives; shipment nominating; customs brokerage; 

and consolidating, trucking, warehousing, lobbying groups, intermodals, co-branding, 

chartering, and others. Horizontal collaboration between members usually happens 

with documentation services, shipment nominating, consolidating and freight sharing. 

Collaboration between logistics firms in the network is based on G7 agency 

agreement; however, members can sign service contracts or agency agreements with 

greater details together. Trust and commitment between logistics firms in G7N is at an 

acceptable level accordingly to the financial protection of G7N. In order to increase 

trust and commitment, members must collaborate in the long-term and have business 

dealings several times. Almost all logistics firms in G7N make an effort to be 

trustworthy and to keep their commitment to partners. The logistics firms in G7N 

often outsource transport services with carriers such as airlines, ocean lines, truckers, 

customs brokerages, and so on and then offer these services for members in the 

network. Logistics firms in G7N collaborate to tender large and multinational 

contracts. In these contracts, one member in one country will be responsible for the 

services on its side. The logistics service firms in the G7 network mainly collaborate 

together to provide logistics services for their customers. Nonetheless, members can 

simultaneously compete together, but this is not big issues for members in G7N. 

Regarding the competition among members in the same nation, G7N allows five 

logistics firms in the same country and in the same ports, which can cause serious 
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competition among network members. For instance, a member in one country will 

send his inquiry to five members in the same country at the same time. In order to win 

the transaction, the member must have the best service price and the quickest 

quotation. The inquiring company must also compete against several logistics 

competitors, and this makes the member’s successful quotation low. Regarding 

competition between one logistics firm with a member in a different country, the 

customer of one logistics firm can be at the destination, and the logistics firm at the 

destination can offer the price directly if its member’s customer contacts him to 

inquire about the rates for the next consignments. This action can cause its member to 

lose this customer. Further, regarding the competition between a member in this 

network and a member in another network, say that one logistics firm joins G7N and 

other network. It inquires the rates for its shipment at the same time with the other 

network. This creates competition between the logistics firms in this network and 

other logistics firms in the other network. In general, almost all members in G7N 

exchange business and collaborate among themselves to provide logistics services for 

customers, but they also compete with each other. 

2.3.4.4 Opportunities and Challenges for Logistics Service Firms 

in the G7 logistics network 

1) Opportunities for logistics service firms in the G7 logistics 

network 

 Logistics service firms join in G7 network to have several following 

opportunities. 

(1) Relationship development: members in the network have 

opportunities to establish a relationship with hundreds of logistics firms over the 

world through online communication, face-to-face meetings, and events at annual 

network conferences and separate visit trips: “It was a great experience meeting 

selected agents across the world, knowing their way and style of working, the way 

arrangements were done and with the hospitality of the G7 team, we are glad that we 

are part of G7 network and wish to make the best of the network we are proud 

member of”. shared a general manager of a logistics company in India. 

(2) Service portfolio extension: a logistics firm cannot operate all of 

its logistics services, especially in different countries and continents. By joining the 
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network, logistics firms can specialize while broadening their services through 

integrating members’ services over the world. For instance, one logistics service firms 

in Thailand has a logistics service for pharmacy cargo but its partner in Vietnam does 

not have this kind of service. Both companies can collaborate to provide a logistics 

service for dangerous cargo in Thailand for customer in Vietnam that need the 

logistics service firm in Vietnam to supply this kind of service. This means that the 

logistics service firm in Vietnam can provide a new logistics service in its service 

portfolio. (3) Sharing resources and reciprocity: all members can share their strong 

resources with partners and access resources supplementarily and complementarily 

from the partners in the network. (4) Developing technical standards and accessing 

additional knowledge: the logistics field is innovated and developed consistently and 

continuously by logistics specialists and technology. By collaborating with partners in 

the network from both developed and developing nations, members can access the 

new technical standards and additional knowledge related both service operations and 

customer services.  

(5) Financial resources: according to G7N agency agreement, each 

member allows others to settle payments within one month from the date of the debit 

notes. This means that the logistics service firm does not need to pay for fees or 

charges immediately at other countries. Its member will pay for carriers or truckers 

first, and then make the debit note for payment within one month. 

(6) Geographic expansion: logistics firms can expand their image 

and provide services over the world. Logistics firms can have opportunities to access 

new markets on different continents and in different countries. (7) Improvements in 

service quality: in order to meet customers’ service requirements and to collaborate 

effectively with partners in the network, logistics service firms must improve their 

service quality thorough investing in more necessary facilities, a well-educated labor 

force, technology, and software. 

(8) Increase of in competitiveness capacity: by providing diversified 

services and in order to meet customers’ requirements, the logistics firms in the 

network can increase their competiveness with other competitors. (9) Business growth 

and development: joining the network can help members increase their revenue and 

quantity of transactions and develop their business sustainably. One gentleman, a 
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managing director of a logistics firm in England, described this situation as follows: 

“G7 has been a valuable tool for our company of the last 12 months, our business not 

only does general freight but a lot of just in time cargo and new partnerships we have 

gained through G7 have helped us as a business grow. The quality of agents we have 

worked with has been excellent and a credit to the whole network ethos...” 2) 

Challenges for the logistics service firms in the G7 logistics network. (1) Selection of 

proper partners: despite logistics firms joining G7N that are introduced by referrals 

and considered carefully by the G7 team, it is very difficult for one member to select a 

proper partner to collaborate with. Members often collaborate in during a trial period 

for some simple services or activities, such as agency representing, shipment 

nominating, and customs brokerage and trucking. In order to collaborate on large 

projects, members will visit offices and facilities and discuss in detail before signing 

official contracts. In many cases, a logistics firm cannot choose a member in the 

network for its transaction because the member does not have the capacity to meet its 

requirements. Almost all of the logistics firms in the network are third-party logistics 

service providers that hire carriers for transport, customs brokers for customs 

declaration, and warehouse hosts. The capacity of the member depends on his 

integrating competence, experience, operational systems, and technology. It is very 

difficult to assess and select proper partners even if they are in the same network. It 

requires time to collaborate and the commitment of senior managers. (2) Determining 

and dividing the gains: G7N agency agreement does not regulate for determining and 

dividing the gains after completing a transaction between the logistics firms in the 

network. It absolutely depends on the negotiation between partners. It is difficult to 

determine what one member will say about its buying rates for outsourced services. 

The ratio of profit share for one transaction is discussed and agreed by members. 

Nevertheless, it is difficult to divide the gains. It usually depends on who has this 

customer. Calculating costs and work proportion are also difficult for members and 

this can create incorrect profit shares. (3) Coordination, information and 

communication technology: logistics firms in G7N have similar operations and 

management in providing services, but due to different countries and levels of 

development, operational capacity can be different. G7N operates businesses and 

provides services independently. Operational information between members is 
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exchanged mainly by emails, phone, chatting applications, and online meetings. 

Sometimes staff members encounter difficulty in communication due to geographical 

distance and differences in language, culture, and zone times but it is not a big 

problem because all members collaborate horizontally and are on the same field. 

Almost all members in G7N are small and medium size where high information 

communication technology is not invested different levels, but this does not impact so 

much the coordination among members. Nonetheless, operational compatibility plays 

an important role in coordination among members in terms of enhancing outcome 

performance. (4) Different culture, languages, and time zones: English is used as the 

main language in coordination and communication between logistics firms in G7N. In 

some cases, the level of English comprehension of the staff also effects the 

effectiveness of collaboration. In the logistics service field, high speed and correct 

information and communication are required, if there is wrong English 

communication, it will cause big problems for partners and customers. Various 

cultures can also impact the communication and business strategies among partners in 

G7N. Finally, different time zones impact the speed of operations among partners in 

the network. Members must overcome this issue by competent staff and effective time 

management. (5) Internal competition and limited numbers of business exchange: 

G7N allows five logistics firms per country and five logistics per city, and this causes 

competition among members in the same country. G7N is a younger network in 

comparison with other networks with the limited numbers of members so that the 

number of business exchanges among members is not high. (6) Non-standard service 

quality: each member has its own standard of service quality that impacts critically 

the total service quality of other members when providing a chain of services for their 

customers. The logistics firms in G7N do not have a general standard of service 

quality. This issue is based on trust, commitment, contract, and the legitimacy of 

partners. In the logistics field, governments require logistics firms with national 

regulations, but there is no general standard for members in the network; it depends 

on network regulations. (7) High ratio of failed quotations: a logistics firm must 

compete against many competitors when it offers the rates for each customer. At the 

same time, its partner, which offers certain services in the service chain, also 

encounters a high ratio of quotation failures because the partner cannot fight against 
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other competitors. One logistics firm in the network for example offers a quotation to 

its member. In turn, its member offers the rates to its customer while it must compete 

against many other competitors. This situation causes a high ratio of failed quotations 

by one logistics firm. (8) Expenditure and effectiveness of networking: a logistics 

firm must pay both annual membership fees and expenditures to join annual network 

conferences. In addition, a logistics firm must pay for business trips to visit members 

in the network if they want to know clearly about the members. A logistics firm must 

pay for the cost when its member around the world visit its office including party, 

travelling and marketing activities. In early joining year, the effectiveness of 

networking is not high because the business exchange and collaboration among 

members is very low; membership needs to be invested in the long term. 

(9) Competence of networking representative: the networking 

effectiveness of logistics firms depends on the competence of the networking 

representatives, who need to have professional qualifications. In reality, the 

networking representatives are chief executive officers, business development 

managers. When these managers do not work in the company, their good relationship 

can impact membership with other members in the network.  

(10) Conflict management: logistics firms in the network often 

encounter problems when collaborating to provide services for customer for many 

reasons, such as rising fees and charges, loss and damage of cargo, exams by 

governmental authorities, transport accidents, the customer’s payment, agency 

violation, and so on. The agency agreements of G7N only regulate basic points, such 

as legal representatives, payment, profit shares, service implementation, and so forth. 

Regarding the financial issues, G7N has a package of financial protection of USD 

10,000.00 but it is very difficult to gain this amount when financial issues concerned. 

The G7N team will be an intermediator to support parties but cannot interfere with 

any related matters. If a member violates the G7N rules, its prestige and image will 

not be good for other members in the network and so it is easy for this member to be 

terminated from the network. Thus, conflict resolution is a serious issue in the 

network, but it is better than a logistics firm not joining a network. Members use some 

basic techniques of conflict resolution such as: internal negotiation, G7N support, and 

agency agreements. In reality, it depends on the extent of the transaction and the 
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amount of money; logistics firms in the network will apply the proper techniques to 

prevent risks and losses. 

(11) Customer relationships: a logistics firm can lose its customer 

when its member has a good relationship with the customer because the customer can 

ask for rates directly from the member.  

(12) Official collaboration mechanism: G7N has created a platform 

for logistics firms that can establish a relationship and exchange business together. 

Members collaborate based on G7N agency agreements and separate agreements. 

Nevertheless, there is a professional collaboration mechanism or framework for 

members to enhance their collaboration performance in practice. This can cause loss 

and risks in networking activities and impact collaboration performance. 

 Overall, logistics service firms will have many opportunities and overcome 

challenges when is member of G7 logistics network. Nonetheless, being a member of 

an international network is the initial and compulsory condition for a logistics service 

firm to enter the global logistics service market and to provide its logistics service to 

customers. 

2.4 Logistics Performance Index in the World 

The performance of the logistics industry is impacted critically by 

governmental factors, such as public policies, public administration, public 

infrastructures, economic systems, domestic logistics systems, technology, innovation 

and so forth. In the world, each two years, The World Bank issues the survey results 

of the Logistics Performance Index (LPI) for about 165 countries in the world. The 

Logistics Performance Index (LPI) is an interactive benchmarking tool created by the 

World Bank to help countries identify the challenges and opportunities that are faced 

in their performance on trade logistics and what these nations can do to improve their 

performance. It is the weighted average of the country scores on six key dimensions: 

the efficiency of the clearance process (i.e., speed, simplicity and predictability of 

formalities) by border control agencies, including customs; the quality of trade and 

transport-related infrastructure (e.g., ports, railroads, roads, information technology); 

the ease of arranging competitively priced shipments; the competence and quality of 

logistics services (e.g., transport operators, customs brokers); the ability to track and 
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trace consignments; the timeliness of shipments in reaching destinations within the 

scheduled or expected delivery time.  

Table 2.5 World Logistics Performance Index in 2018 

 

Source: World Bank LPI report, 2018  

The results of table 2.5 indicate that Germany’s LPI was ranked number one 

and the overall LPI score was 4.20. Germany was assessed with high scores on almost 

items, such as customs, infrastructure, logistics competence, tracking and tracing, and 

timeliness. Remarkably, Thailand’s LPI and Vietnam’s LPI were scored 3.41 and 3.27 

respectively. Thailand, ranked at no. 32, was higher than that of Vietnam, with a rank 

of no. 39. 

These surveys were assessed by governmental delegates and logistics 

specialists in the world. They neglect governmental regulations related to customs, 

national infrastructure, logistics quality, and the competence that both the public 

sector and the private sector have in logistics performance. The global networks of 

logistics service firms are one of the parties that foster material and information flows 

across nations. The research on IORs among logistics firms in these networks is 

essential; the results can be good references for governments to increase their LPIs. 

2.5 Chapter Summary 

Chapter two presents four main contents: logistics fundamentals and 

evolutions, the networks of logistics service firms in the world, the context of the G7 

logistics network and the logistics performance index in the world. First, the logistics 
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fundamentals and evolution basically described logistics definitions and activities, the 

objectives of logistics, the evolution of logistics organizations, logistics services, and 

the classification of party logistics in order to illustrate the basic knowledge of 

logistics. Second, the networks of logistics service firms in the world were introduced 

briefly to understand the general situation and the types of logistics networks globally. 

Third, the context of the G7 logistics network was presented in detail consisting of 

formation and development, activity mechanisms, advantages and challenges, 

horizontal collaboration between members in the network, collaboration activities, 

collaboration status, and opportunities and challenges of the firms in the network. 

Finally, the logistics performance index in the world in 2018 illustrated criteria, such 

as customs, infrastructure, logistics competence, timeliness, tracking, and tracing 

ability in order to address the relations of public administration and governmental 

regulations impacting the logistics performance of nations and logistics networks. 



 

 

CHAPTER 3 

 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

3.1 The Fundamentals of the Horizontal Network 

3.1.1 Definitions of the Horizontal Network 

The horizontal network is one kind of IORs that has been researched by 

several scholars. According to Wegner and Padula (2010) , the horizontal 

collaboration network is a form of cooperation in which legally independent firms 

from the same sector of activity, often current or potential competitors, act 

collectively in order to strengthen their competitive position in relation to competitors 

or in relation to the preceding or subsequent links in the value chain, and where inter-

firm relationships in horizontal networks are developed among enterprises in the same 

productive chain and at a similar level of performance. Further, Bonatto, De Resende, 

Betim, Da Silva Pereira, and Von Agner (2015) consider that horizontal networks are 

complex business relationships because instances of competition and cooperation 

among the companies may occur simultaneously. 

Horizontal relationships are more informal and invisible; meanwhile, vertical 

relationships often contain economic exchange (Easton & Araujo, 1994). The 

differences are significant, although horizontal relationships can be as important as 

vertical relationships for a focal firm when carrying out activities in a network 

context.  

In the present study, the horizontal network of logistics service firms is 

structure due the simultaneity of their cooperation and competition the business units 

of companies that are made a part of the network in the logistics service market. 

3.1.2 Governance of the Horizontal Network 

The horizontal network can be governed by certain following types of 

governance. 
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3.1.2.1 Participant-governed Network 

According to Provan and Kenis (2008) , the participant-governed 

network is a network that is governed by the members themselves with no separate or 

unique governance entity. Governance in this form can be accomplished either 

formally, for instance, through regular meetings of designated organizational 

representatives, or more informally, through the ongoing but typically uncoordinated 

efforts of those that have a stake in network success. At one extreme, participant-

governed networks can be highly decentralized, involving most or all network 

members interacting on a relatively equal basis in the process of governance. At the 

other extreme, the network may be highly centralized, governed by and through a lead 

organization that is a network member. 

Shared participant-governed networks depend exclusively on the 

involvement and commitment of all, or on a significant subset of the organizations 

that comprise the network. Network participants are themselves responsible for 

managing internal network relationships and operations as well as external relations 

with such groups as flinders, governments, and customers. Only by having all 

network members participate, on an equal basis, will participants be committed to the 

goals of the network. In business, shared governance may be used in smaller, multi-

firm strategic alliances and partnerships (where multi-firm ownership is not involved), 

designed to develop new products or to attract new business in ways that could not be 

otherwise accomplished through the independent efforts of network members 

(Venkatraman & Lee, 2004). When network governance is shared, it is the collectivity 

of partners themselves that makes all of the decisions and manages network activities. 

Power in the network, at least regarding network-level decisions, is more or less 

symmetrical, even though there may be differences in organizational size, resource 

capabilities, and performance. There is no distinct, formal administrative entity, 

although some administrative and coordination activities may be performed by a 

subset of the full network. 

3.1.2.2 Lead Organization-Governed Network 

The network can be governed by the lead organization. In business, 

lead organization governance often occurs in vertical, buyer-supplier relationships, 

especially when there is a single powerful, often large, buyer/supplier/funder and 
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several weaker and smaller supplier/ buyer/resource recipient firms. The most obvious 

examples of this can be found in the Keiretsu models of Japanese manufacturing 

(Gerlach, 1992)  and similar models of cooperative buyer-supplier models in the 

United States (Uzzi, 1999)  and Europe (Lazerson, 1995). In movie production, the 

lead organization may be a major film studio (Jones & DeFillippi, 1996). It can also 

occur in horizontal multilateral networks, most often when one organization has 

sufficient resources and legitimacy to play a lead role. This is a model that often 

occurs in health and human services where there may be a core provider agency that 

assumes the role of network leader because of its central position in the flow of clients 

and key resources. 

3.1.2.3 Network Administrative Organization 

A third form of network governance is the network administrative 

organization. The basic idea here is that a separate administrative entity is set up 

specifically to govern the network and its activities. Although network members still 

interact with one another, as with the lead organization model, the NAO model is 

centralized. The network broker (in this case the NAO) plays a key role in 

coordinating and sustaining the network. Unlike the lead organization model, 

however, the NAO is not another member organization providing its own services. 

Instead, the network is externally governed, with the NAO established, either through 

mandate or by the members themselves, for the exclusive purpose of network 

governance. The NAO may be a government entity, or a nonprofit, which is often the 

case even when the network members are for-profit firms. An NAO may be modest in 

scale, consisting only of a single individual, often referred to as the network facilitator 

or broker, or it may be a formal organization, consisting of an executive director, 

staff, or board operating out of a physically distinct office (McEvily & Zaheer, 2004). 

This latter form may be used as a mechanism for enhancing network legitimacy, 

dealing with unique and complex network-level problems and issues, and reducing the 

complexity of shared governance. These more formalized NAOs typically have board 

structures that include all or a subset of network members. The board addresses 

strategic-level network concerns, leaving operational decisions to the NAO leader 

(Provan, Isett, & Milward, 2004). 
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3.2 Horizontal Collaboration in the Logistics Service Firm Network 

3.2.1 Definition of Horizontal Logistics Collaboration 

Caputo and Mininno (1996) are among the first authors to address horizontal 

collaboration in logistics and transport. These authors highlighted the potential 

benefits that cooperation between institutions place at the same level.  

The European Union (2001) defines horizontal cooperation as “concerted 

practices between companies operating at the same level (s) in the market.” 

Simatupang and Sridharan (2002) analyzed logistics cooperation according to 

three types: vertical cooperation, horizontal cooperation, and lateral cooperation. 

Vertical cooperation occurs when different organizations such as suppliers, 

manufacturers, logistics service providers, and retailers share their responsibilities, 

resources, and performance information to better serve relatively similar end 

customers. Horizontal cooperation occurs when unrelated or competing firms share 

their private information or resources to promote their productivity. Lateral 

cooperation aims to gain more flexibility by combining and sharing capabilities in 

both vertical and horizontal manners. 

 Cruijssen et al. (2007) defined horizontal cooperation as follows: “Horizontal 

cooperation in transport and logistics is active cooperation between two or more firms 

that operate on the same level of the supply chain and perform a comparable logistics 

function on the landside” In the study, HLC refers to the active collaboration between 

two or more companies in a global network of logistics service firms. 

3.2.2 Similarity, Cooperation, and Competition in HLC 

3.2.2.1 Similarity in HLC 

Similarity has been defined as “the firm’s capabilities and processes 

are similar or related to those of its alliance partner” (Westney, 1988).  

According to Jemison and Sitkin (1986), strategic similarity is 

defined as the degree to which the target firm augments or complements the parent’s 

strategy and thus makes identifiable contributions to the financial and non-financial 

goals of the parent company. Strategic similarity focuses on the strategic content of 

alliance organizations, such as products, technology, markets and customers (Zeng & 

Schoenecker, 2015). Organizational similarity has been defined as the match among 
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administrative practices, cultural practices, and the personnel characteristics of the 

target and parent companies, which may directly affect how the firms can be 

integrated with respect to day-to-day operations. Research on organizational similarity 

emphasizes the analysis of organizational processes, which involves accounting and 

information systems, structure, human relations and relevant culture (Saxton, 1997) . 

 Klint and Sjöberg (2003) designed a comprehensive model of inter-

firm alliances described as the number of companies, company size, cooperation 

areas, formalities, product complexity, and complementarity as well as social 

structure and the importance of the region/district, where the three last factors are 

related to the similarity of partners. 

 Raue and Wallenburg (2013) discussed three dimensions of the 

similarity partner, including competence similarity, geographic similarity and cultural 

similarity impacting the outcomes of logistics service provider cooperation. Partner 

similarity may foster common understanding and compatibility and culture fitness. 

Elvi (2013) mentioned that compatibility enables firms to adapt critical know-how 

from their partners more easily to order to improve their own processes and services. 

Gao, Yang, Yin, and Ma (2017) emphasize that partner similarity, 

especially competence similarity and cultural similarity, are positively correlated with 

logistics horizontal collaboration’s stability and performance. 

Hence, in HLC, logistics service firms have similarity in 

competence, culture, operations, processes, capacity and so on that can facilitate their 

cooperation to supply logistics services for customers. 

3.2.2.2 Cooperation and Competition in HLC 

Horizontal collaboration can take place between competing 

companies and unrelated companies. 

Bengtsson and Kock (1999) identified four types of horizontal 

relationships: co-existence, cooperation, competition and coopetition. These 

researchers considered visibility for the customer as the most important characteristic 

in determining whether competition or cooperation should take place for a certain 

activity. For example, if there is cooperation between retailers for logistics activities, 

competition and differentiation can remain unchanged for other domains such as 

product prices and assortments. Co-opetition must not be seen as dangerous. Instead, 
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top management should understand and communicate to organizational members that 

cooperation and competition can be applied simultaneously, and that both can 

contribute to achieving organizational goals. Further, Cruijssen et al. (2007) 

commented that the relationship among logistics service companies is usually 

horizontal cooperation. In this type of relationship, goals are jointly stipulated if the 

competitors cooperate, but not in cases when they compete. Co-opetition is especially 

beneficial if cooperation takes place for non-core activities, while competition 

remains unchanged for core activities. The non-core activities involving cooperation 

are preferably not visible to the customer. 

Osarenkhoe (2010) described the inter-firm dynamics between 

competition and cooperation according to the following figure: 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: adapted from Osarenkhoe (2010). 

 

Lacam and Salvetat (2017) emphasize that the definition of 

coopetition only means when the objectives of a firm are part of the geographical 

expansion of its activities. In contrast, these relations remain simple when a firm 

favors a strategy of diversifying its activities while maintaining its unique local 

geographical market.  

In this study, firms both collaborate to provide logistics services for 

customers and compete together in the global network of logistics service firms. 
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Figure 3.1 The Inter-firm Dynamics between Cooperation and Coopetition 
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3.2.3 Motives and Challenges for HLC 

3.2.3.1 Motives for HLC 

Scholars of HLC have discovered that partners join in HLC due to 

several different motives. 

According to Bernal et al. (2002), logistics services firms join a 

global network to establish business in every part of the world by gaining access to 

international contacts which would be difficult to develop through individual firm 

efforts; to enable opportunities to develop and maintain business connections around 

the world; to develop as many markets as members are available; to enable to reach 

new market opportunities as a result of exchanging information about customers and 

local market knowledge; to be able to offer worldwide services by exploiting the 

resources, knowledge, and connections of other firms in its network; to reach new 

international markets, expertise, knowledge, and facilities and thereby providing 

improved services to customers around the world; to offer customers an almost 

worldwide coverage of forwarding services, thereby exploiting other firms’ resources, 

market knowledge, and local connections; and to maintain their status as regionally 

independent companies but receiving the support mechanisms and benefits of the 

network. 

Logistics service firms enhance horizontal collaboration to expand 

their activities on transnational and global levels (Lemoine & Dagnæs, 2003). By 

doing that, these firms can increase their competitiveness, penetrate their oriented 

market, access new markets, grow profitability, extend their service portfolio, and 

improve their service quality (Carbone & Stone, 2005; Cruijssen et al., 2007). 

 Verstrepen et al. (2009) illustrated that the motivation of HLC can 

be driven by either internal motives or by external motives. The internal motives are 

to increase the company’s productivity of its core activities; to reduce the cost of non-

core activities; to reduce purchasing costs; and to offer better quality of service at 

lower costs. The external motives are that logistics service firms can specialize while 

at the same time broadening their services, tender larger contracts with large shippers, 

and protect market share.  

Through close collaboration, the partners aim at increasing 

productivity, for example by optimizing capacity utilization, reducing empty mileage 
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and cutting (Verstrepen et al., 2009) the costs of non-core or supporting activities in 

order to increase the competitiveness of their logistics networks (Cruijssen et al., 

2007).  

Schmoltzi and Wallenburg (2011) clarified that firms establish 

horizontal collaboration based on several main reasons, such as cost and productivity, 

customer service, market position, and others. First, firms can reduce costs and 

increase productivity by learning and internalization of tacit, by accessing collective 

and embedded knowledge and skills, and by accessing more skills for the labor force. 

Second, firms can improve customer service with complementary goods and services; 

the ability to be strict regarding customers’ requirements/improved services; and 

through the specialization of their main services. Third, firms seek for market position 

by penetrating new markets, engaging in new product development, by serving large 

clients; by protecting market share; and by developing faster speed to market. Finally, 

firms can develop technical standards, overcome legal/regulatory barriers, access 

superior technology; and enhance their public image.  

Additionally, Schmoltzi and Wallenburg (2011) combined the six 

cooperation opportunities suggested by Cruijssen et al. (2007) and three additional 

motives access to financial resources, access to new markets (Gulati & Singh, 1998), 

and access to additional knowledge (Sakakibara, 1997)  in order to accomplishing the 

following: to improve service quality such as speed, delivery reliability, and 

geographical coverage; to protect or enhance market share; to specialize while 

broadening service offerings; to increase productivity or core activities; to gain access 

to new markets; to tender with large shippers or larger contracts; to gain access to 

additional knowledge; to reduce the costs of non-core activities; and to gain access to 

financial resources. 

3.2.3.2 Challenges for HLC 

Cruijssen et al. (2007) pointed out certain main impediments in 

horizontal collaboration relate to four areas; such as partner selection; determining 

and dividing the gains; negotiation; and coordination, information, and 

communication technology. First, partner issues are due to differences in interests and 

opportunistic behavior; difficulty in finding partners with whom to cooperate; 

difficulty in finding a trusted party/person to lead the collaboration; difficulty in 
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distinguishing oneself in the eyes of customers; high coordination costs due to 

differences in operating procedures; and the risk of losing clients to 

competitors/partners. Second, the partners in horizontal collaboration encounter 

obstacles in determining benefits; establishing fair allocation of the shared workload; 

and fair allocation of the benefits. Third, challenges relate to disagreements over the 

domain of decisions and unequal bargaining positions due to size differences. Finally, 

difficulties can relate to coordination and ICT, such as high indispensable ICT costs, 

high additional coordinating and controlling costs, and loss of control. 

 Wallenburg and Raue (2011) added that “challenges in HLC are 

conflict and its governance among partners. Compared to vertical collaboration higher 

potential for opportunism and dysfunctional conflicts emerges as partnering firms are 

competing for the same customers.” Furthermore, the interdependence of the 

partnering firms can be expected to be lower, as partners do not rely on the output of 

partners as input for their own operations (Rindfleisch, 2000) . Therefore, cooperating 

firms tend to escalate problems more quickly. Further, the sharing profits and risks of 

common operations are a source of conflict inherent in horizontal cooperation rather 

than in vertical cooperation, as competitors have precise insights into the services 

performed together. Additionally, unequally distributed power within cooperation is a 

natural source of conflict as less powerful partners are like to feel discriminated 

against. 

Audy et al. (2012) commented that in logistics collaboration each 

enterprise has its own objectives and typically makes its own planning decisions to 

meet these objectives. Therefore, it becomes crucial to determine how business 

entities will work together as well as the value of the collaboration. Especially, it is 

necessary to identify how logistics activities will be planned and executed, who will 

take the leadership of the collaboration, and how benefits will be shared. 

Schulz and Blecken (2010) researched the impediments of horizontal 

collaboration in disaster relief logistics and concluded that the challenges for logistics 

firms are cultural differences, mutual mistrust, and inadequate relief capacities. 

Additionally, Schmoltzi and Wallenburg (2012) emphasized that the HLC of logistics 

service firms usually fail or is not effective due to the operational conflict 

development of opportunism and collaboration complexity. 
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Basso et al. (2019) pointed out that from a theoretical perspective, 

logistics firms gain many benefits from horizontal collaboration, but in practice, it is 

very difficult for firms to implement collaboration for several reasons: cost allocation, 

different operational culture, profit allocation, and so on, which can cause rare 

horizontal collaboration sustainably. Further, Badraoui et al. (2020) added that it is 

difficult to implement HLC between partners in developing countries due to various 

operational management issues, specific handling conditions, the social environment, 

the politic situation, and cultural differences.  

Especially, in 2020, since the world economy and transportation 

have been seriously impacted by the COVID-19 pandemic, all logistics service firms 

and networks globally face huge challenges such as high transport costs, low speed of 

customs clearance, serious port congestion, dramatic cargo decline, lack of shipping 

equipment, vessels, air planes, and limits of movement. 

3.2.4 Mechanisms and Typology of HLC 

3.2.4.1 Mechanisms of HLC 

HLC can be established according to three mechanisms: the 

decentralized mechanism, the centralized mechanism and the cluster. 

First, decentralized logistics collaboration can be defined as "a 

decentralized system is one which requires multiple parties to make their own 

independent decisions." Thus a decentralized collaboration system is a platform with 

specific rules, based on which all collaborators in the system make their autonomous 

decisions. According to the rules, collaborators decide independently their own 

strategies (or actions to take) aiming at maximizing their individual profit. Then the 

strategies independently taken are aggregated in order to determine an outcome that 

specifies the collaboration details and determines the payoffs for all participants. For 

instance, the collaboration among carriers through the auction-based logistics 

marketplace is an example of a decentralized collaboration system (Dai & Chen, 

2011). The carriers in this collaboration system make their own outsourcing and 

bidding decisions, and the system protocols aggregate these decisions to specify 

request allocations and transactions among the carriers. This approach claims to 

universally interconnect the currently independent logistics networks as the internet in 

logistics. A feasible and efficient decentralized collaboration mechanism should 
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possess the following properties: flexible participation, secrecy; independent decision-

making, and incentive compatibility.  

Second, centralized logistics collaboration is a centralized pattern, 

which means that there is an orchestrator (a logistics service firm or a third-party 

organization) in charge of the organization of the collaboration and the coordination 

among collaborators. 

Third, logistics clusters can be defined as the geographical 

agglomerations of firms providing logistics services and firms with logistics-intensive 

operations for whom logistics represents an important part of their business. This new 

form of collaboration (i.e. logistics clusters) has the potential to facilitate and sustain 

the development of the mechanisms that firms employ to develop successful 

horizontal collaboration. Logistics clusters can foster these mechanisms by providing 

an environment of physical proximity, pooled resources, a shared culture, and related 

factors (Sheffi et al., 2019). 

3.2.4.2 Typology of HLC 

Typology of HLC is described (Cruijssen, 2006) in table 3.1. 

Table 3.1 Typology of Horizontal Logistics Collaboration 

Type of HLC Description 

Lobbying group Lobbying groups attempt to interact with decision makers 

related to their interests. 

Maintenance group A group consists of laborers that have competence in 

maintaining the means of transportation. 

Purchasing group A group aims to share information, experience, processes, 

and resources or volumes in order to improve the 

purchasing effectiveness of participants. 

Chartering Chartering takes place when an LSP structurally outsources 

some orders to an independent third party. 

Warehousing LSPs share warehouses to reduce warehousing costs. 

Freight sharing Freight sharing takes place when LSPs cooperate to 

exchange their transport orders to employ effectively truck 

volume in a certain geographical area. 



50 

 

Type of HLC Description 

Knowledge center A knowledge center is one kind of horizontal collaboration 

in order to exchange knowledge between or among firms. 

Road assistance A kind of horizontal collaboration to assist together when 

trucks are breakdown. 

Co-branding Collaborating to promote a joint brand or image. 

Tender group A group of LSPs collaborate to provide logistics services 

for too large or complex contracts. 

Asset pooling LSPs can pool vehicles or standardized equipment in peak 

seasons in order to economize costs. 

Intermodal group A group of LSPs cooperates to provide various modes of 

transport for customers. 

Shared cross-dock LSP can share cross-docks to consolidate many individual 

shipments into a single one. 

 

Source: adapted from Cruijssen (2006) 

Verstrepen et al. (2009), based on Cruijssen’s classification of HLC, 

distinguish these activities into four dimensions: “(1) operational or tactical and 

strategic cooperation; (2) competition; (3) combined assets; and (4) objectives of 

cooperation including cost reduction, growth, innovation and quick response to 

classify the kinds of horizontal logistics cooperation.” 

Martin et al. (2018) discussed two key dimensions for categorizing 

HLC: the activity of the scope of the alliance and the degree of the structural 

intertwinement among partners. 

 The first dimension, activity scope, refers to the domains in which 

logistics service firms join forces. The cooperation can be limited to non-core 

activities, e.g. purchasing tasks or truck maintenance, or can involve logistics service 

firms’ core activities, i.e. transportation and warehousing services. The structural 

intertwinement among logistics service firms, the second typology dimension, reflects 

the degree to which partners’ business processes are integrated, their actions are 

synchronized and intensive interpersonal relationships are maintained. 



51 

 

 

Figure 3.2 Typology of HLC 

Source: adapted from Martin et al., 2018 

 

According to Martin et al. (2018), depending on the degree of 

structural intertwinement and activity scope, logistics service firms will establish six 

types of alliances to collaborate horizontally. First is the avoidance alliance, when the 

activity scope of the alliance is limited to non-core activities and the degree of 

structural intertwinement is low; here an avoidance alliance is formed. As this 

partnership focuses on supporting tasks, partners strive towards maximal 

rationalization by leveraging synergies between logistics service firms, for example, 

occasional joint purchases of truck tires or office equipment so that logistics service 

firms can avoid incurring unnecessary costs due to quantity discounts. Secondly, a 

noncommittal alliance involves cooperation related to the core activities of the 

logistics service firms, but with a low degree of structural intertwinement. The 

noncommittal character is derived from this low degree of structural intertwinement. 

Thirdly, when the activity scope of the alliance spans both core and non-core 

activities, but the degree of structural intertwinement remains low, a restrained 

multidisciplinary alliance is formed. For example, collaboration in which logistics 

service firms can occasionally use each other’s warehouses due to their geographical 

complementarity is organized in order to exchange best practices related to the 
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efficiency of supporting processes. Fourthly, the peripheral alliance is set up while the 

three prior collaboration types exhibit a low degree of structural intertwinement; the 

following three types are characterized by a high degree of structural intertwinement. 

This implies that partners are strongly connected at an interpersonal level and 

synchronize their actions. The relevant time horizon tends to be the long run due to 

the strong connectedness, joint investments and coordination of actions, for examples, 

logistics service firms jointly investing in a centralized maintenance facility for trucks 

and equipment, such as forklift trucks, in order to equip the facility with the required 

modern technologies and state-of-the-art tooling. Fifthly, an alliance that is centered 

around core activities with a high degree of structural intertwinement is referred to as 

a profound alliance, for instance the joint development of a value-added logistics 

center, where the logistics service firm’s customers are provided with services such as 

packaging or assembly services. Sixthly, the integrative alliance encompasses both 

core and noncore activities and a high degree of structural intertwinement. In this 

respect, examples of this cooperation type include an alliance in which logistics 

service firms jointly invest in new warehouses and high-tech maintenance facilities 

located in a region where partners are not yet present, while systematically using the 

existing warehouse and truck capacity of other partners at the alliance level. 

3.2.5 Frameworks for HLC 

Scholars have developed certain conceptual framework for HLC. For example, 

Verstrepen et al. (2009) proposed a framework consisting of four main phases. A 

go/no go decision between each of the phases will determine whether the step to the 

next stage can be safely taken. The four subsequent stages include strategic 

positioning, design, implementation, and moderation. 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: adapted Verstrepen et al. (2009) 

 

In this model, first, at the stage of “strategic positioning”, the logistics service firm 

becomes aware of the need to cooperate and begins to explore its basic objectives. 

The logistics service firm knows what it can expect from cooperation (motives), how 

it can benefit from the partnership (objectives), whether it wants to cooperate with 

direct competitors or not (competition), and whether the cooperation will take place at 

the strategic, tactical or operational level (intensity). When strategic positioning is 

completed, and when it has resulted in an intent to cooperate with two or more other 

logistics service firms, the cooperation can evolve toward the second phase (design) 

in order to identify the right partner(s), negotiate concerning the business and 

financial conditions of the cooperation, define the strategy and vision of the 

cooperation, and choose the type of cooperation. The third phase is implementation, 

where two tasks have to be fulfilled, including a contract needing to be set up, and the 

information communication technology landscape needs to be mapped so that it can 

be adjusted and integrated. The fourth phase is moderation which includes two 

features: the management and control of the processes and the strategy toward the 

growth of the partnership. 
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Figure 3.3 A stage-wise Approach toward Horizontal Cooperation 



54 

 

Leitner et al. (2011) proposed a framework for HLC in transport as can be 

seen in the following figure. 

 

 

Figure 3.4 Framework of Horizontal Collaboration in Transport 

Source: adapted from Leitner et al. (2011) 

 

Given the level of cooperation and potential of consolidation, these scholars 

proposed a framework of collaboration that includes individual transport planning, 

purchasing cooperation, transport cooperation, and lateral supply chain cooperation. 

Martin et al. (2018) suggested one cyclical decision framework for horizontal 

collaboration among logistics service firms, comprising five phrases: orientation, 

partner selection, negotiation, implementation, and management with continuous 

evaluation as one central position of the framework. 
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Figure 3.5 Decision Framework of HLC 

Source: adapted from Martin et al. (2018) 

 

In figure 3.5, first, during the orientation phase, a logistics service firm must 

be aware of the need to cooperate horizontally on the one hand, and of the 

opportunities that collaboration may offer on the other hand. Secondly, during the 

partner selection phase, the selection of an appropriate partner is based on key factors 

such as legitimation, trust and engagement, operational fit, and strategic fit and 

cultural fit. Thirdly, during the negotiation stage, partners have expressed their sincere 

intention to collaborate, and negotiations can be initiated. Some key elements 

included in the negotiation agenda are outlined here. An obvious focal point is the 

modalities of horizontal collaboration, including the collaboration scope, required 

investments and operational aspects, key performance indicators (KPIs), the division 

of alliance costs and benefits, and formal agreements being made regarding several 

cooperation aspects. Interpersonal relationships, in which great importance is 

attributed to the alliance, are also required (Schmoltzi & Wallenburg, 2012). Fourthly, 

the transition toward the implementation phase enables the gaining of broad support 

in the participating logistics service firms. Implementing collaboration must coincide 

with the setup of adequate information and communication systems as the efficient 

and safe exchange of potentially sensitive data among logistics service firms are 
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crucial. The fifth stage is management, which consists of activities supporting alliance 

functioning, and which contributes to the achievement of collaborative goals and 

prevents opportunistic behavior. A crucial act during the management phase is the 

assessment and, if necessary, the adjustment of alliance activities. Besides the formal 

modalities, the social aspects of the alliance should also be managed. This relates, 

among others, to joint problem-solving and the active involvement of all partners in 

decision-making. Moreover, conflict avoidance and conflict management are equally 

relevant aspects in the current framework phase. Conflicts can be averted by making 

clear agreements on key issues such as the protection of customer data. Final stage is 

continuous evaluation, permanent evaluation occupies a central position of decision 

framework and is done from orientation, partner selection, negotiation, 

implementation and management. 

Palmieri et al. (2019) created a conceptual framework for enabling the key 

success factors in horizontal logistics service firms as illustrated in the below figure. 

 

 

Figure 3.6 Framework of Enabling Key Success Factors in HLC 

Source: adapted from Palmieri et al. (2019) 

 

As can be seen from this framework, the scholars divided horizontal 

collaboration into two groups of factors, including enabling factors and key success 

factors. For the first group of enabling factors, from related logistics service firms, 
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customers, industry to determine innovation and experience of partners; cost structure, 

channel structure and level of competition. From the enabling factors, logistics service 

firms will establish key success factors for their HLC including competence, trust and 

environmental management orientation.  

Badraoui et al. (2020), based on the conceptual model of collaboration in the 

supply chain of Nyaga, Whipple, and Lynch (2010)  to develop HLC for an agri-food 

supply chain in the Moroccan context. 

 

Figure 3.7 Conceptual Model of HLC 

Source: adapted from Badraoui et al. (2020) 

 

According to this model, the HLC scenario, the characteristics of the industry, 

the cultural context, collaborative activities, relational elements, and the performance 

impact relationship outcomes (including satisfaction with relationships and with 

results). From literature review of the conceptual framework for HLC, it can be seen 

that these models include factors such as partners’ resources, the legitimacy of 

partners (motives, orientation, partner selection, investment), mediating factors 

(operation or implementation, management, information sharing, competence, joint 

relationship effort, trust, commitment), and collaboration outcomes (satisfaction with 
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relationships, satisfaction with results, growth, and evolution). Nonetheless, these 

frameworks were for theoretical as transport perspective, one kind of activity in the 

supply chain, the relationship for two or more logistics service firms. It is necessary to 

have a framework for HLC between logistics service firms in one global network. 

3.2.6 Innovation and Globalization in HLC 

3.2.6.1 Innovation in Horizontal Collaboration 

Logistics innovation is defined as “creating logistics value out of 

new products or services, new processes, new transaction types, new relationships or 

new business models” (Cruijssen, 2006). Logistics value can be either decreased 

logistics costs, or increased services to customers. The definition distinguishes five 

underlying innovation types that are further developed. 

Table 3.2 Types of Logistics Innovation 

Type of logistics 

innovation 

Explanation 

Service innovation  New logistics services are accomplished. 

Process innovation  Logistics services are accomplished by new processes. 

Transaction innovation New approaches of transacting logistics services. 

Relationship innovation New relationships are established and developed 

vertically, horizontally, or laterally. 

Business model 

innovation 

New operating business models are set up and operated. 

Source: adapted from Cruijssen et al. (2007) 

The general underlying goal of each innovating firm is either to resist 

or to beat its competition. In practice, these goals take the shape of more specific 

derived goals formulated by the company’s (logistics) management. 

Table 3.3 Goals of Logistics Innovation 

Goal Explanation 

Improved service Customer satisfaction is vital in competitive environments, 

such as the logistics industry.  

Improved quality Innovative systems can improve the quality of services.  
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Goal Explanation 

Creation of new 

markets 

Cooperation between road transport companies or 

warehousing firms can significantly expand these 

companies’ geographical coverage. Besides new 

geographical markets, logistics innovation can also create or 

open up new functional markets. 

Market share 

increase 

Innovative ideas tailored to a specific shipper’s needs can 

persuade this shipper to hire an LSP. 

Extension of service 

package 

Installing an EDI connection with a number of key 

customers enables an LSP to offer additional services, such 

as inventory replenishment. 

Reduced resources 

and costs 

Implementing a superior route planning tool makes it 

possible for planners to construct more efficient routes so 

that the same number of shipments can be dealt with by 

fewer trucks. 

Reduced 

environmental 

damage 

With the increased environmental concerns, there is 

growing recognition that issues of environmental pollution 

accompanying industrial development should be addressed 

simultaneously with the operational process of supply chain 

management, thus contributing to the development of so-

called “green” supply chains. 

Conformance to 

regulations 

It has become customary that city centers are open for 

trucks only during narrow time windows in the morning. 

Shippers and LSPs have to change their ordering and service 

routines in response to this. 

Source: adapted from Cruijssen (2006) 

 

Logistics service firms can increase innovation capabilities is via 

horizontal (intra-industry) cooperative relationships (Muthusamy & White, 2006) . 

Innovativeness is defined as the rate of adoption of innovation by the service provider 

and its willingness to change (Steinicke et al., 2012). The choice of governance 

measures helps to improve the innovativeness of service cooperation. The use of 
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formalization and balanced mutual influence, combined with cultural similarity, 

provides the basis for the development of new or enhanced services within the 

cooperation. In contexts that build on equity-based contracts, innovativeness is driven 

by the degree of mutual influence among partners. By applying the right governance 

mechanisms in possible settings of co-opetition, managers can foster coordination and 

the exchange of knowledge and diminish opportunistic behavior among parties. 

3.2.6.2 Globalization in HLC 

Hertz (1993) realized that between 1960 and 1970 the international 

strategies of transport companies were characterized by specification and 

diversification of services, and by expanding business activities in an increasing 

number of countries. During the 1980s the internationalization strategy used by 

transport firms was directed to attend to large regions rather than individual countries, 

mergers and acquisitions, not of single firms but of transport firms’ nets, which was 

the main method used to internationalize. Ludvigsen (2000) found that a non-equity 

and voluntary network was used by transport firms for their internationalized 

activities. The internationalization and globalization of service firms have been 

encouraged by the economies of scale and scope, by the internationalization and 

globalization of competitors, and by customer following. In the case of logistics 

service firms, other factors have also played an important role in the 

internationalization and globalization process of the firms. The deregulation of the 

transport market, the privatization of transport chains, and the technological 

improvements in the transport and communication systems have been encouraged 

such development. In response to the new strategies and demands from the industrial 

world, the organization of firms in the transport sector has been changing and they are 

becoming more networked. 

Carbone and Stone (2005) discovered that at the beginning of the 

1990s most logistics service firms in United Kingdom remained national operators; 

those that expanded their activities in the European market used a multi-domestic 

approach providing single-country logistics. In the middle of the 1990s, the logistics 

service firms in United Kingdom began to link their national operations in Europe 

with the most favored organizational structures, such as acquisitions, organic growth, 

piggybacking, and joint ventures but with few networks of logistics alliances. 
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Bernal et al. (2002) stated that there are a fruitful number of benefits 

of horizontal collaboration in global networks of high tech forwarders. The creation of 

a network of firms seems to be one of the best ways to reach the world markets and to 

offer global services (Lemoine & Dagnæs, 2003).  

Therefore, globalization and internationalization are among the key 

strategies of logistics service firms to operate and develop business and thereby 

establish and join global logistics networks. 

3.2.7 Selection and Evaluation of Partners in the Logistics Service Firm 

Network 

Selecting proper partners for HLC is crucial for logistics service firms. Abidi 

et al. (2019) used the analytical network process (ANP) to test the criteria of partner 

selection in the horizontal logistics service firm network. 
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Figure 3.8 Framework for Partner Selection in HLC 

Source: adapted from Abidi et al. (2019). 

 

Based on a literature view of vertical cooperation, the authors develop an 

overview of the criteria for the evaluation of partners in a horizontal network of 

logistics service firms. The ANP model with criteria weights provides a good starting 

point for logistics service firms to customize the evaluation framework according to 

their specific needs or operating environments. 
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Alkhatib et al. (2015) reviewed and analyzed 56 articles related to the logistics 

service firm evaluation and selection methods and criteria and then developed a 

comprehensive logistics service firm evaluation and selection framework. In order to 

access a logistics service firm’s competitiveness, the authors categorized three 

aspects, comprising LSP services, LSP resources and capabilities, and LSP 

performance with fourteen significant criteria and then combined them to develop 

LSP evaluation and a selection framework. The framework highlights the crucial 

dimensions that should be considered in any logistics-based decision and forms a base 

for logistics research to develop new logistics decision-support tools and then 

evaluate, manage, and benchmark the LSP partners. 

Table 3.4 The Extant Studies of HLC 

Key topics References Main contribution 

1) Similarity, cooperation 

and competition in HLC  

Raue and Wallenburg, 

2013 

 

Gao, 2017 

Partner similarity and its 

outcome in horizontal 

cooperation 

The impact of partner 

similarity on alliance 

management capability, 

stability, and performance 

2) Motives of HLC Cruijssen et al. (2007) 

 

 

 

Verstrepen et al. (2009) 

 

 

 

Schmoltzi and 

Wallenburg (2011)  

Opportunities, 

impediments, and 

facilitators for horizontal 

cooperation 

Motives, classification and 

a stage-wise approach 

towards horizontal 

cooperation 

Horizontal cooperation 

between LSPs: motives, 

structure, performance 
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Key topics References Main contribution 

3) Frameworks for HLC Verstrepen et al., 2009  

 

 

Wallenburg and Raue, 

2011 

 

 

Raue and Wallenburg, 

2013 

 

Raue and Wieland, 2014 

 

 

 

Wallenburg and Schaffler, 

2014 

 

Pomponi et al., 2015 

 

Martin et al., 2018 

 

 

Palmieri et al., 2019 

Sheffi et al., 2019 

 

 

 

Badraoui et al., 2020 

A dynamic framework for 

managing horizontal 

cooperation in logistics. 

Conceptual framework of 

conflict governance in the 

horizontal cooperation of 

logistics service firms 

Conceptual framework of 

similarity impacting on 

HLC 

The interplay of relational 

governance and formal 

control in horizontal 

alliances. 

The interplay of different 

types of governance in 

horizontal cooperation. 

The comprehensive 

framework of HLC. 

Horizontal collaboration: 

Decision framework and 

typology. 

A triple win HLC. 

Framework of governance 

mechanisms for horizontal 

collaboration in logistics 

clusters. 

Conceptual model for HLC 

in agri-food supply chain. 
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Key topics References Main contribution 

4)Typology and 

mechanism of HLC 

Cruijssen et al., 2006 

 

 

Verstregen et al., 2009 

 

 

 

Martin et al., 2018 

Activities of horizontal 

logistics cooperation in 

transport. 

Classification of horizontal 

logistics cooperation 

between logistics service 

providers 

Typology of HLC 

5) Partner evaluation and 

selection 

Alkhatib et al., 2015 

 

 

 

Abidi et al., 2019 

Comprehensive framework 

for logistics service 

provider evaluation and 

selection 

Evaluation criteria for 

partner LSPs are 

applicable to LSP partners 

in horizontal partnership 

networks. The framework 

for LSPs to evaluate the 

successful partnership 

6) Design, Process, 

Governance and 

performance in HLC 

Caputo and Mininno 

(1996) 

 

 

Raue and Wieland, 2014 

 

 

 

 

 

Wallenburg and Schaffler, 

Describing internal, 

vertical, and horizontal 

logistics activities in first 

party logistics 

Conceptual model 

formalization and 

relational capital impact 

learning and performance 

of HLC 

Testing the conceptual 

framework to determine 
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Key topics References Main contribution 

2016 

 

 

 

 

 

Brekalo and Albers 

(2016) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Defryn et al., 2019 

 

 

 

 

Martin et al., 2018 

 

 

Palmieri et al., 2019 

 

 

 

 

that applying collaborative 

processes in the 

performance measurement 

reduces overall conflict in 

horizontal LSP 

cooperation 

Categorizing the literature 

on vertical and horizontal 

logistics partnership into 

four key areas in order to 

systematically consolidate 

main performance factors, 

their sub-constructs, and 

performance effects 

A general solution 

framework is presented for 

optimizing decisions in a 

horizontal logistics 

cooperation 

Decision framework of 

HLC 

Theoretical framework: 

enabling key success 

factors in horizontal 

collaborations among 

LSPs 
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Key topics References Main contribution 

7) Internationalization 

and globalization in HLC 

Hertz (1993) 

 

Ludvigsen, 2000 

 

 

 

Carbone & Stone (2001) 

 

 

 

 

Bernal et al. (2002) 

 

 

 

Lemoine and Dagnæs 

(2003) 

 

 

The international strategies 

of the transport companies 

Non-equity and voluntary 

networks used by transport 

firms for their 

internationalized activities 

Logistics service firms in 

the United Kingdom open 

their national operations to 

European network 

alliances 

The benefits of horizontal 

collaboration in global 

networks of high tech 

forwarders 

The creation of a network 

of firms seems to be one of 

the best ways to reach the 

world markets and to offer 

global services. 

8. Innovation and 

Evolution 

Busse and Wallenburg 

(2011) 

 

Cruijssen (2006) 

Sheffi et al. (2019) 

Innovation management of 

the logistics service 

provider 

Innovation in HLC. 

Framework of governance 

mechanisms for logistics 

clusters - a new form in 

logistics clusters 

Source: synthesized by the author 
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3.3 Theoretical Frameworks 

HLC between logistics service partners in network are the IORs, specifically, 

is multi-lateral relationship. Certain theories include organizational theory, 

contingency theory, systems theory, transaction cost economic theory, resource 

dependence theory, game theory, interorganizational perspective, the supply chain 

management perspective, the logistics perspective, marketing theory, the alliance 

perspective, the resource-based view, and institutional theory, which have been used 

for HLC. One IOR cannot be used one theory to examine. For this study, the resource-

based view, institutional theory, and the interorganizational relation perspective are 

the theoretical frameworks used to discuss for horizontal collaboration between 

logistics service partners in a global network. 

3.3.1 Interorganizational Relations 

IORs, as its subject name suggests, is concerned with the relationships 

between and among organizations. IOR are the ties, flows, linkages, and exchanges 

that occur among or between organizations. Oliver (1990) defined as follows: “IORs 

are the relatively enduring transactions, flows, and linkages that occur among or 

between an organization and one or more organizations in its environment.”  

IORs and interorganizational entities must surely have existed for as long as 

there have been identifiable organizations to relate to one another. As the study of 

economies, societies, and polities became established, and the significance of the 

formal organization became clear, the scholars in those traditions began to explore 

some aspects of IORs and that work provided the early root structure for modern 

studies of interorganizational phenomena in economics, sociology, and political 

science. From the 1950s, the development of general systems theory by Von 

Bertalanffy (1951) and its application to a range of social science problems by 

Boulding (1956) that appears to have laid the initial cornerstone for the study of IORs.  

Evan (1965) introduced the notion of a theory of IORs. This scholar laid down a 

challenge to those exploring organizational phenomena, describing a wide spread of 

neglected problems of IORs. Within a relatively short period of time, however, IORs 

were being explored by those interested in developing theory based on the resource 

dependencies, which frequently motivated organizations to seek resources via 
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relations with other organizations (Aldrich, 1976). Similarly, the existence of various 

constraints that led organizations to determine whether, when, or how they might 

engage in IORs resulted in a focus on IORs among some contingency theory scholars. 

Metcalfe (1976) explored the relations among and between multiple organizations, 

relying, in part, on theories derived from politics. They introduced the concepts of 

networks and strategy into the vocabulary of IORs and linked the formation and fate 

of networks to the wider political economy. Ostrom, Parks, and Whitaker (1974) 

established an early focus on the comparative aspects of IORs. The first of a 

continuing stream of “reviews” of work done to date was provided by A.H. Van de 

Ven, Delbecq, and Koenig (1976), then, followed by Galaskiewicz (1985), Oliver 

(1990), Barringer and Harrison (2000) , and Galaskiewicz, Bielefeld, and Dowell 

(2006) again. Following that, several scholars researched many aspects of IORs such 

as interorganizational networks (Ebers, 1997), information systems and business 

management (Vaidya, 2012), procurement management, networks 

(Theodorakopoulos, Ram, & Kakabadse, 2015) , ecosystems, travel, and tourism with 

online travel agencies (C. Huang, Goh, & Law, 2019) , and so on. Researchers from 

various disciplines developed bodies of knowledge around IORs and focused on 

particular topics relevant the type of IORs. Galaskiewicz (1985) reviewed the 

literature and synthesized the IORs that take place in three different arenas: “resource 

procurement and allocation, political advocacy, and organizational legitimation. The 

direct procurement of facilities, materials, products, or revenues to ensure 

organizational survival has been an overriding reason for establishing IORs If the 

legislative environment affects the organization in a significant way, the organization 

will attempt to use the power of the larger social system and its government to pass 

legislation more favorable to itself. In the legitimacy arena, the issue is the adequacy 

of the organizations' goals or operating procedures in terms of theory. The targets of 

the effort are licensing boards, funding agents, intellectuals, and public opinion.” A. 

H. Van de Ven and Walker (1984)  contributed the following: regarding “the 

dynamics of interorganizational coordination, those are, (1) perceptions of 

dependence on others for resources spurs the development of IOR. Resource 

dependence is a powerful direct determinant of communications, resource 

transactions, and consensus, (2) the growth of IOR is fostered by frequent 
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communications to formalize the relationships and build consensus about the terms of 

the relationship among the parties involved, (3) monetary transactions and client 

referrals entail different patterns of coordination.” Oliver (1990) stated that the 

prediction of IORs follows the questions: “For what reasons and under what 

conditions do organizations establish linkages or exchanges with one another?” The 

reasons for relations formation refer to the underlying causes or contingencies that 

induce the formation of IORs. The conditions under which relationships from refer to 

the environmental and interorganizational factors that increase the likelihood that 

different contingencies will cause IORs to occur. That point can be shown with a 

model of IORs.  

 

  

 

 

 

Source: adapted from Oliver (1990) 

 

Oliver (1990), based on an integration of the IOR literature from 1960 to  the 

present, cited six critical contingencies of relationship formation as generalizable 

determinants of IORs across organizations, settings, and linkages, which are 

necessity, asymmetry, reciprocity, efficiency, stability, and legitimacy. These 

contingencies are the causes that prompt or motivate organizations to establish IORs, 

that is, they explain the reasons why organizations choose to enter into relationships 

with one another. IORs used by small businesses are considered a tool to buffer them 

from environmental uncertainty and to improve their performance, to reduce 

transaction costs related to acquisition, manufacturing, and the distribution of goods 

and services, as well as to monitor environmental change (Dollinger & Golden, 1992) 

. Despite the considerable differences in theoretical approaches, what unifies IOR 

research is this: in one way or another, it focuses on the properties and overall pattern 

of relations between and among organizations that are pursuing a mutual interest 

while also remaining independent and autonomous, thus retaining separate interests. 

For all IOR researchers, the aim is to understand and explain one or more of the 

Causes IORs Effects 

Figure 3.9 Model of IORs 
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antecedents, content, patterns, forms, processes, management, or outcomes of the 

relations between or among organizations. The focus of a researcher’s interests may 

be on any or all of the participating organizations and their members or other affected 

actors, such as the community in which an IOR operates, or its competitors. 

There are two core concepts that underlie all IOR research: organizations and 

the relationships between or among them. All of the theoretical approaches in IOR 

research create their distinctive frames of enquiry from these two core building 

blocks: a set of dimensions describing the related organizations and a set of 

dimensions describing the nature of the relationships through which they are linked. 

Different types of IOR research are thus distinguished by the particular ways in which 

they characterize the organizations and their inter-relationships. These are the macro 

and/or micro contexts in which both organizations and their relations are embedded, 

the processes through which IORs are established, maintained, changed and 

dissolved, and how produce outcomes are produced. 

Some of the dimensions relate to the four core building blocks. First, the 

dimensions and attributes of organizations involved in IORs are typically described 

related to two levels of analysis: the level of the individual organizations in 

interorganizational entities (IOEs) and the collective level of all organizations 

involved in an IOE. Second, the dimensions and attributes of relationships are 

described on the basis of dyadic or multilateral data. They can have interactive 

relationships or non-interactive relationships. The interactive relationships among 

organizations can be usefully conceptualized according to three sub-dimensions: 

content, the governance mechanism, and structure. The governance mechanism is the 

means through which actors manage the content flows and co-ordinate their 

relationships (Ebers, 1997). The attributes of governance mechanisms that have been 

widely studied including: trust, reciprocity and equity, incentive structures and 

administrative controls, and various forms of contracts. The structural attributes of the 

relations in an IOE refer, for instance, to the diversity of types of relations, the overall 

intensity and restrictedness of the relations, the internal cluster, horizontal 

collaboration, and vertical collaboration. Fourth, the dimensions of attributes of 

contexts are the micro context related to the levels of analysis lower than that of the 

organizations engaging in IORs, i.e. to groups and individuals. Macro contexts are the 
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higher institutional environments in which IORs and IOEs are situated. These 

comprise, for instance, the legal environment in which an IOR operates; its political, 

economic, national, cultural, and spatial environment, and its historical contexts. 

Finally, the dimensions and attributes of processes have both macro and micro 

dimensions. Macro processes are concerned with the evolution of interorganizational 

situations over time, while at the micro level, the processes are experienced by 

individual participants attempting to negotiate, facilitate, or interrupt larger scale 

processes, for instance, how trust unfolds, the leadership activities of partnership 

managers, sense-making in IORs, processes for interorganizational innovation, 

processes for evaluating IORs, and intervention processes. 

The interorganizational network is comprised of interorganizational 

cooperation with more than two organizations and linked through such networking 

relationships that constitute an interorganizational network. Networking can take 

different forms, and all these forms are characterized by recurring exchange 

relationships among a limited number of organizations that retain residual control of 

their individual resources yet periodically jointly make decisions their use (Ebers, 

1997). According to organizational theory, organizations are assumed to be open and 

adaptive systems and to make conscious, intentional decisions to establish an IOR for 

an explicitly formulated purpose. Furthermore, there exists homogeneity of perception 

and orientation among network members. Particular resources are seen as equally 

important by network members. The notion of an interorganizational network is 

applied to a wide variety of relationships among organizations, for example, to joint 

ventures, strategic alliances, corporate interlocks, single-sourcing relationships, 

industrial districts, consortia, social networks, horizontal business networks, and 

others (Grandori & Soda, 1995). Through networking, organizations can access 

complementary resources and/or capabilities and/or can closely co-ordinate their use 

of resources; in this way, they hope to enhance their competitiveness, for example, in 

terms of improved products, better market access, or faster market entry, and thus 

increase their revenue (Contractor & Lorange, 1988; Zajac & Olsen, 1993). On the 

other hand, interorganizational cooperation can also be motivated by cost reduction. 

Cost savings may be the result of economies of scale and/or cope that can be 

achieved, for example, through joint research, marketing, or production (Contractor & 
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Lorange, 1988; Håkansson & Snehota, 1989). Moreover, in specific circumstances, 

organizations may establish networking relationships in order to economize on the 

governance costs or coordinate their activities (Hennart, 1991; Thorelli, 1986). In 

addition, risk reduction comes into play as cost-related motivation for 

interorganizational networking when organizations seek to spread financial or other 

risks. 

According to Ebers (1997), there are five dimensions of interorganizational 

network; namely, resource flows, mutual expectations, information flows capturing 

aspects of the content of the relationships among actors; and the distribution of 

property rights over resources and co-ordination mechanisms capturing aspects of the 

governance structure. 

Skjoett-Larsen (2000) discussed third-party logistics from an 

interorganizational point of view and motivation for third-party logistics agreement. 

The author concluded that “third-party logistics are not merely a means to cost 

efficiency, but also as a strategic tool for creating competitive advantage through 

increased service and flexibility. Human resources and attitudes of collaboration 

between parties are very important for success of third-party agreement.” Logistics 

service firms establish IORs, particularly horizontal collaboration in a global network, 

based on six critical contingencies: necessity, asymmetry, reciprocity, efficiency, 

stability, legitimacy. By joining logistics network with horizontal collaboration, firms 

can meet the necessary legal or regulatory requirements of fields or environments or 

governments; or can implement their power or control over another organization or its 

resources; or can cooperate, collaborate, and coordinate with other organizations 

through partnerships or networking in order to orient to efficiency of cost, 

management; and to develop sustainably. Horizontal collaboration between logistics 

service firms is also structured by the dimensions and attributes of organizations, 

relationships, and the contexts and processes that are research by scholars regarding 

this paradigm. 

3.3.2 Resource-based View 

The resource-based theory was contributed to many scholars in order to 

explain the central question in strategic management: “Why do some firms 

persistently outperform others?” Resource-based theory, like any theory, draws on 
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prior theoretical work in developing its predictions and prescriptions. In the case of 

resource-based theory, important prior theoretical work comes from at least four 

sources: (a) the traditional study of distinctive competencies; (b) Ricardo’s analysis of 

land rents; (c) Penrose’s theory of the growth of the firm; and (d) the study of the 

antitrust implications of economics. Perhaps the first resource-based theory 

publication in the field of strategic management identified as such was by 

(Wernerfelt, 1984) . One of Wernerfelt’s primary contributions was recognizing that 

competition for resources among firms based on their resource profiles could have 

important implications for the ability of firms to gain advantages in implementing 

product market strategies. In the same year, Rumelt (1984) published a second 

resourced-based paper describing a strategic theory of the firm, that is, a theory 

explaining why firms exist that focus on the ability of firms to more efficiently 

generate economic rents than other forms of economic organization. Similarly,  

Barney (1986) suggested that it was possible to develop a theory of persistent superior 

firm performance based on the attributes of the resources that a firm controls. Yet, 

Barney (1986) moved beyond Wernerfelt (1984)  by arguing that a theory can have 

very different implications than theories of competitive advantage based on the 

product market positions of firms. Thus, Barney begins a shift from what might be 

called the resource-based view toward what is currently called resource-based theory. 

Barney (1986) introduces the concept of a strategic factor market as the market where 

firms acquire or develop the resources they need to implement their product market 

strategies. The fourth article by Dierickx and Cool (1989) extended Barney’s 

argument (1986) by describing what it is about the resources that a firm already 

controls that may make it possible for that resources to generate economic rents. 

These papers suggested that it is possible to develop a theory of persistent superior 

firm performance using a firm’s resources as a unit of analysis. These papers also 

described some of the attributes that resources must possess if they are to be a source 

of sustained superior firm performance. 

Barney defined the concept of a strategic factor market in order to demonstrate 

that whether a firm gains competitive advantages does not depend just on strategies 

that create competitive imperfections in product markets, but on the total cost of 

implementing these strategies. This total cost is determined by the competitiveness of 
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the strategic factor markets. One of the central conclusions of this argument is that the 

firms that exploit resources and capabilities that they already control in choosing and 

implementing strategies are more likely to gain competitive advantages than firms 

that acquire the resources and capabilities where they need to implement a strategy in 

more competitive factor markets. 

Theoretically, the central premise of the RBV is to find the answer to 

questions concerning why firms are different and how firms achieve and sustain a 

competitive advantage. These questions are answered by RBV’s assumptions 

(Barney, 1991): “Firms within an industry (or group) may be heterogeneous with 

respect to the strategic resources they control”. “These resources may not be perfectly 

mobile across firms, and thus heterogeneity can be long lasting.” Therefore, 

examining the role of firm resources in creating competitive advantage is a core 

substance of RBV (Barney, 1991). According to the resource-based view (RBV), 

firms can form IORs with other organizations based on the notion that the resources 

and capabilities controlled by a firm are the determinants of its subsequent 

performance and enable certain forms to outperform others (Barney, 1991). 

Originally, the RBV primarily focused on the quality of the internal resources of a 

firm and its effects on firm performance. Nonetheless, more recently, the RBV shifted 

its focus to include external resources as well by including a firm’s IORs as a resource 

(Dyer, Kale, & Singh, 2001). This notion is based on the argument that by combining 

resources, firms can collaboratively perform activities that can not be performed 

alone, and thereby overcoming resource-based constraints on performance. Barney 

(1991) also provides a summary of the conditions of potential firm resources that are 

considered as sources of a sustained competitive advantage. The RBV began with the 

assumption that firm resources may be heterogeneous and immobile; not all firm 

resources hold the potential of sustained competitive advantages. In order to have this 

potential, a firm resource must have four attributes: (a) it must be valuable; (b) it must 

be rare; (c) it must be imperfectly imitable; and (d) it must be able to exploited by a 

firm’s organizational processes. 
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Figure 3.10 Framework for Resource-based Analysis 

Source: adapted from Barney (1986) 

 

Concerning to this study, the logistics service firms have their resources and 

also need resources from other partners in the networks. These resources are 

heterogeneous and immobile because these logistics service firms are located 

throughout the world. Further, these resources are rare because of limits of the 

members in each country, and they are valuable and imperfect because the members 

in the network must integrate to enable service chains for customers. Logistics service 

firms must collaborate horizontally to exploit complementary resources and 

supplementary resources that create sustained competitive advantages for them. 

3.3.3 Institutional Theory 

Zucker (1977) discussed two defining elements that are shared by the 

theoretical approaches to institutionalization in organizations as follows: “(1) a rule-

like, social fact quality of an organized pattern of action, and (2) an embedding in 

formal structures, such as formal aspects of organizations that are not tied to particular 

actors or situations.”  

There are two theoretical approaches: the environment as institution, assuming 

that the basic process is reproduction or the copying of system-wide social facts on 

the organization level; and the organization as institution, assuming that the central 
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process is generation at the organization level. Institutional environments obtain their 

defining power from rationalization and from accompanying state elaboration. These 

environments are constructed as a consequence of a much wider “state project” 

related to the expansion of state jurisdiction Thomas and Meyer (1984). The 

organization as institution means that implemented institutional elements commonly 

arise from within the organization itself or from the imitation of other similar 

organizations (Zucker, 1977), but do not arise from power or coercive process located 

in the state or elsewhere.  

Scott (1987) summarized as follows: “there are several concepts of institutions 

and institutionalization in which institutionalization is as a process of instilling value, 

institutionalization is as a process of creating reality; institutional systems is as a class 

of elements; institutions are as distinct societal spheres” Institutional systems are as a 

class of elements that can account for the existence and/or the elaboration of the 

organizational structure. The prevalence of organizational forms can be attributed not 

only to the complexity of relational networks and exchange processes but also to the 

existence of elaborate rational myths or shared belief systems. The institutional theory 

aims to explain the imposition of organizational structure, the authorization of 

organizational structure, the inducement of organizational structure, the acquisition of 

organizational structure, and the bypassing of organizational structure. 

Theory and research on institutionalization have generated valuable insights 

into the processes that define and explain institutionalization in organizational 

environments and their influence on organizational conformity to the environment. 

Early versions of institutional theory placed particular emphasis on the taken-for 

granted character of institutional rules, myths, and beliefs as shared social reality and 

on the processes by which organizations tend to become instilled with value and 

social meaning. More recent treatments of institutionalization have elaborated the 

nature and variety of these institutional processes and the range of influences that 

these processes exert on the structural characteristics of organizations. Nonetheless, 

organizations need to have the strategic behaviors that are employed in direct 

response to the institutional processes that affect them (Oliver, 1990). 

Institutional theory suggests that organizations adopt rules and practices that 

may not necessarily increase technical efficiency but increase legitimacy in external 



78 

 

stakeholders’ eyes DiMaggio and Powell (1983). According to the authors, an 

increase in the number of organizations that adopt and implement an innovation 

creates pressure on the remaining organizations and trading partners and manipulate 

their decisions. Another central element in institutional theory is the concept of 

organizational legitimacy. This refers to the acceptance of an organization by its 

external environment. Organizations achieve this legitimacy through adopting 

processes, structures, and strategies that others have already taken (Deephouse, 1996; 

DiMaggio & Powell, 1983).  

Institutional theory assumes that organizational choice is constrained by 

multiple external pressures. As a result, organizations tend to conform to the norms 

and expectations of their institutional environments in order to survive. Therefore, 

external pressures are considered as sources of change whereas the motive of change 

is legitimacy.  

According to DiMaggio and Powell (1983), institutional theory can be used to 

explain organizational phenomena such as organizational life, organizations with a 

high institutionalization but a weak technical base, or those in which the legitimacy of 

member organizations is largely based on traditional authority, an organizational form 

where the practice is well on its way to becoming highly institutionalized or long-term 

change of the organization, variation among nation states, or other units with distinct 

institutional structures. 

Additionally, DiMaggio and Powell (1983) asked the following: “What makes 

organizations so similar?” The answer is isomorphism, which constrains processes to 

force one unit in a population to resemble other units that face the same set of 

environmental conditions. The authors describe three isomorphic processes 

comprising the following: (1) coercive isomorphism stemming from political 

influence and the problem of legitimacy; (2) mimetic isomorphism resulting from 

standard responses to uncertainty; and (3) normative isomorphism, associated with 

professionalization.  

A common theme of institutional theory is that certain organizational 

decisions are “take-for-granted” (Galaskiewicz & Wasserman, 1989). Decision-

makers do not consciously engage in a strategic choice, but rather are “compelled” to 

take certain actions (Oliver, 1991). 
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Legitimacy is a concept that is central to the evolution of social system, 

including organizations. According to Suchman (1995), legitimacy is defined as “a 

generalized perception or assumption that the actions of an entity are desirable, 

proper, or appropriate within some socially constructed system of norms. Values, 

beliefs, and definitions.” Legitimacy varies across firms and is bestowed 

discriminately through a process of social endorsement. Legitimacy is transacted or 

exchanged among parties (Salancik & Pfeffer, 1978). The scholars have argued that 

legitimacy building is the driving force behind decisions regarding organizational 

strategies and structures (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983) and that societal acceptance of 

the organization, and its subsequent survival, is dependent on attaining the support of 

relevant elements in its environment. For organizations as well as networks, 

legitimacy pressure is produced by others; it is the acquisition of status and 

acceptability conferred by others based on their perception of the 

organization’s/network’s goals, values, actions, structures, processes, and so on. 

Organizations achieve legitimacy through the society and culture in which they are 

embedded. 

The establishment of IORs for purposes of increasing legitimacy can originate 

from an organization’s motives to demonstrate or improve its reputation, image, 

prestige, or congruence with prevailing norms in its institutional environment (Oliver, 

1991). Attempts to enhance legitimacy through relationship formation will be directed 

especially toward organizations whose level of legitimacy is perceived by the focal 

organization to be considerably higher than its own. 

An organization’s need for legitimacy is driven by a combination of the 

characteristics of the organization as well as its context (Dacin, Oliver, & Roy, 2007) 

developed a theoretical framework that identifies the specific conditions under which 

firms are likely to enter into strategic alliances/partnership to meet legitimacy needs 

and what factors will mediate the likelihood that fulfillment of these needs will lead to 

improved firm and alliance/partnership alliance. 
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Figure 3.11 The Legitimating Roles of Strategic Alliances and Their Impact on 

Performance 

Source: adapted from Dacin et al. (2007) 

 

Several researchers have considered three types of organizational legitimacy 

regulative legitimacy, normative legitimacy, and cognitive legitimacy (Ruef & Scott, 

1998; Scott, 1995). Regulative legitimacy stresses the regulatory process, rules, and 

standards, as well as expectations created governments, professional associations, and 

leading organizations (Suchman, 1995; Zimmerman & Zeitz, 2002). As an example, 

an organization can obtain regulatory legitimacy by registering with governmental 

bodies such as the Securities and Exchange Commission, or by obtaining professional 

certification. Normative legitimacy emphasizes normative rules and the values of 

society (Scott, 1995) and can be achieved by adhering to occupational and 

professional standards (Zimmerman & Zeitz, 2002) or commonly accepted beliefs 

about the “right thing to do” judged by the general public (Suchman, 1995). As an 

example, an organization can obtain normative legitimacy by treating its employees 

and publics fairly (Zimmerman & Zeitz, 2002). Cognitive legitimacy is based on the 

extent to which an organization is seen to provide a service that is needed by society 

(Scott, 1995; Suchman, 1995) argued that cognitive legitimacy does not involve the 

public’s judgment; the public’s acceptance is necessary and taken-for-granted given 

the organization’s role in society. Socio-political legitimacy reflects the process of 

normative evaluation, questioning, justification, and the acceptance of the 

organization, its practices and outcomes as appropriate and right, given existing 
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norms and laws (Aldrich & Fiol, 1994). Suchman (1995) added pragmatic legitimacy, 

which considers the public’s interests directed toward the organization. An 

organization may be judged as legitimate under one type of legitimacy while not 

being judged as legitimate under another (Ruef & Scott, 1998). Etzioni (1987) argued 

that the immediate source of legitimacy is the organization’s value to society. 

According to institutional theory, Ruef and Scott (1998) asserted that sources of 

legitimacy are external observers (e.g. licensing boards, funding agencies, unions) and 

the internal observers (e.g., workers, managers, staff specialists) of the organization 

that assess its conformity according to a specific standard or model. Partner selection 

for horizontal collaboration in a global logistics network is a crucial challenge for 

logistics service firms. This issue relates to the legitimacy of members that can impact 

collaboration performance and the process of collaboration. 

3.3.4 The linkages of the theoretical framework with horizontal 

collaboration among logistics service firms in a global network 

This study employs a theoretical framework that includes the perspective of 

IORs, the resource-based view, and institutional theory: first, to explain the motives 

or causes why a logistics service firm joins a global network and establishes 

horizontal collaboration with partners; second, to explain how resources and the 

legitimacy of partners impact collaboration performance; and third, to explain how 

partner attributes, coordination, and network competence affect the collaboration 

performance of logistics service firms in a global network. 



 

 

Table 3.5 Fundamentals of the IOR Perspective, the Resource-based View and 

Institutional Theory for HLC 

Theory/ 

Perspective 

Key Assumptions Key Proposition Linkages 

IORs Organizations are as 

open and adaptive 

systems. 

Organizations are 

assumed as open and 

adaptive systems 

and to make 

conscious, 

intentional decisions 

to establish an IOR 

for explicitly 

formulated purpose. 

Firm is a part of 

larger system, 

Furthermore, there 

exist homogeneity of 

perception and 

orientation among 

network members. 

Particular resources 

are seen as equally 

important by 

network members. 

 

 

 

 

Gaining the 

benefits from 

relationships. 

Firms join the 

international 

network with 

horizontal 

collaboration to 

increase revenue, 

to reduce costs, to 

enable global 

geographic 

coverage, to 

increase service 

offerings for 

customers. 
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Theory/ 

Perspective 

Key Assumptions Key Proposition Linkages 

Resource-based 

view 

“Firms within an 

industry (or group) 

may be 

heterogeneous with 

respect to the 

strategic resources 

they control”.   

“These resources 

may not be perfectly 

mobile across firms, 

and thus 

heterogeneity can be 

long lasting” 

(Barney, 1991: 99).  

Exploit the internal 

resources 

strategically and 

combine external 

resources to gain 

the sustained 

competitive 

advantages 

Collaborate to 

maximize the 

similar 

competence of 

partners in 

networks to 

provide the wide-

range services for 

customers. 

Employ the 

internal facilities 

and capabilities to 

gain the 

competitive 

advantages. 

Maximize value of 

partner through 

pooling and 

utilizing valuable 

resources. 

Institutional 

theory 

Organizational 

choice is constrained 

by multiple external 

pressures. As a 

result, organizations 

tend to conform to 

the norms and 

expectations of their 

institutional 

Legitimate with 

external 

environments to 

gain the 

legitimacy. 

Enhance 

legitimacy of firm 

toward myths, 

beliefs, legal 

barriers, trade 

barriers, political 

issues, social 

practices 

Firms need to have 
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Theory/ 

Perspective 

Key Assumptions Key Proposition Linkages 

environments in 

order to survive. 

Therefore, external 

pressure are 

considered as 

sources of change 

whereas the motive 

of change is 

legitimacy. 

the strategic 

behaviors that 

employ in direct 

response to the 

institutional 

processes that 

affect them 

(Oliver, 1991). 

Join the 

international LSP 

network to use 

NAO as the 

mediator to meet 

the partners’ 

requirement and 

have the trust from 

members. 

Source: synthesized by the author 

 

3.4 Conceptual Model and Operational Definition of the Variables 

3.4.1 Conceptual Model 

Based on the literature of HLC, the research objectives, and the theoretical 

frameworks mentioned above, a conceptual model for horizontal collaboration in the 

global network of logistics service firms was constructed and proposed. Typically, 

this model is based on and developed from conceptual frameworks in HLC, such as 

the conceptual model of HLC (Badraoui et al., 2020), the conceptual framework of 

enabling and key success factors in horizontal LSP collaborations (Palmieri et al., 

2019), the framework of governance mechanisms for horizontal collaboration in 

logistics clusters (Sheffi et al., 2019), the horizontal partner evaluation structure in 
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logistics service provider networks (Abidi et al., 2019), the comprehensive framework 

of horizontal collaboration in logistics (Pomponi et al., 2013), the framework of 

logistics service providers evaluation and selection (Alkhatib et al., 2015), the 

framework for an efficient implementation of logistics collaborations (Audy et al., 

2012), the dynamic framework for managing horizontal cooperation in logistics 

(Verstrepen et al., 2009), and the structure and conduct model for strategic networks 

(Klint & Sjöberg, 2003). The present model comprises three groups of factors: 

independent variables (partner complementarity, organizational legitimacy; 

partnership attributes, network competence; a mediating variable (coordination); and a 

dependent variable (collaboration performance). Partner complementarity, including 

the degree of resource complementarity and the degree of resource supplementariy, is 

based on the resource-based view and the perspective of IORs. Organizational 

legitimacy is constructed from institutional theory. Partnership attributes, 

coordination, and network competence are based on the IOR perspective. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

H2 (+) 

  H1 (+) 
Partnership attributes 

Trust 

Commitment 

Partner complementarity 

Resource complementarity 

Resource supplementarity 

Coordination  

Operational compatibility 

Conflict management 

H5 (+) 

H4 (+) 
H6 (+) 

Collaboration 

performance 

Overall 

satisfaction 

Growth 

Network 

continuity 

Organizational legitimacy 

Cognitive legitimacy 

Socio-political legitimacy 

 

H3 (+) 

H7 (+) 

Network competence 

Specialist qualifications 

Social qualifications 

 

Figure 3.12 Conceptual Model for Horizontal Collaboration between Logistics Service 

Firms in One Global Network Operated by NAO 



86 

 

 

The operational definitions and relationships between the variables in the 

model are defined and explained in the next parts. The proposed model was tested by 

using the quantitative research method combining the qualitative research method in 

order to obtain the final conceptual model. 

3.4.2 Variables and Operational Definitions 

3.4.2.1 Dependent Variable 

The dependent variable is collaboration performance with three 

constructs: overall satisfaction, growth, and network continuity. According to Ariño 

(2003), collaboration performance is the degree of accomplishment of the partners' 

goals which can be common or private, initial or emergent. Depending on 

consideration’s goals, the performance can be classified at three levels: financial 

performance, operational performance, and organizational effectiveness. Financial 

performance is relevant when the partners in the partnership have an explicit goal. 

Operational performance can be measured by the indicators of the key operational 

success factors. Organizational effectiveness refers to the fulfillment of the 

organization’s goals, taking account of the interests of multiple constituencies. 

Collaboration performance should be assessed both subjectively and objectively. To 

date, there is no agreement on the optimal way to measure partnership performance. 

Das and Teng (1998) have stated that collaboration performance is difficult to 

examine in using a proper and consistent method, and there are obstacles to collect 

data and evidence for assessment. Additionally, according to Ariño (2003), it is not 

easy to assess partnership performance by employing traditional measurements of 

accounting or financial approaches to measurement, such as sales growth, return on 

assets, or profitability due to the necessary data and the time frame for payoffs may 

vary dramatically for different types of relationships (Saxton, 1997). Consequently, 

some researchers have used stability or longevity as a measure of performance. 

However, these measures of partnership performance have attracted criticism for their 

limited ability to provide information about collaboration effectiveness (Kogut, 1989). 

Measures such as survival and longevity fail to distinguish between alliances that fail 

and therefore die, and those that accomplish their objectives and thus outlive their 

utility. Partnership performance has also been studied using managerial assessments 
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of performance, assessing performance in terms of their overall satisfaction with the 

partnership, or in terms of the extent to which the partnership has met its stated 

objectives (Mohr & Nevin, 1990; Saxton, 1997). Managerial assessments of alliance 

performance have received some initial criticism for the reasons of bias and 

inaccuracy. This was especially true until research by Geringer and Hebert (1991) 

demonstrated the existence of a high correlation between the subjective assessments 

of performance with more objective measures, based on accounting data. Thus, there 

is an emerging consensus among scholars that, if properly done, managerial 

assessments are a reasonable way to assess partnership performance (Anderson & 

Weitz, 1989; Das & Teng, 1998). (Hyder & Abraha, 2006)  measured five dimensions 

of partnership performance comprising growth, profit, adaptability, joint participation 

in activities, and survival; and even successful network development by the partners is 

considered as a sign of good performance because the “right” connections give a firm 

legitimacy and a solid position for further development of new business ideas and 

exploit opportunities in the host and neighboring countries. Partnership performance 

can be assessed by the failure rate of cooperation at the industry level and cooperation 

effectiveness at the individual cooperation level (Lunnan & Haugland, 2008). 

Following this point, Schmoltzi and Wallenburg (2011) examined the horizontal 

partnership performance of cooperation among logistics service providers in Germany 

and the findings indicated that the performance of horizontal cooperation was high 

and made the cooperation substantially more stable than the cooperation within 

manufacturing industries.  

Overall satisfaction refers to the degree to which the collaboration 

has met the goals of the partner, and its contributions to the partner's core 

competencies (Kale, Singh, & Perlmutter, 2000; Raue & Wieland, 2015). Growth 

refers to the increase of sales volume, such as sales volume before and after joining 

the global logistics service provider network (Bonatto et al., 2015; Gao et al., 2017). 

Network continuity is the degree to which network members are 

willing to work together and to continue to participate in the network in the future 

(Bradford, Stringfellow, & Weitz, 2004). Noticeably, due to the difficulties in the 

evaluation of collaboration performance, the constructs consisting of overall 

satisfaction, growth, and network continuity will be considered and determined by 
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testing the data (quantitative research method) and results of interviews (qualitative 

research method). 

3.4.2.2 Independent Variables 

1) Partner Complementarity 

According to Chi (1994), “partner complementarity exists between 

two sets of resources when a joint use of the partner can potentially yield a higher 

total return than the sum of the returns that can be earned if each set of resources are 

used independently of the other.” 

Resources are defined as “assets, capabilities, organizational 

processes, firm attributes and information and so on, controlled by a firm that enable 

the firm to conceive or implement strategies that improve the efficiency and 

effectiveness.” All resources can be classified into three categories: financial, 

technological, and physical resources, as well as organizational capabilities. Financial 

resources mean the availability of capital (Das & Teng, 1998). Physical resources 

include the plant, equipment, raw materials, production activity, the distribution 

channel, geographic location, and access to raw materials and so on (Grant, 1996). 

Organizational capabilities refer to resources that are not factor inputs. They are 

complex combinations of assets, people, and processes that an organization employs 

for transforming inputs into outputs, such as formal structure, formal and informal 

planning, controlling, and coordinating systems, as well as informal relations among 

groups within the organization and between a firm and those in its environment 

(Barney, 1991). 

(1) Resource Complementarity 

Resource complementarity can be conceptualized as the extent to 

which each partner brings its unique strengths and resources of value to the 

collaborations.  

The scholars suggested that resource complementarity can categorize 

partner contributions or needs into five groups: capital and technology, human 

resources, market access, government and political influence, and knowledge. In 

addition, partners should be complementary in their products or services, geographic 

presence, or the functional skills that they bring to the partnership (Bleeke & Ernst, 

1991). Firm resources can only be a source of competitive advantage or sustained 
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competitive advantage when they are valuable. Resources are valuable when they 

enable a firm to conceive or implement strategies that improve its efficiency and 

effectiveness. Complementarity occurs only when the partners bring distinctive 

competencies that are different and non-overlapping (Schreiner, Kale, & Corsten, 

2009) . 

(2) Resource Supplementarity 

Resource supplementarity can be defined as the extent to which firms 

contribute similar resources being performing in the partnership (Das & Teng, 2000). 

2) Organizational Legitimacy 

Organizational legitimacy is the outcome of, on the one hand, the 

process of legitimation enacted by the focal organization, and on the other, the actions 

affecting the relevant norms and values taken by other groups and organizations. 

Social norms and values are not immutable. Changing social norms and values 

constitute one motivation for organizational change and represent a source of pressure 

on organizational legitimation (Dowling & Pfeffer, 1975). Further, Dowling and 

Pfeffer (1975) argued that an organization is perceived as legitimate when its 

activities are congruent with normative rules and regulative processes, and when it 

fills a role needed by society (Ruef & Scott, 1998). Legitimacy evokes the expectation 

of voluntary acceptance or compliance from the audience (Etzioni, 1987). Suchman's 

(1995) perspective on organizational legitimacy was more inclusive and broad based, 

incorporating the evaluative and cognitive dimensions. This researcher argued that 

“legitimacy is a generalized perception or assumption that the actions of an entity are 

desirable, proper, or appropriate within some socially constructed systems of norms, 

values, beliefs, and definitions. These concepts and definitions of organizational 

legitimacy could be theoretically explained based on the institutional theory and 

resource dependence theory. Institutional theory focuses on the needs of an 

organization to survive economically and establish legitimacy within its environment 

(Ruef & Scott, 1998). Organizations seek legitimacy and support by conforming their 

structures and procedures according to widely-accepted cultural models or rules (Ruef 

& Scott, 1998). DiMaggio and Powell (1983) labeled this conformity “isomorphism”, 

defining it as “a constraining process that forces one unit in a population to resemble 

other units that face the same set of environmental conditions.” While institutional 
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theory advises conformity and passivity within the environment, resource dependence 

theory stresses the control that an organization has over external factors (Oliver, 

1991), asserting that an organization negotiates environments (Salancik & Pfeffer, 

1978). Dowling and Pfeffer (1975) defined organizational legitimacy as “the 

congruence between the social values associated with or implied by organizational 

activities and the norms or acceptable behavior in the larger social system.” Suchman 

(1995) argued that legitimacy supports organizations’ continuity and credibility, and 

that audiences tend to allocate their resources to desirable, proper, or appropriate 

organizations. 

Organizational legitimacy includes two constructs: cognitive 

legitimacy and socio-political legitimacy. 

(1) Cognitive Legitimacy 

Cognitive legitimacy is based on the extent to which an organization 

is seen to provide a service that is needed by society (Scott, 1995). Suchman (1995) 

argued that cognitive legitimacy does not involve the public’s judgment; the public’s 

acceptance is necessary and taken for granted given the organization’s role in society. 

Cognitive elements are the rules that specify what types of actors are allowed to exist, 

what structural features they exhibit, what procedures they can follow, and what 

meanings are associated with these actions (Ruef & Scott, 1998). Cognitive 

legitimacy is proper for answering the question: “Does the organization belong to any 

known category?” According to Aldrich and Fiol (1994), cognitive legitimation refers 

to the spread of knowledge about a new venture. Hannan and Freeman (1986) noted 

that when an activity becomes so familiar and well known that it is taken for granted, 

time and other organizing resources are conserved, "attempts at creating copies of 

legitimated forms are common, and the success rate of such attempts is high." One 

can assess cognitive legitimation by measuring the level of public knowledge about a 

new activity. The highest form of cognitive legitimation is achieved when a new 

product, process, or service is taken for granted. An example is the diffusion of 

knowledge about personal computers how to use them and how to manufacture them 

in the 1970s and 1980s, which facilitated the spread of personal computers use in 

homes and schools and that helped spawn many start-ups. From a producer's point of 

view, cognitive legitimation means that new entrants into an industry are likely to 
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copy an existing organizational form, rather than experiment with a new one. From a 

consumer's point of view, cognitive legitimation means that people are knowledgeable 

users of the product or service. 

(2) Socio-political Legitimacy 

Socio-political legitimacy reflects the process of normative 

evaluation, questioning, justification, and acceptance of the organization, its practices 

and outcomes as appropriate and right, given existing norms and laws (Suchman, 

1995). As opposed to cognitive legitimacy, which is based on the recognition of an 

organization’s belongingness to a particular category (Hannan, Dundon, Carroll, & 

Torres, 1995), socio-political legitimacy is based on stakeholders’ evaluation of an 

organization (its performance, practices, and outcomes) with respect to their 

conformance to social norms or regulations. Thus, as opposed to a category-based 

cognitive legitimacy judgments, sociopolitical legitimacy judgments are feature-

based: different features of the organization are benchmarked against prevailing social 

norms (Bitektine, 2011). The more the organization meets or exceeds evaluators’ 

normative expectations regarding these features, the more is socio-political legitimacy 

conferred to it. Socio-political legitimacy is appropriate for answering the question: 

“Is the organization, by way of its practices and outcomes, beneficial or hazardous to 

me, my social group, or the society?” 

Sociopolitical legitimation refers to the process by which key stake- 

holders, the general public, key opinion leaders, or government officials accept a 

venture as appropriate and right, given existing norms and laws. One can measure 

sociopolitical legitimation by assessing public acceptance of an industry, government 

subsidies to the industry, or the public prestige of its leaders. An often-cited example 

is the passage of the Wagner Act in 1935, which gave special status under federal law 

to unions following the form specified in the Act (Hannan & Freeman, 1986). For 

U.S. unions, government approval was a symbol of a long struggle for legitimacy, 

waged first by craft and then industrial unions. Studies of organizational legitimacy 

have focused primarily on the impact of controversial activities on a firm's ability to 

acquire and maintain sociopolitical approval (Hannan et al., 1995). 

3) Partnership Attributes 
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In this study, partnership attributes have two constructs: trust and 

commitment. 

(1) Trust 

Johnson, Cullen, Sakano, and Takenouch (1996) described the long 

and sticky nature of the relationships among firms that serves to reduce the potential 

for opportunistic behavior. In such relationships there exists a set of process-related 

constructs that help to guide the flow of information between partners, manage the 

depth and breadth of interaction, and capture the complex and dynamic interchange 

among partners. Trust facilitates more open communication, information sharing, and 

conflict management. It has been proposed that a certain amount of trust is needed as 

a threshold condition in order for interorganizational cooperation to evolve 

(Blomqvist, 2002). Trust has been studied by several scholars. A. H. Van de Ven and 

Walker (1984)  defined trust as the degree to which one party judges that another 

party will fulfill its commitments and that the relationship is equitable. 

Further, trust has been defined as follows: “other things being equal, 

idiosyncratic exchange relations that feature personal trust will survive (Williamson, 

1985). Ganesan (1994) approached trust from a marketing channel perspective, social 

exchange theory, interorganizational exchange behavior, and defines it as “the 

willingness to reply on an exchange partner to whom one has confidence.” According 

to the trading perspective, Sako and Helper (1998) defined trust as “an expectation 

held by an agent that its trading partner will behave in a mutually acceptable manner, 

and will act fairly when the possibility of opportunism is present.” Coote, Forrest, and 

Tam (2003) stated that “trust exists when one party has confidence in the honesty, 

reliability and integrity of their partners.” Trust, along the lines of Morgan and Hunt 

(1994), in this study, is defined as the degree to which the focal firm believes the 

partner firm is reliable and possesses integrity. Reliability is the belief that the partner 

will honor its obligations as agreed, while integrity is the belief that the partner is 

honest and does what is ‘‘right.’’ 

(2) Commitment 

Commitment refers to the willingness of trading partners to exert 

effort on behalf of the relationship (Morgan & Hunt, 1994) . It suggests a future 

orientation in which partners attempt to build a relationship that can weather 
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unanticipated problems. More committed partners will exert effort and balance short-

term problems with long-term goal achievement, higher levels of commitment are 

expected to be associated with partnership success. Commitment is defined as an 

exchange partner believing that an ongoing relationship with another is so important 

as to warrant maximum efforts at maintaining it; that is, the committed party believes 

that the relationship is worth working on to ensure that it endures indefinitely Morgan 

and Hunt (1994). Commitment, as a perspective on HLC, refers to the willingness of 

the partners to maintain the respective relationship (Schmoltzi & Wallenburg, 2012). 

4) Network Competence 

Ritter (1999) defined network competence as “the degree of network 

management qualification possessed by the people handling the company’s 

relationship.” Qualifications are personal characteristics that enable a person to do 

something. In the context of network management, those qualifications will be 

discussed that allow a person to develop, maintain, and use relationships. In order to 

understand a company’s ability to manage its network, it is important to analyze 

network management qualifications on a personal level and the aligned action of those 

that are involved in coping with a company’s network on a company level. Referring 

to the empirical results on the management of relationships, it is known that several 

people perform the tasks of managing a single relationship (Ritter, 1999). In this 

study, network competence consists of two sub-constructs: specialist qualification and 

social qualifications. 

(1) Specialist Qualifications 

Specialist qualifications are the degree to which a person has 

technical skills to understand partners in terms of their technical needs, requirements, 

and capabilities (Ritter, 1999). To be specific, specialist qualifications include 

technical skills, which are important understanding the partners, their needs, and their 

requirements. Specialist qualifications include those that are necessary to handle ‘‘the 

technical side’’ of relationships: technical skills are important for understanding 

partners in terms of their technical needs, requirements, and capabilities. Economic 

skills are required to define inputs and to set prices. This is of particular interest in 

collaborative innovation as the division of rewards can be a source of some conflict 

between partners. This also leads to the importance of skills in legal matters. These 
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are of interest for setting up contracts but are also critical in collaborative innovation 

developments where it is difficult to define the outcome from the beginning. 

Knowledge about the other actors is an important resource. This knowledge includes 

information about the operations of partners, and their personnel and resources, which 

is important for understanding their behavior and the development of the network. In 

addition, experiential knowledge resulting from interactions with external partners is 

crucial. Such knowledge can be used to anticipate and evaluate critical situations and 

to select appropriate action (Ritter, Wilkinson, & Johnston, 2002). 

(2) Social Qualifications 

Social qualifications are the extent to which a person is able to 

exhibit autonomous, prudent, and useful behavior in social settings (Ritter, 1999). It 

contains communication ability, conflict management skills, empathy, emotional 

stability, self-reflectiveness, a sense of justice, and cooperativeness. Social 

qualifications are of special interest because that individuals are interacting with one 

another within a relationship. Both specialist and social qualifications are needed 

because IORs are built around interpersonal exchanges (social qualifications) but are 

based on economic and technological objectives (specialist qualifications). It is 

important to note that relationships may differ quite significantly from each other, and 

thus those qualifications need to be applied in specific contexts. 

3.4.2.3 Mediating Variable 

1) Coordination 

Coordination is related to boundary definitions and reflects the set of 

tasks that each party expects the other to perform. Narus and Anderson (1987) 

suggested that successful working partnerships are marked by coordinated actions 

directed at mutual objectives that are consistent across organizations. Further, 

Salancik and Pfeffer (1978) suggested that stability in an uncertain environment can 

be achieved via greater coordination. Without high levels of coordination, just-in-time 

processes fail, production stops, and no planned mutual advantages can be achieved. 

Coordination refers to the extent to which different objects function 

according to the requirements of other units and the overall system. Coordination 

within the partnership has been described as the extent to which two companies are 

integrated within a relationship. Partners cannot act alone and require the cooperative 
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and collaborative efforts of others to achieve goals and to exchange the specialization 

of works. Coordination is also viewed as a legitimating mechanism used by those 

involved to divide up the territory and mutually work to prevent the entry of 

competition, and to dampen costly innovation. In addition, coordination is also 

defined as the process by which participants in the partnership seek to work together 

in a joint effort (Morgan & Hunt, 1994; Narus & Anderson, 1987) based on a set of 

tasks that each partner expects the other to perform. Additionally, coordination is 

viewed as a legitimating mechanism used by those involved to divide up the territory 

and mutually work to prevent the entry of competition, and to dampen costly 

innovation (Mohr & Spekman, 1994). In this study, coordination consists of two sub-

constructs: operational compatibilities and conflict management. 

(1) Operational Compatibility 

Geringer and Hebert (1991) distinguished compatibility (when one 

partner’s skills and resources match those of its ally) from complementarity (when 

one partner has the skills and resources that the other partner needs but does not 

have). Operational compatibility addresses the extent of congruence in the partner’s 

procedural capabilities. Operational compatibility relates to status similarity in terms 

of capability and procedural issues in the context of a working relationship. 

Operational compatibility enables members not to compete too much in the same 

market. It is crucial that members can balance cooperation with competition. The 

partners should have similar management philosophies. The compatibility of partner 

competencies is measured by the extent of synergy in the objectives and capabilities 

of the partners. According to Martin et al. (2018) operational compatibility in HLC 

relates to organizational characteristics on a financial and operational level such as 

company size, proprietary structure, and profitability. 

In this research, the definition of operational compatibility adapted 

from Sarkar, Echambadi, Tamer Cavusgil, and Aulakh (2001) refers to the extent to 

which each partner has similar competencies and consistent procedural capabilities on 

a day-to-day working basis and in the context of a working relationship. 

(2) Conflict Management 

Conflict in HLC is described as a status where two or more parties 

are in disagreement (Wallenburg & Raue, 2011). Conflicts usually occur in a 
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horizontal logistics partnership where parties with different corporate cultures, 

different regions or nations, different approaches, and various ways of doing things 

interact intensively (Wallenburg & Schäffler, 2016). Several types of conflict are 

classified, for example, functional conflicts and dysfunctional conflicts. Functional 

conflicts refer to a constructive, substantive, and task-oriented form of conflict 

(Menon, Bharadwaj, & Howell, 1996), while dysfunctional conflicts refers to 

destructive, emotional, and personal disagreement. Or, according to Verstrepen et al. 

(2009), soft conflicts are related to interpersonal or business cultural aspects of the 

HLC; and hard conflicts concern the strategic, operational, financial or technological 

aspects of the HLC. In certain partnerships, the methods of conflict resolution have 

been suggested such as internal solution, third-party arbitration (Anderson & Narus, 

1990), the norms and values for successful strategic partnerships (Ruekert & Walker, 

1987) , and the problem-solving joint (Kale et al., 2000). In this study, the definition 

of conflict management refers to the extent to which each partner joins in solving the 

conflict happening while collaborating. 

3.5 Variable Relationship and Hypotheses 

3.5.1 The Relationship between Partner Complementarity and 

Collaboration Performance 

HLC in the global network of logistics service firms operated by one network 

administrative organization is one type of IORs in which actors share complementary 

resources and supplementary resources to cooperate and provide services for 

customers. Theoretically, in terms of the perspective of IORs, logistics service firms 

in the network establish membership due to necessity, asymmetry and reciprocity. For 

instance, in order to provide services for customers globally, a logistics service firm 

needs to be a member of a global logistics network where it can share and obtain 

resources to create and supply services for clients. Furthermore, according to the 

resource-based view, firms can employ valuable and rare resources in order to create 

sustained competitive advantages. For example, one member in Nairobi, Kenya can 

use its facility and labor forces there that other partners in the network cannot possess 

to create its competitive advantages (Dyer et al., 2001). Additionally, firms can 

exploit external resources by combining members’ resources to perform activities that 
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neither of them can proceed with and thereby overcoming resource constraints on 

performance (Dyer et al., 2001). Partner complementarity consists of resource 

complementarity and resource supplementarity in which each partner contributes its 

unique strengths (Johnson et al., 1996) and similar resources (Das & Teng, 1998) to 

the HLC in the global network of logistics service firms operated by one network 

administrative organization. It can be seen that complementary resources and 

supplementary resources are crucial antecedents for network membership, in which 

partner complementarity is the ability of firms to share resources to cooperate and 

provide services for customers. The study examines the relationship between partner 

complementarity and collaboration performance in terms of overall satisfaction and 

network continuity. According to the literature review, several scholars have 

researched the relationship between partner complementarity and collaboration 

performance. Harrigan (1985) concluded: “by pooling complementary and 

supplementary resources and capabilities, firms can initiate and perform competitively 

on projects that they could not have done alone.”  Seabright, Levinthal, and Fichman 

(1992) noted that the criterion for partner selection is “the fit between one 

organization’s resource needs and another’s resource provision, relative to an 

opportunity set.” The researchers reported that changes in partners’ resource 

requirements, resource provisions, and sets of alternative partners increase the 

chances of dissolution in the existing partnership. Further, Hill and Hellriegel (1994) 

stressed the value of resource complementarity in the performance of partnership and 

the reason is that, in such partnerships, partners contribute something unique and non-

redundant to the partnership so that the overall resource base of the partnership 

becomes stronger. Das and Teng (2000) stated that both resource complementarity 

and resource supplementarity are always beneficial for effective collaboration 

performance. It can be argued that the more that individual firms contribute 

supplementary resources to a partnership, the more they accumulate critical resources 

that would not, as a result, be easily available for deployment elsewhere. Regarding 

HLC, Sarkar et al. (2001) hypothesized and confirmed that “resource 

complementarity between partners will be positively associated with (a) project and 

(b) strategic performance.” More clearly, Verstrepen et al. (2009) discovered that a 

surprisingly large range of horizontal logistics partnership can be identified, and all of 
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these types of collaboration are based on the sharing of tangible or intangible assets 

that are combined for the benefits for all participants. Horizontal collaboration 

between logistics service firms in the global network is interesting when their 

strengths and weaknesses are complementary or supplementary (making a certain 

service “bigger”, e.g. a partnership between road transporters to build a pan-European 

network), thereby enhancing the collaboration performance. 

Additionally, Raue and Wallenburg (2013) commented that by combining the 

resources and competences of potential partners in horizontal logistics cooperation, 

logistics service firms are able to offer larger service packages, reach more customers, 

use facilities more efficiently, and develop and provide innovative solutions. From a 

point of global view, Bernal et al. (2002) revealed that being logistics partners in a 

global horizontal network can develop and maintain business connections around the 

world through specialist capabilities as well as the geographic market specific 

knowledge of partners. The network of global logistics providers enables members to 

use and share the resources of others; for example, having a strong local partner gives 

the firm to access the strongest resources in every country that has a positive influence 

on the firm’s growth and development. Based on theories and the literature, the 

present study examines the relationship between partner complementarity and 

collaboration performance in HLC in the global network of logistics service firms 

operated by one network administrative organization with following hypotheses. 

Hypothesis 1: Partner complementarity is positively associated with 

collaboration performance in the global network of logistics service firms. 

3.5.2 The Relationship between Organizational Legitimacy and 

Collaboration Performance 

This study examines the association between organizational legitimacy in 

terms of cognitive legitimacy and socio-political legitimacy with collaboration 

performance, consisting of overall satisfaction and network continuity in the global 

network of logistics service firms operated by one network administrative 

organization.  

Theoretically, as per institutional theory, legitimacy is “a condition reflecting 

cultural alignment, normative support and consonance with relevant rules or laws” 

(Scott, 1995). It also represents a key factor in understanding organizational growth 
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and survival. By building legitimacy, organizations have easier access to the strategic 

resources that are critical for their growth and survival (Zucker, 1977). Given the 

perspective of IORs, scholars have discovered the role of legitimacy for formation of 

IORs (Oliver, 1990). In terms of the extant research, several scholars have also 

researched the role of organizational legitimacy in IORs. Aldrich and Fiol (1994) 

suggested that firms should gain  cognitive legitimation and socio-political 

legitimation to create and survive in a new industry. Academics have illustrated that 

in order to achieve cognitive legitimacy, a firm must have products or services 

accepted by the public or the market; and regarding social-political legitimacy, a firm 

must be supported by public stakeholders, thereby existing in the new industry. 

Deephouse (1996) tested a central proposition of institutional theory, that 

organizational isomorphism increases organizational legitimacy. The results show that 

isomorphism in the strategies of commercial banks is related to legitimacy conferred 

by bank regulators, and the media, even in the presence of organizational age, size 

and performance, especially, bank’s performance had a positive relationship with 

regulatory endorsement. Complementarily, Ruef and Scott (1998) examined the 

antecedents and effects of organizational legitimacy on organizational survival. The 

results show that organizational legitimacy provides notable improvements in the 

changes of organizational survival. In line with the relationship between legitimacy 

and partnership success, Dacin et al. (2007) argued that legitimacy obtained through 

the participation in a partnership could have a profound impact on economic and 

competitive success or the firms and the partnership. Firms with lack of a market, and 

relational, social, investment, and alliance legitimacy, may be denied access to crucial 

markets and needed partners to conduct joint projects or to share risks and costs, 

government funding and customer support, critical sources of investment, and top 

management support. In connection with legitimacy and resources, Oliver (1990) 

commented that the legitimating role of strategic alliances may be a critical source of 

competitive advantage. More specifically, Martin et al. (2018) did an empirical test 

with the results showing that organizations with greater of organizational legitimacy 

obtain better organizational results as well as improved access to resources. Scholars 

have recommended that legitimacy is an important element of an organization’s 

success; it must be strategically managed and be considered as a required goal in the 
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organizations’ strategic planning process. Managers should analyze legitimacy in their 

own activity sector in order to identify the most useful types of legitimacy. In terms of 

the perspective of network effectiveness, Provan and Lemaire (2012)  proposed that 

“network effectiveness will increase relative to the number of dimensions of 

legitimacy that can be established. Effectiveness will be greatest in networks that are 

able to build legitimacy for the network-as-form, entity, and interaction. Especially, 

building legitimacy for the network is most critical during network formation and 

early network growth”. In HLC, many scholars have agreed that the legitimacy of 

partners is crucial for HLC (Cruijssen et al., 2007). Further, Verstrepen et al. (2009) 

indicated that the legitimacy of partners impacts growth of horizontal logistics 

cooperation and they added right partner selection at the stage of design in their 

dynamic framework for managing this kind of collaboration. Based on the 

aforementioned literature, the author proposes the following hypothesis.  

Hypothesis 2: Organizational legitimacy in terms of cognitive legitimacy 

and socio-political legitimacy is positively associated with collaboration 

performance in the global network of logistics service firms. 

3.5.3 The Relationship between Partner Complementarity and 

Coordination 

This study investigates the association between partner complementarity and 

coordination between members in the global network of logistics service firms 

operated by one network administrative organization. Particularly, it tests the ability 

of logistics service firms to share complementary resources and supplementary 

resources within the global network where the patterns impact on operational 

compatibility and conflict management between members. Theoretically, in terms of 

perspective of IORs, partner complementarities are antecedents at the process or 

management stage of collaboration. A. H. Van de Ven and Walker (1984)  

investigated the dynamics of interorganizational coordination and stated that partner 

complementarities were powerful direct determinants of coordination in the dyadic 

relationship between 110 agencies of 14 early childhood development organization in 

the USA. Then, Johnson et al. (1996) researched the non-equity-based international 

cooperative alliances between the United States and Japan. The authors recognized 

that partner complementarity played an important role in the coordination between 
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partners. Additionally, according to Dyer and Singh (1998), operational compatibility 

helps to facilitate a sense of unity and congeniality in the relationship. This is 

especially pertinent in international alliances where cultural differences are likely to 

exist. It can enhance the collaboration in the partnership in arriving at mutual 

adjustment. Organizational patterns must change in order to accommodate the 

blending of each member’s talent. At the same time, members must dissolve conflicts, 

and come to an agreement as to what all members can commit to at the same decision 

point. Charterina and Landeta (2010) examined the resources and capabilities of 

partners fostering coordination and thereby enhancing innovativeness results. In the 

paradigm of HLC, scholars have recognized the relationship between partner 

complementarity and coordination or implementation of the activities between 

partners. In the framework of HLC illustrated by Verstrepen et al. (2009), after the 

stage of collaboration design including partner selection being approved, the next 

stage is implementation. Likewise, in the decision framework of HLC of Martin et al. 

(2018), partner selection related to partner complementarity is positively associated 

with the implementation of cooperative activities, Similarly, Badraoui et al. (2020) 

described the framework of horizontal collaboration in which resource sharing is 

related positively to coordination between partners in the supply chain of agriculture 

in Morocco. Given the theoretical aspects and literature, the present author has 

hypothesized the relationship between partner complementarity and coordination 

between members in the global network of logistics service firms. 

Hypothesis 3: Partner complementarities in terms of resource 

complementarity and resource supplementarity are positively associated with 

coordination between partners in the global network of logistics service firms. 

3.5.4 The Relationship between Organizational Legitimacy and 

Coordination…………………………………………………………. 

Regarding the perspective of IORs, the contingency for firms joining a 

network can be due to legitimacy. This means that this joining create legitimacy for 

these organizations. For instance, a logistics firm desires to provide services globally; 

it should join a global logistics network where the partners can only cooperate with 

members. Regarding institutional theory, organizational legitimacy is the 

appropriation of the logistics service firm with its local environment, laws, and 
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industry. Organizational legitimacy comprises cognitive legitimacy and socio-political 

legitimacy, which are initial and crucial requirements for logistics service firms 

desiring to be members in the global network of logistics service firms. This study 

tests the relations between organizational legitimacy of firms in its national 

environment, laws, and local logistics industry with coordination in terms of 

operational compatibility and conflict management in the global network of logistics 

service firms. Several scholars have researched the relations between organizational 

legitimacy and operation or coordination between partners or organizations. Max 

Webber for example was among the first great social theorists to stress the importance 

of legitimacy in relation to the structure of the organization, in which variations in 

such beliefs have been shown to have implications for the structure, stability, and 

operation of the system. In terms of newly establishing industries, Aldrich and Fiol 

(1994) highlighted that new organizations must have organizational legitimacy in 

terms of cognitive legitimacy and socio-political legitimacy in order to gain  

operational compatibility and to settle the problems of newness and the conflicts in 

surviving in the new group or industry. In terms of complementarily, Tornikoski and 

Newbert (2007) explored the determinants of organizational emergence as an 

institutional perspective and concluded that organizational legitimacy is a function of 

the nascent organization’s ability to convince the resource keepers or partners that it 

can operate and produce the service or finish product. Additionally, Dacin et al. 

(2007) argued that “firms possessing a need for legitimacy will be driven to select a 

partner that enables satisfaction of that need, particularly when outcomes associated 

with the satisfaction of the given need are salient to the focal firm. Firms select 

partners that fit their partner selection criterial which would satisfy their specific type 

of legitimacy need(s) and, in turn be highly likely to enhance firm or partnership 

performance.” From an interorganizational point of view, Skjoett-Larsen (2000) 

stated that when choosing the logistics service provider, it is important to check 

quality image, stability, and service reliability of the third party’s partnership and their 

use of sub-suppliers. It means that organizational legitimacy of logistics firm is very 

crucial to gain the operational compatibility and resolve the conflict while cooperate 

together. Basing on theoretical perspectives and literature, it is a need to test the 
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relationship between organizational legitimacy and coordination that leaded to the 

below hypothesis: 

Hypothesis 4: Organizational legitimacy in terms of cognitive legitimacy 

and socio-political legitimacy is positively associated with the coordination 

between partners in the global network of logistics service firms. 

3.5.5 The Relationship between Partnership Attributes and 

Coordination 

The study aimed to survey the relationship between partnership attributes and 

coordination in horizontal collaboration between logistics service firms in one global 

network operated by one administrative organization. Partnership attributes and 

coordination are the process constructs, especially, coordination is one mediating 

variable in the research framework. Partnership attributes consist of trust and 

commitment that are crucial elements in all inter-organizational relations that the 

study will examine how they impact on coordination in terms of operational 

compatibility and conflict management. In fact, partner attributes and its effects on 

coordination were studied by scholars with many remarkable points. According to 

Zand (1972) described that the lack of trust will be deleterious to information 

exchange, to reciprocity of influence, and will diminish the effectiveness of joint 

problem solving. More specifically, Williamson (1985) illustrated that, other things 

being equal, exchange relationships featuring trust will be able to manage greater 

stress and will display greater adaptability. Anderson and Narus (1990) added 

credence to the above and suggest that once trust is established, firms learn that joint 

efforts will lead to outcomes that exceed what the firm would achieve had it acted 

solely in its own best interests. Trust is believed to be critical as it is seen to increase 

predictability (Sako & Helper, 1998). Trust facilitates more open communication, 

information sharing and conflict management. It was proposed that a certain amount 

of trust is needed as a threshold condition for interorganizational cooperation 

(Blomqvist, 2002). In line with HLC, Sarkar et al. (2001) commented that trust 

facilitated coordination and allows for simpler and cheaper monitoring systems. 

Schmoltzi and Wallenburg (2012) concluded that the positive impact of cooperation 

commitment on coordination in HLC. Additionally, according to Raue and 

Wallenburg (2013), commitment in HLC is especially helpful in broad cooperation, it 
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counters the management challenges present in these more complex settings. In a 

framework of HLC, Pomponi et al. (2013) described that trust was a critical element 

for effective horizontal collaborations in logistics. The researchers’ findings were 

represented that the greater the trust between partners in HLC, the greater the extent 

of collaboration and assets are combined between partners. With regard to discover 

the relationship between partnership attributes and coordination between logistics 

service firms in one global network, basing on theories and previous studies, the 

author illustrated the following hypothesis. 

Hypothesis 5: The greater is the extent of partnership attributes in terms 

of trust and commitment, the greater is the extent of coordination between 

partners in the global network of logistics service firms. 

3.5.6 The Relationship between Network Competence and 

Coordination 

In the framework of the study, the author also desired to assess the association 

between network competence and coordination between logistics service firms in one 

global network administrated by one organization. It can be clearly seen that network 

competence of members, particularly firms’ networking staffs or representatives, is 

significant for HLC, especially, coordination in terms of operational compatibility and 

conflict management between members in the network. The study investigated which 

of patterns and how network competence effects on coordination. As per view of 

inter-organizational relations, Ritter et al. (2002) defined network competence as a 

company-specific ability to handle, employ, and exploit inter-organizational 

relationships Adapting from the findings of Ritter et al. (2002), in this study, network 

competence is illustrated with two sub-constructs including specialist qualification 

and social qualification of members’ staffs and delegates which determine for 

coordination between logistics service firms in the global network. According to 

(Ruekert & Walker, 1987), the coordination among organizations usually establishes 

and uses formal roles and procedures for the mechanisms of constructive conflict 

resolution. More particularly, Mohr and Nevin (1990) emphasized that a simple 

exchange between organizations is not sufficient for a relationship. The two 

organizations involved need to synchronize their activities so that the activities of 

both organizations are in tune with each other. Ritter (1999) demonstrated that 
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network competence is an embedded firm construct because the ability to manage in 

networks is inseparable from the company itself. The term competence is used to 

describe the essential antecedents performing certain tasks with respect to business 

networks. Network competence is defined as the firm’s ability to develop and manage 

relations with its suppliers, customers, and other organizations, and to deal effectively 

with the interactions among these relationships. Furthermore, network competence is 

a core competence and is also one of the developed relational abilities of an 

organization (Ritter et al., 2002). Network competence does not only assist firms in 

achieving a competitive advantage in its local markets but research is also evident 

regarding the important role of a firm’s network competence in expanding businesses 

in international markets. Strong network ties with suppliers, customers, and other 

organizations make it easy to achieve goals in international markets. On the other 

hand, a firm without having any network relationships with its suppliers and 

customers cannot face the turbulent business environment which is normally 

characterized by unexpected changes in the competitors’ actions, and changes in 

technology and consumers’ preferences.  

Therefore, the survival of such firms is not possible in long run due to lack of 

network competence. Only firms with network competence are able to survive and 

succeed in long run in any kind of uncertain environment because the resources they 

obtain through their networks enable them to develop and execute successful 

strategies to face environmental threats. Entrepreneurial activities are linked with 

networking as well. It can be concluded that network relationships play a significant 

role in the success of firms in both domestic and international markets, especially 

under globalization, which is characterized with more challenges and opportunities. 

Thus, managing both formal and informal network relationships effectively serves as 

a source of competitive advantage that leads to the firm’s superior performance 

(Tehseen & Sajilan, 2016). Based on the institutional view, Torkkeli, Kuivalainen, 

Saarenketo, and Puumalainen (2019)  examined the impact of institutional 

environment on the international performance of small- and medium-sized enterprises 

and how this relationship is influenced by network competence. The results show that 

network competence mediates the positive relationship between institutional drivers 

and international performance. Hence, it is essential to examine the impacts of 
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network competence on the coordination between logistics service firms in a global 

network and so the following hypothesis is offered. 

Hypothesis 6: The higher is the firm’s network competence, the higher is 

the degree of coordination between partners in the global network of logistics 

service firms. 

 

3.5.7 The Relationship between Coordination and Collaboration 

Performance………………………………………………………  

In this study, coordination in terms of operational compatibility and conflict 

management is a key mediator at the process stage of HLC between members in the 

global network of logistics service firms operated by one network administrative 

organization. It plays an important role and a crucial position in the framework of 

HLC. The study uses empirical research to evaluate the role of coordination toward 

the collaboration performance of logistics service firms in the global network. 

Reviewing previous studies, Salancik and Pfeffer (1978) suggested that 

stability in an uncertain environment can be achieved via greater coordination. 

Without high levels of coordination, just-in-time processes fail, production stops, and 

any planned mutual advantage cannot be achieved. Madhok (1995) introduced the 

notion that partner compatibility creates value through partnerships. Particularly, Dyer 

and Singh (1998) illustrated that operational compatibility is related to status 

similarity regarding capacity and procedural issues in the context of a working 

relationship. It is crucial that partners can balance cooperation with competition. The 

partners should have similar management philosophies. At the same time, partners 

must develop unified management processes by identifying key issues that might 

cause conflict and come to an agreement as to what all partners can commit to at the 

same decision points. Narus and Anderson (1987) proposed that successful working 

partnerships are marked by coordinated actions directed at mutual objectives that are 

consistent across organizations. In the realm of HLC, Oum, Park, Kim, and Yu (2004) 

examined the effect of horizontal alliances on firm performance in terms of 

productivity and profitability. Based on panel data from 22 international airline 

companies, which formed alliances during the period 1986 - 1995, the study reveals 

that horizontal alliances make a significant contribution to productivity gains, whereas 
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they have no overall significant or positive impact on profitability. The study further 

shows that the level of cooperation in horizontal alliances influences the strength of 

the alliance effect on productivity and profitability. That is, alliances involving high-

level cooperation are found to have a stronger significant and positive effect on both 

productivity and profitability than alliances involving low-level cooperation. 

Specifically, Wallenburg and Raue (2011) took into account how the nature and 

extent of conflict impacts the outcome of horizontal logistics cooperation. They found 

that conflicts decrease overall cooperation performance and emphasized that a 

conflict-oriented governance of horizontal logistics cooperation may foster its 

success. The managers of logistics service firms adapt their own set of applied 

governance mechanisms and conflict resolution approaches with regard to the 

improvement of collaboration performance. Based on the aspect of partner similarity, 

in China, Gao et al. (2017) investigated the impact of partner similarity on alliance 

management capability, stability, and the performance of horizontal logistics 

alliances. The results indicated that partner similarity in terms of firm capabilities and 

processes is positively associated with horizontal logistics alliance performance. 

Further, logistics alliance management capability also has a positive relationship with 

the alliance performance in horizontal alliances. Recently, Badraoui et al. (2020) 

examined the factors that impact the performance of HLC in Morocco’s agricultural 

food supply chains. The results demonstrated that collaboration outcomes are 

influenced by operational collaborative activities through the mediation of relational 

elements. Given the theoretical perspectives and previous work by scholars, the 

author hypothesizes the relationship between coordination and collaboration 

performance of members in the global network of logistics service firms as follows. 

Hypothesis 7: The greater is the degree of coordination between partners, 

the greater is the collaboration performance in the global network of logistics 

service firms. 
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3.5.8 Effects of the Mediating Variable on Relationship between the 

Independent Variables and the Dependent Variable 

3.5.8.1 The effect of coordination on the relationship between 

partner complementarity, organizational legitimacy and 

collaboration performance 

This study examines the mediating effect of coordination in the 

relationship between partner complementarity and collaboration performance. 

Theoretically, according to the resource-based view, firms can employ their valuable 

and rare resources and external resources to create competitive advantages. 

Specifically, firms can share complementary resources to IORs, especially in terms of 

HLC, and logistics service firms can combine supplementary resources to provide 

logistics services for customers. Furthermore, IORs are established by antecedents, 

motives, necessity, resource dependence, and resources, and these will be processed 

and managed together, and as a result, outcomes or performance will be obtained. In 

fact, previous work has demonstrated that the antecedents or resources of IORs might 

be spent at the processing or coordinating stages prior to becoming outcomes 

(Contractor & Lorange, 1988; Harrigan, 1985; Lakpetch & Lorsuwannarat, 2012; 

Zajac & Olsen, 1993). It is not exceptional that the antecedents of HLC are also spent 

at the coordinating or implementing stages in order to gain outcomes or performance. 

Verstrepen et al. (2009) described the stage-wise approach toward horizontal 

cooperation in which the implementation stage mediates strategic positioning, design 

into moderation. Likewise, in the decision framework of HLC by Martin et al. (2018), 

the scholars composed implementation in the processing activities to transform the 

previous stages into the next stages. Similarly, in their conceptual model of HLC, 

Badraoui et al. (2020) designed collaborative activities related to sharing resources. 

Hence, in order to examine the factors that foster the collaboration performance of 

logistics service firms in the global network, the author hypothesizes the mediating 

effect of coordination in terms of operational compatibility and conflict management 

on the relationship between partner complementarity and collaboration performance. 

Hypothesis 8: Coordination has a mediating effect on the relationship 

between partner complementarity and collaboration performance. 

 



109 

 

The present study tested the mediating effects of coordination on the 

relationship between organizational legitimacy and collaboration performance. 

According to institutional theory, organizational legitimacy consists of cognitive 

legitimacy and socio-political legitimacy in which logistics service firms are 

appropriate for the local environment, context, and logistics industry. Regarding the 

views of IORs, firms join a alliance, partnership, or membership so that they can gain 

legitimacy (Oliver, 1990). In the paradigm of HLC, certain scholars have illustrated 

that the legitimacy of partners is significant for the cooperation mentioned in partner 

selection (Abidi et al., 2019; Alkhatib et al., 2015). Additionally, researchers have 

also demonstrated that movies of logistics service firms engage in HLC due to 

overcome legal barriers at the destinations while part of the service occurs there 

(Cruijssen et al., 2007; Verstrepen et al., 2009). Especially, coordination among 

partners in the global network can employ members’ legitimacy in the targeting 

market to reach their business goals (Bernal et al., 2002; Hertz, 1993; Lemoine & 

Dagnæs, 2003). Regarding the aspect of conceptual models, Raue and Wieland (2015) 

concluded that formalization and relational capital have positive impacts on the 

learning and performance in HLC. Thus, in the conceptual model, the author 

examines the mediating effect of coordination on the relationship between 

organizational legitimacy and collaboration performance. The hypothesis is stated as 

follows. 

Hypothesis 9: Coordination has a mediating effect on the relationship 

between organizational legitimacy and collaboration performance. 

 

3.5.8.2 The effect of coordination on the relationship between 

partnership attributes, network competence, and 

collaboration performance………………………………... 

Partnership attributes in terms of trust and commitment positively 

affect the cooperation between the actors in IORs (Anderson & Narus, 1990; 

Blomqvist, 2002; Sako & Helper, 1998; Williamson, 1985; Zand, 1972). In this study, 

the author agrees on the point that trust plays an important role in the transactions 

among the actors in partnerships, alliances, network memberships and so on, yet 

transactions must be based on commitments or on a contractual basis (Williamson, 
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1985). In the paradigm of HLC, Pomponi et al. (2013) demonstrated that trust 

positively facilitates the extent of cooperation between logistics service firms. In turn, 

the result of the cooperation or coordination between partners will enhance 

collaboration performance between the partners in the partnership. Particularly, the 

collaboration between or among logistics service firms in a global network operated 

by one network administrative organization almost based on a contract basis, agency 

agreement, and membership agreement (Bernal et al., 2002; Lemoine & Dagnæs, 

2003). Trust is theoretically the initial factor in establishing relationship between 

logistics service firms, but when cooperating, almost all transactions must be 

compulsory according to agency agreement or service contracts. During the time of 

cooperation, the more that firms coordinate or cooperate successfully together, the 

more will be the trust and commitment that the firms assess, this will lead to 

collaborative effectiveness and success (Abidi et al., 2019; Badraoui et al., 2020; 

Pomponi et al., 2013). Thus, the author suggests the following hypothesis. 

Hypothesis 10: Coordination has a full mediating effect on the 

relationship between partnership attribute and collaboration performance. 

Last, the study examines the mediating effects of coordination on the 

relationship between network competence and collaboration performance. Network 

competence comprises the specialist qualifications and social qualifications of the 

staff and delegates who will take part in the networking activities of the firms (Ritter 

et al., 2002). Network competence can be factors that facilitate the operational 

compatibility and conflict management between or among members in the global 

network of logistics service firms, which enables the firms to gain collaboration 

effectiveness. A. H. Van de Ven and Walker (1984)  commented the following in this 

connection: “the growth of IORs is fostered by frequent communications to formalize 

the relationships and build consensus about the terms of the relationship among the 

parties involved”. Ebers (1997) illustrated that the coordination mechanism captures 

the governance structure of interorganizational network. Thus, network competence 

supports firms in terms of obtaining operational compatibility, which enhances 

collaboration performance or success. According to Abidi et al. (2019), the logistics 

service firm’s communication ability can be critical factor for cooperation between 

partners and this can lead to successful partnerships. Remarkably, Raue and Wieland 
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(2015) contributed findings regarding horizontal logistics alliances where it was seen 

that formal coordination and relational governance complement each other to reduce 

opportunistic behaviors and where firms can achieve higher performance. Similarly, 

joining relationship efforts can enhance collaborative activities that foster satisfaction 

with the relationship in HLC (Badraoui et al., 2020). Given the theoretical 

perspectives and literature, the author suggests the following hypothesis.  

Hypothesis 11: Coordination has a full mediating effect on the 

relationship between network competence and collaboration performance. 

Table 3.6 Summary of Hypotheses 

Hypotheses Statement 

1 Partner complementarities are positively associated with 

collaboration performance in the global network of logistics service 

firms. 

2 Organizational legitimacy in terms of cognitive legitimacy and 

socio-political legitimacy is positively associated with collaboration 

performance in the global network of logistics service firms. 

3 Partner complementarities in terms of resource complementarity and 

resource supplementarity are positively associated with coordination 

between partners in the global network of logistics service firms. 

4 Organizational legitimacy in terms of cognitive legitimacy and 

socio-political legitimacy is positively associated with the 

coordination between partners in the global network of logistics 

service firms. 

5 The greater is the extent of partnership attributes in terms of trust 

and commitment, the greater is the extent of coordination between 

partners in the global network of logistics service firms. 

6 The higher is the firm’s network competence, the higher is the 

degree of coordination between partners in the global network of 

logistics service firms. 

7 The greater is the degree of coordination between partners is, the 

greater is the collaboration performance in the global network of 

logistics service firms. 
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8 Coordination has a mediating effect on the relationship between 

partner complementarity and collaboration performance. 

9 Coordination has a mediating effect on the relationship between 

partner complementarity and collaboration performance. 

10 Coordination has a full mediating effect on the relationship between 

partnership attribute and collaboration performance. 

11 Coordination has a full mediating effects on the relationship between 

network competence and collaboration performance. 

3.6 Chapter summary 

Chapter three presents a literature review, including the fundamentals of 

horizontal networks, horizontal collaboration in logistics service firm networks, and 

the theoretical frameworks. Following the literature review, a conceptual framework 

was proposed with definitions and the hypotheses of the variables. First, the 

fundamentals of horizontal networks reviewed definitions and governance in order to 

describe basically relating to horizontal networks. Second, the literature on horizontal 

collaboration in the network of logistics service firms was reviewed, consisting of 

definitions, similarity, cooperation, and competition in horizontal collaboration; 

motives and challenges; mechanisms and typology; and innovation, the globalization 

of HLC, evaluation and evolution, and especially several conceptual frameworks 

previously researched by scholars in the horizontal logistics paradigm. Third, the 

theoretical framework, including IORs, the resource-based view, and institutional 

theory was discussed and linked with horizontal collaboration in the network of 

logistics service firms operated by a network administrative organization. Following 

the literature review, the author proposed the conceptual framework and explained the 

definitions of the variables and hypothesized the relationships among the antecedent 

factors (partner complementarity, organizational legitimacy), and the mediating 

factors (partner attributes, coordination, network competence) with collaboration 

performance between partners in the network of logistics service firms. Chapter 3 is 

the basis for chapter 4, which concerns the research methodology; the results and 

findings are discussed in chapter 5; and a discussion, conclusions, and 

recommendations are discussed chapter 6. 



 

 

CHAPTER 4 

 

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

4.1 Research Design 

First, the study is designed accordingly to mixed-methods in terms of the 

quantitative method and the qualitative method, where the quantitative method is the 

core approach, and the qualitative approach is employed for confirmation and 

consideration of the quantitative results.  

Second, by conducting a literature review, the author determined the topic 

relating to the research interest that are being studied by several scholars over the 

world that is the HLC. The author discovered that, from theoretical perspectives, there 

is no empirical research on horizontal collaboration between logistics service firms in 

a global network operated by an NAO; in terms of the practical aspects, logistics 

service firms have faced various challenges related to decision frameworks, partner 

selection, collaboration performance or effectiveness, growth, the sustainability of 

membership, and so forth. In fact, this requires the understanding of these issues. 

Hence, the author found knowledge gaps and has suggested the conceptual model for 

the horizontal collaboration of a global network of logistics service firms.  

Third, in order to achieve the research objectives, the author researched the 

related and applicable theories, and previous works to propose the conceptual model 

with independent variables and dependent variable accordingly. Collaboration 

performance is the dependent variable. Regarding the constructs for this variable, the 

author reviewed and considered deeply and thoroughly extant papers and 

dissertations, and then selected these indicators with academic evidence. 

Fourth, the author determined the antecedent and mediating factors according 

to the respective theories including inter-organization perspectives, the resource-based 
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view, and institutional theory, which impact collaboration performance between 

logistics service firms in a global network operated by an NAO. 

Fifth, according to Babbie (2010), each research method has its strong and 

weak points, and thus the research design should have more than one research 

technique for approaching the topic. Three research approaches can be employed, the 

quantitative method, the qualitative method, and mixed-methods, which is combines 

the quantitative and qualitative methods Creswell (2009). In terms of logical 

deduction with numerical value, statistical data are tested in the quantitative approach 

by objective measurement and observation, while induction is used in the qualitative 

approach in order to understand what the issues are (McLeod, 2015) . Aiming to 

thoroughly understand the phenomena in social science, scholars can combine these 

two methods. Furthermore, in the literature on HLC, several scholars have employed 

the quantitative method or/and the qualitative method to research the IORs in HLC. 

For this study, the author decided to employ a mixed-method consisting of the 

quantitative method and the qualitative method to test and confirm the relationships 

and hypotheses among the variables of the proposed framework. The quantitative 

method is the main approach using survey research with data collected from the 

sample target population. Based on the literature, previous research and modification, 

the author determined the items for each construct using a 5-point Likert scale. 

SmartPLS version 3.3.3 is used for the descriptive statistics and the analysis of 

relationship among the variables. Finally, the qualitative approach was employed in 

order to conduct the finding results of the quantitative analysis techniques, and then to 

gain the best conclusions for the research. 

4.2 Sampling Method, Target Population and Analysis Unit 

4.2.1 Sampling Method 

According to Babbie (2010), in social research, researchers can employ the 

nonprobability sampling method such as reliance on available subjects, purposive or 

judgment sampling, the snowball sampling and quota samplings; and the probability 

sampling method. The purposive or judgment sampling method is a type of 

nonprobability sampling technique in which the units to be observed are selected on 

the basis of the researcher’s judgment about which ones will be the most useful or 
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representative. In the literature of HLC, due to limitations of geography, time, and 

expenses, scholars conduct their surveys on certain networks; especially for the 

networks of global logistics service providers, there is no experimental survey or 

quantitative research for one network. Based on the opportunity of joining the G7 

logistics network and the basic knowledge and judgment about the survey objects, this 

study used the purposive sampling method. 

4.2.2 Target Population 

The target population is a global network, named the G7 logistics network, 

which currently includes 148 members. Each member is a private logistics service 

firm from over the world which voluntarily joins the network to collaborate with 

members. 

4.2.3 Unit of Analysis 

The unit of analysis of this study is a dyad relationship between members in 

the G7 logistics network. Basically, all members have a multilateral relationship 

among each other. In practice, however, each partner often collaborates horizontally 

with one partner for each transaction or activity. Moreover, several researchers have 

indicated that it is difficult to study the dyad relationship simultaneously in one 

network. Torger and Stern (1986)  commented that dyad participants can answer quite 

various points where the scores must calculate an overall measure. Lambe, Spekman, 

and Hunt (2002) stated that although researchers widely recognize the value of 

gathering data from both sides of the firm dyad, the difficulties associated with 

gathering and using such data are great. As a matter of fact, most studies involving 

firm partners and joint participation have used proxy reports instead of using data 

from both parties (Menon et al., 1996) . In this network, a member can cooperate with 

all remaining members that create thousands of dyads. This makes it impossible to 

survey each dyad from the rest of the members. Thus, this study surveys one party in 

the dyad relationship among logistics service firms in the G7 logistics network. 

4.3 Research Instruments 

Documentary research and secondary data on global logistics service firm 

networks, the members of networks, and information on the logistics fields were 

collected from the Internet, websites, and reports and books. 



116 

 

Semi-structured interviews were accessed in order to support for the 

qualitative approach, the questionnaire revision, and the supplementation of the 

quantitative research’s results in order to obtain a clear conclusion of the research 

issue.  

The self-administered questionnaire method was employed to collect the data 

by surveying the population and samples. The measure development began from a 

literature review on the perspectives on IORs, the resource-based view and 

institutional theory, previous studies, and the results from the paradigm of HLC, 

strategic alliance, marketing, supply chain management, organization management, 

public administration, and various related aspects. The items of each construct were 

adapted from the examined researches and then were combined accordingly to the 

framework and modified properly for the research topic. 

Data collection was accessed by email survey where each theoretical construct 

was composed of two or more items (Cronbach & Meehl, 1955). In order to gain the 

high response rate, the survey method was applied (Osmond & Dillman, 1979). The 

scales for the items were followed by a five-point Likert scale measurement with 

levels from “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree.” 

The pre-testing of the measurements and questionnaire was proceeded by 

sending the questionnaire to the representatives of the G7N members, inter-

organization relation scholars, statistical scholars, and doctoral candidates in order to 

assess it. Next, the final questionnaire version was revised and completed properly. 

Then, the questionnaire was converted into a Google survey template and sent to 

twenty logistics service firms in G7N. After that, the author tested the reliability of the 

variables with a high Cronbach’s alpha score. Finally, the survey was implemented 

with all members of the G7 logistics network. The questionnaire with a Google link 

was sent to all representatives of the members in the network by emails and 

WhatsApp application. The respondents answered the questions by selecting buttons 

on the Google online survey template and then the answers were automatically input 

into the Excel template. These results were used for statistical testing and model 

testing. In order to encourage the respondents to respond to the survey and to answer 

the questionnaire, the author donated a G7 logistics network’s fund for the Kid 

Convoy program in Thailand. 
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The semi-structured interviews were implemented with the delegates that 

represent for the members of the G7 logistics network via WhatsApp online 

application and emails for detailed answers. 

4.4 Operational Definitions and Measurements 

4.4.1 Operational Definitions 

Babbie (2010) stated that “every variable must have two important quality. 

First, the attributes composing it should be exhaustive. At the same time, attributes 

composing a variable must be mutually exclusive. And, the conceptualization of 

variables depends on the population being studied and the conceptualization should be 

tailored to the purposes of the study”.  

Given the theories, the definitions of the concepts and the literature review of 

HLC, the operational definitions of the variables of conceptual model were adapted 

and employed according to their relevance to the context and purpose of this study. 

Table 4.1 Operational Definitions of Variables 

Variables Operational Definitions 

Partner 

complementarity 

 

Resource 

supplementarity (Das 

& Teng, 2000) 

Resource supplementarity can be defined the extent to which 

firms contribute the similar resources being performing in 

the partnership. 

Resource 

Complementarity 

(Charterina & 

Landeta, 2010; Dyer 

& Singh, 1998; 

Huang, Lai, & 

Huang, 2015) 

Resource complementarity can be defined as a joint use of 

distinctive and scarce resources by each partner in the 

relationship, in such a way that it collectively generates 

greater outputs than those each party could obtain separately. 

Organizational 

legitimacy 
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Variables Operational Definitions 

Cognitive legitimacy 

(Scott, 1995; 

Suchman, 1995) 

Cognitive legitimacy refers to the extent to which an 

organization is seen to provide a service that is needed by 

society 

Socio-political 

legitimacy (Suchman, 

1995) 

Socio-political legitimacy refers to the extent to which an 

organization’s practices and outcomes are appropriate and 

right with given existing norms and laws. 

Partnership attributes  

Trust (Morgan & 

Hunt, 1994) 

Trust refers to the degree to which the focal firm believes the 

partner firm is reliable and possesses integrity. 

Commitment (Lambe 

et al., 2002; 

Schmoltzi & 

Wallenburg, 2012) 

Commitment refers to the willingness of the partners to 

maintain the respective relationship 

Coordination  

Operational 

compatibilities 

(Sarkar et al., 2001) 

Operational compatibility refers to the extent to which each 

partner has similar competencies and consistent procedural 

capabilities on a day-to-day working basis and in the context 

of a working relationship. 

Conflict management 

(Kale et al., 2000; 

Ruekert & Walker, 

1987) 

Conflict management refers to the extent to which each 

partner joins to solve the conflict happening while 

collaborating 
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Variables Operational Definitions 

Network competence  

Specialist 

qualification (Ritter, 

1999; Ritter et al., 

2002) 

Specialist qualification is the degree to which a person has 

technical skills to understand partners in terms of their 

technical needs, requirements, and capabilities 

Social qualification 

(Ritter, 1999; Ritter et 

al., 2002) 

Social qualification is the extent in which a person is able to 

exhibit autonomous, prudent, and useful behavior in social 

settings. 

Collaboration 

Performance 

 

Overall Satisfaction 

(Saxton, 1997; 

Schmoltzi & 

Wallenburg, 2012) 

Overall satisfaction refers to the degree to which it has met 

the goals of the partner, and its contributions to the partner's 

core competencies. 

Growth (Gao et al., 

2017; Schreiner et al., 

2009) 

Growth refers to the increase of sales volume, market share, 

and service portfolio after joining the global logistics service 

provider network. 

Network continuity 

(Bradford et al., 

2004) 

Network continuity relates to the degree to which network 

members are willing to work together and continue to 

participate in the network in the future. 

Source: synthesized by the author 

4.4.2 Measurements 

4.4.2.1 Dependent variable 

Collaboration performance is defined as the degree of the 

accomplishment of the partners' goals, be these common or private, initial or 

emergent. Depending on the goals, performance can be classified at three levels: 

financial performance, operational performance, and organizational effectiveness 

(Ariño, 2003). Collaboration performance includes three constructs: overall 

satisfaction, sales growth, and network continuity. Das and Teng (1998) stated that 
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collaboration performance is difficult to be examine using proper and consistent 

methods, and there are obstacles to collect data and evidence for assessment. Further, 

according to Ariño (2003), it is not easy to assess partnership performance by 

employing traditional measurements on accounting or financial approach to measures 

like sales growth, return on assets, or profitability due to necessary data, and the time 

frame for payoffs may vary dramatically for different types of relationships (Saxton, 

1997) . Consequently, some researchers have used stability or longevity as a measure 

of performance. However, these measures of partnership performance have attracted 

criticism for their limited ability to provide information about collaboration 

effectiveness (Kogut, 1989). Measures such as survival and longevity fail to 

distinguish between alliances that fail and therefore die, and those that accomplish 

their objectives and thus outlive their utility. Partnership performance has also been 

studied using managerial assessments of performance. Managers assess performance 

in terms of their overall satisfaction with the partnership, or in terms of the extent to 

which the partnership has met its stated objectives (Anderson & Narus, 1990; Mohr & 

Spekman, 1994; Saxton, 1997). Managerial assessments of alliance performance have 

received some initial criticism for reasons of bias and inaccuracy. This was especially 

true until research by Geringer and Hebert (1991) demonstrated the existence of a 

high correlation between subjective assessments of performance with more objective 

measures, based on accounting data. Thus, there is an emerging consensus among 

scholars that, if properly done, managerial assessments are a reasonable way to assess 

partnership performance (Das & Teng, 2000). 

  Hyder and Abraha (2006) measured five dimensions of partnership 

performance comprising growth, profit, adaptability, joint participation in activities, 

and survival; and even successful network development by the partners is considered 

as a sign of good performance because the “right” connections yield firm legitimacy 

and a solid position for further development of new business ideas and exploit 

opportunities in the host and neighboring countries.  

Partnership performance can be assessed by the failure rate of 

cooperation at the industry level and cooperation effectiveness at the individual 

cooperation level (Lunnan & Haugland, 2008). Following this point, Schmoltzi and 

Wallenburg (2011) examined the horizontal partnership performance of cooperation 
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among logistics service providers in Germany and the findings indicated that the 

performance of horizontal LSP cooperation is high and makes these cooperation 

substantially more stable than cooperation within manufacturing industries. 

Collaboration effectiveness (Gao et al., 2017; Raue & Wieland, 

2015), overall satisfaction with the partnership, refers to the degree to which it has 

met the goals of the partner and its contributions to the partner's core competencies  

Given the literature, in this study, three constructs of collaboration 

performance were examined: overall satisfaction, growth, and network continuity. 

1) Overall Satisfaction 

Overall satisfaction refers to the degree to which it has met the goals 

of the partner, and its contributions to the partner's core competencies (Saxton, 1997; 

Schmoltzi & Wallenburg, 2011). In this study, three items are mainly adapted from 

(Saxton, 1997)  and modified accordingly to the horizontal collaboration of members 

in the global network of logistics service firms. 

2) Growth 

Growth refers to the increase of sales volume, market share, and the 

service portfolio after joining the global logistics service provider network. Three 

items were derived and modified from previous research (Gao et al., 2017) to measure 

the growth of collaboration performance of firms in the network. 

3) Network Continuity 

Network continuity relates to the degree to which network members 

are willing to work together and continue to participate in the network in the future. 

Three items were adapted from Bradford et al. (2004) and modified accordingly to the 

horizontal collaboration of partners in the network to measure network continuity. 

4.4.2.2 Independent Variables 

1) Partner Complementarity 

Partner complementarity refers to the extent to which each partner 

contributes resources to the collaboration performance in a partnership or alliance 

(Johnson et al., 1996). This variable consists of two constructs: resource 

complementarity and resource supplementation. 

(1) Resource Complementarity 
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Resource complementarity is defined as the joint use of distinctive 

and scarce resources by each partner in the relationships, in such a way that it 

collectively generates greater outputs than those each party could obtain separately 

(Dyer et al., 2001). Resource complementarity can be measured by following items 

that were derived from Charterina and Landeta (2010), and Huang et al. (2015) then 

modified according to this study. 

(2) Resource Supplementarity 

Resource supplementarity refers to the extent to which firms 

contribute similar resources being performed in the partnership (Das & Teng, 2000). 

For example, both partners may contribute financial resources and human resources 

for the related transaction. The scales for measuring this construct were adapted from 

Charterina and Landeta (2010) with three items. 

2) Organizational Legitimacy 

Organizational legitimacy consists of two constructs: cognitive 

legitimacy and socio-political legitimacy. 

(1) Cognitive Legitimacy 

Cognitive legitimacy is known as being grounded in “widely held 

beliefs and taken for-granted assumptions” (Scott, 1995). It relates to the extent of 

knowledge about the firm (Aldrich & Fiol, 1994) or category, also referred to as 

organizational form or population (Hannan & Freeman, 1986). Thus, cognitive 

legitimacy is understood as the extent to which a firm is seen to provide a service 

needed by society. Six items for measuring cognitive legitimacy were adapted from 

Bitektine, Hill, Song, and Vandenberghe (2020) and were modified accordingly to 

logistics service-providing companies and the logistics industry. 

(2) Socio-political Legitimacy 

Sociopolitical legitimacy reflects the process of normative 

evaluation, questioning, justification, and acceptance of the organization, and its 

practices and outcomes as appropriate and right, given existing norms and laws 

(Aldrich & Fiol, 1994; Suchman, 1995). Socio-political legitimacy refers to the extent 

to which an organization’s practices and outcomes are appropriate and right for the 

given existing norms and laws. The more the organization meets or exceeds 

evaluators’ normative expectations regarding these features, the more sociopolitical 
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legitimacy is conferred to it. Eight items were adapted from Bitektine et al. (2020) and 

were modified to according the logistics service providers and logistics industry in 

order to measure the sociopolitical legitimacy. 

3) Partnership Attributes 

Partner attributes consist of two constructs: trust and commitment 

(1) Trust 

Trust is one of the important elements of the inter-organization, 

especially HLC. Trust is defined as “the willingness of a party to be vulnerable to the 

actions of another party based on the expectation that the other will perform a 

particular action that is important to the trustor, irrespective of the ability to monitor 

or control the other party” (Norman, 2002) . Similarly, McEvily and Zaheer (2004) 

defined trust as “the willingness to accept vulnerability based on positive expectations 

about another’s intentions or behaviors.” In this study, four items were adapted from 

(Norman, 2002)  and modified to measure the role of trust related to the coordination 

of partners in the global network of logistics service firms. 

(2) Commitment 

Collaboration commitment is the second partner attribute impacting 

the coordination of the partners in the network. Commitment refers to the willingness 

of trading partners to exert effort on behalf of the relationship (Morgan & Hunt, 

1994). Commitment is defined as an exchange partner believing that an ongoing 

relationship with another is so important as to warrant maximum efforts at 

maintaining it; that is, the committed party believes the relationship is worth working 

on to ensure that it will endure indefinitely (Morgan & Hunt, 1994). In HLC, 

commitment refers to the willingness of the partners to maintain the respective 

relationship (Raue & Wallenburg, 2013). Four items were adapted from Lambe et al. 

(2002) and Raue and Wallenburg (2013) and modified to measure the commitment 

accordingly to the HLC in the global network of logistics service firms. 

4) Network Competence 

Network competence includes two sub-constructs: specialist 

qualifications and social qualifications 

(1) Specialist Qualifications 
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Specialist qualifications are the degree to which a person has 

technical skills to understand partners in terms of their technical needs, requirements, 

and capabilities (Ritter, 1999). Four items were adapted from Ritter et al. (2002) to 

measure the specialist qualifications of the networking representatives of members in 

the network that impact the coordination of partners. 

(2) Social Qualifications 

Social qualifications are the extent in which a person is able to 

exhibit autonomous, prudent, and useful behavior in social settings (Ritter, 1999). 

Five items were adapted from Ritter et al. (2002) and were modified to measure the 

social qualifications of the networking representatives of the members in the network. 

4.4.2.3 Mediating Variable 

1) Coordination 

In this study, coordination consists of two constructs: operational 

compatibility and conflict management. 

(1) Operational Compatibility 

Operational compatibility is defined as the extent of congruence in 

the partner’s procedural capabilities. Operational compatibility relates to status 

similarity regarding the capability and procedural issues in the context of a working 

relationship (Geringer & Hebert, 1991) . Operational compatibility refers to the extent 

to which each partner has similar competencies and consistent procedural capabilities 

on a day-to-day working basis and in the context of a working relationship (Sarkar et 

al., 2001). Three items were adapted from Sarkar et al. (2001) to measure the 

operational compatibility of the partners in the network. 

(2) Conflict Management 

Conflict management refers to the extent of the ability and 

mechanism that each partner uses to solve the conflicts that occur while collaborating 

(Kale et al., 2000). Ruekert and Walker (1987) measured the conflict resolution 

mechanism with four items. Mohr and Spekman (1994)  measured how partners used 

conflict resolution techniques to solve conflicts. In this study, the researcher 

combined the items from these scholars and those mainly adapted from Kale et al. 

(2000) to measure conflict management among partners in the network using six 

items. The measures of the variables are summarized in the following table. 
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Table 4.2 Measures for the Variables 

Measures References 

Dependent Variable  

Collaboration Performance   

Overall Satisfaction (construct)  

1. Overall, we are very satisfied with the collaboration 

performance in the network. 

2. The collaboration has realized the goals we set out to achieve. 

3. The collaboration has contributed to our core competencies 

and competitive advantages. 

Raue and 

Wallenburg 

(2013) 

Growth (construct)  

1. The sales volume of the company currently has achieved 

increasing versus its sales level before joining the network. 

2. Your company provides more services than before joining the 

network. 

3. The market share of the current company achieves increasing 

versus its market share before joining the network. 

Gao et al. (2017) 

Network Continuity (construct)  

1. Our company would like to participate in this network in the 

oncoming year. 

2. Our company would like to collaborate with members in this 

network continuously. 

3. Our company joins annual network conferences to enhance 

membership collaboration. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Bradford et al. 

(2004) 
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Measures References 

Independent Variables  

Partner Complementarity  

Resource Complementarity (construct)  

1. Our partners in the network contribute resources that are 

complementary with our own, which is helpful for our 

partnership. 

2. Combining the unique resources held by each cooperative 

partner in the network will improve our performance. 

 3. When each partner employs the advantages of complementary 

resources from the members in the network, these advantages are 

beneficial to the cooperative partnership. 

4. Our company and our partner in the network contribute 

different resources which create more competitive advantages 

for us. 

Charterina and 

Landeta (2010) 

Resource Supplementarity (construct)  

1. Our own company and our partners in the network contribute 

resources, which in combination enables our partners to achieve 

their objectives that go further than what they could achieve on 

their own. 

2. Our own company and our partners in the network contribute 

resources, which in combination enables our company to achieve 

our objectives that go further than what we could achieve on our 

own. 

3. Our partners in the network possess resources that help our 

company increase the scope of business and services. 

 

 

 

 

 

Charterina and 

Landeta (2010) 
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Measures References 

Organizational Legitimacy  

Cognitive Legitimacy (construct)  

1. Our company is a typical logistics service provider.  

2. I know well the industry that this company belongs to. 

3. When you think logistics industry, you think this company 

4. I know companies similar to this company.  

5. This company can serve as an example of companies in the 

logistics industry. 

6. I am able to describe the activities of this company. 

Bitektine et al. 

(2020) 

Socio-political Legitimacy (construct)  

1. This company behaves ethically. 

2. I agree with the business of the company.   

3. Our company cares about its employees.  

4. Our company does all what it can to protect the environment.  

5. Our company follows the best business practices.  

6. The public opinion is favorable to your company.  

7. Our company contributes positively to the society. 

8. Our company is introduced by members in the network.  

Bitektine et al. 

(2020) 

Partner Attributes  

Trust (construct)  

1. We can rely on our partner to abide by the membership 

agreement. 

2. There is a high level of trust in the working relationship with 

our partner.  

3. We trust that our partner’s decisions will be beneficial to the 

partnership. 

4. We trust that our partner’s decisions will be beneficial to our 

firm. 

 

 

Norman (2002) 



128 

 

Measures References 

Commitment (construct)  

1. Our senior management encourages to use the membership to 

achieve our strategic goals. 

2. Our company is willing to make long-term investment in this 

collaboration. 

3. Our company is willing to dedicate whatever people and 

resources are necessary to maintain this collaboration. 

4. Our company is willing to make sacrifices to help our 

members in the network. 

Raue and 

Wallenburg 

(2013) 

Network Competence  

Specialist Qualification (construct)  

1. Our networking representatives have good relation with 

important people in our firm. 

2. Our networking representatives have good knowledge about 

the way our firm works. 

3. Our networking representatives have good knowledge about 

the way the member firms work. 

4. Our networking representatives are experienced in dealing 

with our member firms. 

Ritter et al. (2002) 

Social Qualification (construct)  

1. Our networking representatives easily communicate their 

needs together. 

2. Our networking representatives confidently handle 

negotiations with others. 

3. Our networking representatives interact well with other 

people. 

4. Our networking representatives easily sense potential conflict. 

5. Our networking representatives can work out constructive 

solutions when there is conflict. 

 

Ritter et al. (2002) 
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Measures References 

Mediating variable  

Coordination  

Operational Compatibility (construct)  

1.The organizational procedures of the firms in the network are 

compatible. 

2. Technical capabilities of firms in the network are compatible 

for the collaboration. 

3. Employees of firms in the network have professional skills for  

collaboration. 

Sarkar et al. 

(2001) 

Conflict Management (construct)  

1. An explicit mechanism has been established and used to 

address or resolve conflicts. 

2. Managerial interaction between partners is closely monitored 

for identifying potential conflicts. 

3. There is strong two-way communication while resolving 

conflicts. 

4. The partners engage in joint problem solving while resolving 

conflicts. 

5. The top management from our company and our partners is 

involved in resolving conflicts. 

6. If the conflicts cannot be solved by our company and our 

partners, the network organizer can support us to solve them. 

Kale et al. (2000) 

 

All of the items were combined into a questionnaire that was 

pretested with a number of samples (N=20) in the G7 logistics network. The results 

indicated that all of the constructs and variables had Cronbach’s alpha more than 0.70. 

Thus, the items could be employed for the questionnaire to survey all of the samples 

of the population. 
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4.5 Reliability and Validity Testing of the Measures 

4.5.1 Reliability Testing of the Measures 

Carmines (1979) commented that reliability was a significant property of any 

empirical measurement in social research and stated that “reliability concerns the 

extent to which an experiment, test, or any measuring procedure yields the same result 

on repeated trials.” 

 Reliability can also be illustrated as the information provided by indicators 

(e.g. a questionnaire) that do not vary as a result of the characteristics of the 

indicators, instruments, or of the measurement device itself (Neuman, 2011). Further, 

Babbie (2010) argued that “reliability is a matter of whether a particular technique, 

applied repeatedly to the same object, yields the same result each time.” The quality 

of the measurement method suggests that the same data would have been collected 

each time in repeated observations of the same phenomenon.  

The internal consistency of a set of items forming the scale is based on the 

coefficient alpha (Cronbach’s alpha). Nunnally and Bernstein (1994)  suggested that 

reliability measures should exceed 0.5 for a minimum degree of internal consistency 

with the recommendation that the coefficient above 0.60 is more appropriate. The 

reliability of the variable is also conducted by composite reliability (Hair, 

Hollingsworth, Randolph, & Chong, 2017). 

4.5.2 Validity of Measures 

Validity concerns the extent to which an indicator of an abstract concept 

measures what it purports to measure (Carmines, 1979). According to Babbie (2010), 

validity is a term describing a measure that accurately reflects the concept it is 

intended to measure. In conventional usage, validity refers to the extent to which an 

empirical measure adequately reflects the real meaning of the concept under 

consideration. 

In this study, content validity, convergent validity, and discriminant validity 

are used to test the validity of the measures. First, content validity refers to the extent 

to which a measure covers the range of meaning included within a concept (Babbie, 

2010), and content validity focuses on the adequacy with which the domain of the 

concept under study is captured by the measure (Churchill, 1979). The key to content 



131 

 

validity lies in the procedures that are used to develop the instrument. These 

procedures include examining the literature and testing the internal consistency. 

Second, average variance extracted (AVE) to evaluate the convergent validity of 

construct with an acceptable threshold for the AVE should be 0.50 or higher (Hair et 

al., 2017). Finally, discriminant validity is examined using the Fornell-Larcker 

criterion. 

4.6 Data Collection Methods 

4.6.1 Data Collection for the Qualitative Method 

The semi-structured interviews were planned with ten delegates of firms that 

were the chief executive officer, the managing director, the general manager and the 

operational manager. Nonetheless, due to impact of the COVID-19 pandemic, the 

interviews were conducted online via WhatsAapp application in order to access the 

information and points of views at the high management level. The questions for the 

interviews related to the factors impacting the horizontal collaboration performance 

between members in the network. The types of questions were open-ended questions 

and yes/no questions. The researcher made phone calls via WhatsApp to explain the 

purpose of the interviews and to make an appointment with the interviewee. For two 

weeks, the interview sessions were proceeded with ten interviewees that represented 

members on five continents. 

4.6.2 Data Collection for the Quantitative Method 

4.6.2.1 Survey Questionnaire 

The primary data for this research were accessed by survey 

questionnaires. The questionnaires were sent to all members in G7 logistics network 

in the world. 

The questionnaire was designed in an easy and convenient style for 

the respondent to answer and send the results with three main sections: introduction of 

the interview purpose, information about the respondent, and questions with 56 items. 

The questions inquired, using a five-point scale to which the respondents agreed or 

disagreed with each item. The draft questionnaires were sent to the researchers, 

doctoral candidates and the managers of the member companies for comments on the 

content, structure, and language of the questionnaire, and then it was refined for the 
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final version. The survey questionnaires consisted of an email mail version and an 

online version.  

Because the companies were located all over the world, based on the 

questionnaire in a word file, the researcher employed the Google online survey 

application and made the questionnaire sheet with Google links and then send it to all 

of the respondents in the population. If the respondents were located in the countries 

where Google link could not be reached, the Word files of the questionnaires were 

sent. When the respondents completed the questionnaire, they could click on “Send”, 

and the results would be integrated into an Excel file for the researcher. 

4.6.2.2 Administration of the Survey 

Collecting the data for a global network is a difficult matter for all 

researchers. In order to solve this problem, the researcher registered to join the G7N 

network as a visiting member with a member fee for one year from 2020-2021. As a 

member of the network, the researcher had access the member roster for contacting 

the representatives of the member companies by email, phone calls, chatting, and 

meeting for survey and interviews. The G7 logistics network’s team added the 

researcher into the WhatsApp group of the network where all members could chat and 

phone each other to discuss any related issues.  

The questionnaire survey was used for all current 148 members that 

had joined 186 head offices and branches until the end of March, 2021. In order to 

generate a high rate of response, the survey was conducted in four waves (Osmond & 

Dillman, 1979). In the first wave, the questionnaires were sent by email formally with 

the link to the survey questionnaire. After one week, the second wave was done by 

reminding an email. In the third wave, the researcher chatted by WhatsApp with the 

respondents that had not answered the questionnaire. During the final wave, the 

researcher called the remaining respondents by WhatsApp to explain and ask them 

again for their support in answering the questionnaire. The duration of the survey was 

one month. 
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4.7 Data Analysis Methods 

4.7.1 Quantitative Data Analysis Methods 

The Partial Least Square Structural Equation Modeling (PLS SEM) technique 

was employed to test the data and to derive findings in the study consisting of five 

stages: preliminary considerations (reasons for choosing PLS SEM, sample size, 

statistical power, statistical description); model fit; measurement model assessment 

(measurement theory); and structural model assessment (structural theory) and 

mediating analysis. 

4.7.1.1 Preliminary considerations 

PLS SEM was used as the core means of the quantitative data 

analysis in this study for five important reasons. First, PLS-SEM is suitable for 

predictive and explanatory research. PLS is a useful tool for testing hypotheses, 

especially for complex path models in an explorative manner (Chin, 2010). The 

analysis is concerned with testing a theoretical framework from a predictive 

perspective. In this study, it was used to predict and explain the dependent variable 

(collaboration performance) and to identify its relevant latent variables (Partner 

complementarity, Organizational Legitimacy, Partner Attribute, Network 

Competence), and the mediating effect of Coordination (mediating variable). Second, 

“PLS-SEM works efficiently with small sample sizes when models are complex” 

(Willaby, Costa, Burns, MacCann, & Roberts, 2015). The sample size targeted 148 

respondents within the population of a global network operated by one network 

administrative organization, and the model has both a mediating variable and 

independent variables. Third, “the characteristic of high statistical power makes PLS-

SEM particularly suitable for exploratory research settings where theory is less 

developed and the goal is to reveal substantial (i.e., strong) effects” (Chin, 2010). 

Fourth, PLS-SEM is based on structural theory and measurement theory, which are 

proper for measuring latent variables and for testing the path model. PLS-SEM is used 

popularly in several disciplines comprising network and organization management 

(Sosik, Kahai, & Piovoso, 2009), international management (Richter, Sinkovics, 

Ringle, & Schlägel, 2016) , operational management (Peng & Lai, 2012), information 

management systems (Ringle, Sarstedt, Mitchell, & Gudergan, 2020), marketing 
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(Hair, Sarstedt, Pieper, & Ringle, 2012), strategic management (Hair et al., 2012) , 

logistics and supply chain management (Kaufmann & Gaeckler, 2015), social 

networks (Khan et al., 2019), human resource management (Ringle et al., 2020) . The 

theme and context of the thesis were related to networks and organization 

management, IORs, and logistics and supply chain management. Thus, it was proper 

and essential to employ PLS-SEM with Smart PLS professional version 3.3.3 

software. 

With regard to sample size, the population of the survey was a global 

network of logistics service firms with currently 148 members. PLS-SEM offers 

solutions with small sample sizes when models comprise a lot of constructs and a 

large number of items (Hair et al., 2017). Therefore, it was proper to use PLS SEM 

for this small sample size.  

In relation to statistical power, when using PLS-SEM, researchers 

benefit from the method’s high degree of statistical power (Hair et al., 2017). Greater 

statistical power means that PLS-SEM is more likely to identify relationships as 

significant when they are present in the population. The PLS-SEM characteristic of 

higher statistical power is quite useful for exploratory research that examines less 

developed or still developing theory. PLS-SEM is not only appropriate for exploratory 

research but also for confirmatory research (Hair et al., 2017). This study examines 

the relationship among the antecedents, including partner complementarity, 

organizational legitimacy, partner attribute, and network competence; and the 

mediating factor (coordination) and collaboration performance, thereby basing the 

developed and developing theories such as institutional theory, the resource-based 

view, IORs, and logistics disciplines. Therefore, PLS SEM was suitable for the 

research. 

4.7.1.2 Goodness-of-Fit and Model Fit 

The overall goodness-of-fit (GoF) of the model is the starting point 

of model assessment. If the model does not fit the data, the data contains more 

information than the model conveys. The obtained estimates may be meaningless, and 

the conclusions drawn from them become questionable  (Henseler, Hubona, & Ray, 

2016). The global model fit can be assessed in two non-exclusive ways: by means of 

inference statistics, i.e. so-called tests of model fit, or through the use of fit indices, 
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i.e. the assessment of approximate model fit. In this study, AVE, the coefficient of 

determination (R square), the construct cross-validated redundancy (Q square), the 

goodness-of-fit index (GFI), and Square Root Mean Residuals (SRMR). First, AVE 

was calculated as the mean of the squared loadings of each indicator associated with a 

construct. An acceptable threshold for the AVE is 0.50 or higher. This level or higher 

indicates that, on average, the construct explains (more than) 50% of the variance of 

its items (Hair et al., 2017). Second, R square (R2) indicates the variance explained in 

each of the endogenous constructs. The R2 ranges from 0 to 1, with higher levels 

indicting more predictive accuracy. As a rough rule of thumb, the R2 values of 0.75, 

0.50, and 0.25 can be considered substantial, moderate, and weak (Henseler et al., 

2016). Third, another means for assessing the model’s predictive accuracy is the Q2 

value (Stone, 1976). As a rule of thumb, Q2 values larger than zero for a particular 

endogenous construct indicate that the path model’s predictive accuracy is acceptable 

for the particular construct (Hair et al., 2017). Fourth, goodness-of-fit (GoF) is a 

general indicator to evaluate the model fit that it is calculated equal to the square root 

of the R square multiple by AVE (Esposito Vinzi, Trinchera, Squillacciotti, & 

Tenenhaus, 2008). As a rule of thumb, GFI value obtains from zero to one in which a 

GoF greater than 0.36, 0.25 and 0,10 equals large, moderate, and small effects 

respectively (Wetzels, Odekerken-Schröder, & Van Oppen, 2009). Consequently, 

model fit will be examined using SRMR, ranging from 0.01 to 0.1 with SRMR < 

0.08, and goodness-of-fit (Hu & Bentler, 1999) based on CB-SEM; but for PLS SEM, 

less than 0.1, the model fit is acceptable (Hair et al., 2017),. 

4.7.1.3 Measurement model assessment 

At this stage, both the evaluation of the reflective measured 

constructs and formative measured constructs are processed. In this study, there are 

reflective measured constructs, thus the criteria for evaluating the reflective measured 

constructs comprise internal consistency reliability, convergent validity, and 

discriminant validity. First, internal reliability is assessed using Cronbach’s alpha with 

criteria greater than 0.70 and less than 0.95; and composite reliability (Jöreskog, 

1971) with values between 0.60 and 0.70 as “acceptable in exploratory research” 

whereas results between 0.70 and 0.95 represent “satisfactory to good” reliability 

levels (Hair et al., 2017). Second, convergent validity is assessed by outer loading 
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values of items with criteria greater than 0.70, and AVE with an acceptable threshold 

for the AVE is 0.50 or higher (Hair et al., 2017). Discriminant validity is evaluated 

using Fornell-Larcker criterion. 

4.7.1.4 Structural Model Assessment 

Based on the results of the measurement model assessment with 

satisfactory quality, the author moves to the structural mode assessment. This stage 

primarily considers the predictive capacities of the model by testing collinearity, the 

coefficient of determination (R2), cross-validated redundancy (Q2), and the path 

coefficients. First, the collinearity among the constructs tests the significance and 

relevance of the indicator weights, and the variance inflation factor (VIF), where as a 

rule of thumb, the VIF values are above 5, is indicative of collinearity among the 

indicators (Wong, 2013) . Second, the R square indicates the variance explained in 

each of endogenous constructs. The R square ranges from 0 to 1, with higher levels 

illustrating more predictive accuracy. As a rough rule of thumb, the R2 values of 0.75, 

0.50, and 0.25 can be considered substantial, moderate, and weak (Henseler et al., 

2016). Third, another means of assessing the model’s predictive accuracy is the Q2 

value (Stone, 1976). As a rule of thumb, Q2 values larger than zero for a particular 

endogenous construct indicate that the path model’s predictive accuracy is acceptable 

for the particular construct. The strength and significance of path coefficients are 

examined in relation to the relationships hypothesized between the constructs. In 

terms of relevance, the path coefficients often range from -1 to +1, with coefficients 

nearer to +1 indicating a strong positive relationship, and those closer to -1 

representing a strong negative relationship (Hair et al., 2017).  

4.7.1.5 Analysis of Mediating Effects 

The core characteristic of a mediating effect is that it involves a third 

variable that plays an intermediate role in the relationship between the independent 

and dependent variables. Technically speaking, the effect of the independent variable 

X on the dependent variable Y is mediated by a third variable, M, called the 

mediating variable or mediator. The researcher’s aim in mediation analysis is chiefly 

explanation, because the main subject of mediation is to understand the development 

of processes (Henseler et al., 2016). Yet, mediation analysis can also play an 
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important role in prediction. By running SmartPLS, the results of the indirect effects 

of the mediating variable on independent variables and dependent variable.  

The mediating effects can be classified according to certain types, 

such as full mediation, partial mediation, competitive partial competition, only a 

direct effect, and no effect. A full mediation is indicated in the case where the direct 

effect is not significant, whereas the indirect effect is significant, which means only 

the indirect effect via the mediator exists. Partial mediation is represented in the case 

that all other situations under the condition that both the direct effect and the indirect 

effect are significant. Complementary partial mediation is the case that, in a 

complementary partial mediation, the direct effect and indirect effect point in the 

same (positive or negative) direction. Competitive partial mediation is the case that, in 

a competitive partial mediation, the direct effect and indirect effect point in a different 

direction. Only Direct effect if the indirect effect is not significant whereas the direct 

path is, the mediator variable has no impact; this indicates that a direct, non -

mediating effect is present. No effect is the case where there is no effect if neither the 

indirect effect nor the direct effect is significant. The total effect can still be 

significant. 

4.7.2 Qualitative Data Analysis Method 

The qualitative data analysis method is based on the inductive approach to 

understanding the research topic. In this study, the qualitative research method is the 

subordinating approach for the author to combine with the results of quantitative 

research method to determine the constructs of the dependent variable in the proposed 

conceptual model, and also confirm the findings from the quantitative research 

method for discussion and conclusions of the research issues.  

From the stage of the data collection, the semi-structured interviews were 

designed to obtain the respondents’ opinion or comments about the three constructs 

(overall satisfaction, growth, and network continuity) of the dependent variable 

(collaboration performance) and the impacts of partner complementarity, 

organizational legitimacy, partnership attributes, network competence, and 

coordination of the collaboration performance between logistics service firms in the 

G7 logistics network. The aims of the analysis were to confirm the constructs of the 



138 

 

dependent variable and to understand deeply and broadly the relationships between 

factors in the model. 

4.8 Ethical Considerations 

Ethics is considered strictly in this study. The author considered several ethical 

principles of social science research, such as research ethics and theory, the ethics of 

measurement, the ethics of sampling, the ethics of survey research, the ethics of 

quantitative analysis, the ethics of qualitative analysis, the ethics of reading and 

writing research as described below.  

Table 4.3 Principles of Ethics Applied in the Study 

Principles of Ethics Descriptions 

Ethics and theory The researcher made sure that the research paradigm and 

theories were related appropriately to the research topic. 

This study explored the research issues in the paradigm 

related to HLC based on the perspective IORs, the 

resource-based view and institutional theory. 

Measurement The measurement guaranteed that reliability and validity 

were not guided by bias or preferences for particular 

research results. Further, conceptualizations and 

measurements were not guided by bias or preferences for 

particular research results. 

Sampling The sampling of the research was non-probability where the 

samples were correct and legal. 

Research survey The information from the respondents was kept confidential 

and no questions were asked that could cause harm or 

discomfort for the respondents. 

Qualitative analysis The privacy and subjective elements related the 

interviewees were protected strictly. 

Quantitative analysis The research guaranteed unbiased analysis and reporting 

and the subject of privacy was protected. 

Reading and writing The literature review was not biased toward supporting a 
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Principles of Ethics Descriptions 

particular point of view and plagiarism was not permitted in 

writing this dissertation. 

Source: adapted and applied from Babbie (2010) 

4.9 Chapter Summary 

Chapter four is one of the important parts of the dissertation relating to the 

research methodology and described the contents, including the research designs, the 

sampling method, the target population, the analysis unit, the research instrument, 

operational definitions and measurements, the reliability and validity testing of the 

measures, the data collection methods, the data analysis methods, and ethical 

considerations. First, the author described the steps of the research and the selection 

of the research methods. Second, regarding the sampling method, the target 

population and unit analysis were determined and used accordingly to the research 

topic and context. Third, the research instruments were introduced including the 

collection of documentary research, secondary data, semi-structured interviews, self-

administrated questionnaire method, the pilot test, the scales of measures, and data 

collection to support the testing of the hypotheses and model. Fourth, operational 

definitions and measures were described in order to explain the definitions and 

measures of the variables. Fifth, reliability and validity were discussed in order to test 

constructs based on Cronbach’s alpha, composite reliability, outer loading values and 

average variance extracted (AVE). Sixth, the data collection methods were described, 

including the semi-structured interviews for the qualitative method and the 

questionnaire survey for the quantitative method. Eighth, the data analysis methods 

used in the research consisting of quantitative data analysis and qualitative data 

analysis. Finally, the ethical criteria were discussed. 

 



 

 

CHAPTER 5 

 

RESULTS AND FINDINGS 

5.1 Sample Characteristics and Descriptive Statistics 

5.1.1 Sample Characteristics 

The population of the global network of logistics service firms called the G7 

logistics network, included 148 members until March 31st, 2021. The questionnaires 

were delivered to all members. There are 17 firms joining nearly for one year who 

could not assess collaboration performance. Nine questionnaires were not properly 

answered and 16 samples did not respond. In the end, data were collected from 106 

proper answer results.  

The samples were described by location (geography), the position of the 

respondent, the company’s size, the company’s age, and the company’s membership. 

The survey was implemented for a global network with firms located over five 

continents. The positions of the respondents included chief executive officers and 

overseas business managers, whose information and responses were important for the 

quality and accuracy of the research data. The company’s size and age were critical 

information in order to know the capacity, resources and development of the sample. 

Finally, the company’s membership year was an element that helped to understand 

who could know and assess the horizontal collaboration performance between the 

organizations in the network. The results of the survey indicated that the 

characteristics of the respondents of the study were according to the following table. 
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Table 5.1 Characteristics of Respondents 

Characteristics Frequency Percentage (%) 

Location   

. Asia 49 46.23 

. Europe 23 21.70 

. America 22 20.75 

. Africa 8 7.54 

. Australia 4 3.78 

Position    

. Chief executive officer 48 45.28 

. Overseas Business Manager 58 54.72 

Company’s membership   

. 2-3 years 79 74.53 

. 4-5 years 27 25.47 

Company’s age   

. 1-5 years 16 15.09 

. 6-10 years 17 16.04 

. more than 10 years 73 68.87 

Company’s size   

. 3-10 staffs 30 28.30 

. 11-100 staffs 71 66.98 

. more than 100 staffs 5 4.72 

Total 106 100 

 

The data indicated that almost all of the respondents are small and medium 

enterprises in Asia (46.23%), Europe (21.70%), America (20.75%), Africa (7.54%), 

and Australia (3.78%). Sixty-eight point eight-seven percent of the firms have been 

established more than 10 years, 16.04% for 6-10 years, and 15.09% for 1-5 years. The 

respondents have a high position with 58% overseas business managers and 42% 

chief executive officers. Seventy-four point fifty-three percent and 25.475% of the 
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respondents are from firms with 2-to-3-year membership and 4-to-5 year-membership 

respectively.  

These logistics service firms are third-party logistics providers that supply 

various types of forwarding and logistics services for customers such as trucking 

services, consolidating service, customs brokerage services, chartering, project-cargo 

services, dangerous cargo services, heavy cargo service, warehousing services, 

domestics transportation, international transportation, multimodal transportation, sea 

freight, airfreight, express couriers, and so on. Almost all of the firms play the role of 

service providers that book and integrate the services of second party logistics 

providers such as airlines, ocean lines, international express couriers, customs 

brokers, truckers and so on. As the G7 logistics network reports, all members transact 

together for inquiries such as full container load (FCL) transportation by ocean lines, 

less than container load (LCL) by consolidators, standard air freight by airlines, door-

to-port services, warehousing, customs brokerages, nominating services, project 

cargo, and delivery agents. Certain firms in the network have good business 

relationships and join simultaneously with the other logistics networks namely the X2 

logistics network. The sample characteristics are the basis for the data analysis and 

recommendations accordingly. 

5.1.2 Descriptive Statistics 

The survey questionnaire included 56 items composed for thirteen constructs 

according to six variables placed on a 5-point Likert scale from strongly disagree to 

strongly agree with a total of 148 observed samples. The results of 106 proper answer 

sheets were calculated statistically by SmartPLS version 3.3.3 as follows. 

Table 5.2 Descriptive Statistics 

Constructs Items Mean Standard Deviation 

Collaboration Performance (CP)    

Overall Satisfaction (OS) OS1 4.123 0.428 

 OS2 4.094 0.377 

 OS3 4.189 0.458 
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Constructs Items Mean Standard Deviation 

Growth (GR) GR1 4.066 0.315 

 GR2 4.160 0.392 

 GR3 4.113 0.317 

Network Continuity (NC) NC1 4.340 0.474 

 NC2 4.406 0.563 

 NC3 4.387 0.623 

Partner Complementarity (PC)    

Resource Complementarity (RC) RC1 4.142 0.504 

 RC2 4.255 0.496 

 RC3 4.302 0.517 

 RC4 4.217 0.550 

Resource Supplementarity RS1 4.170 0.540 

 RS2 4.151 0.472 

 RS3 4.189 0.551 

Organizational Legitimacy (OL)    

Cognitive Legitimacy (CL) CL1 4.481 0.587 

 CL2 4.547 0.569 

 CL3 4.415 0.642 

 CL4 4.453 0.534 

 CL5 4.462 0.552 

 CL6 4.575 0.513 

Socio-political Legitimacy (SL) SL1 4.642 0.499 

 SL2 4.613 0.524 

 SL3 4.651 0.567 

 SL4 4.519 0.648 

 SL5 4.642 0.535 

 SL6 4.472 0.647 

 SL7 4.491 0.648 

 SL8 4.396 0.761 
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Constructs Items Mean Standard Deviation 

Partnership Attributes (PA)    

Trust (TR) TR1 4.377 0.590 

 TR2 4.358 0.602 

 TR3 4.358 0.535 

 TR4 4.311 0.572 

Commitment (CO) CO1 4.443 0.551 

 CO2 4.415 0.612 

 CO3 4.434 0.567 

 CO4 4.415 0.564 

Network Competence    

Specialist Qualification (SPQ) SPQ1 4.368 0.588 

 SPQ2 4.415 0.581 

 SPQ3 4.358 0.586 

 SPQ4 4.387 0.592 

Social Qualification (SOQ) SOQ

1 

4.377 0.557 

 SOQ

2 

4.415 0.564 

 SOQ

3 

4.377 0.557 

 SOQ

4 

4.358 0.586 

 SOQ

5 

4.434 0.532 

Coordination (COOR)    

Operational Compatibility (OC) OC1 4.179 0.579 

 OC2 4.217 0.599 

 OC3 4.236 0.559 
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Constructs Items Mean Standard Deviation 

Conflict Management (CM) CM1 4.132 0.584 

 CM2 4.179 0.563 

 CM3 4.302 0.535 

 CM4 4.245 0.546 

 CM5 4.330 0.545 

 CM6 4.217 0.630 

 

As can be seen in table 5.2, the group of items belongs to socio-political 

legitimacy, cognitive legitimacy, specialist qualifications and social qualifications, 

which obtained high mean scores ranging from 4.642 to 4.396, and from 4.575 to 

4.415 respectively, presenting that the organizational legitimacy and network 

competence of logistics service firms were self-evaluated highly by the respondents. 

Next, the mean scores of trust, commitment, operational compatibility, and conflict 

management ranged from 4.443 to 4.415, and from 4.33 to 4.152, showing that the 

respondents high agreed on the role of these factors in HLC. Following this group, 

resource complementarity and resource supplementarity had mean scores from 4.302 

to 4.142, and from 4.189 to 4.151 respectively, meaning that partner complementarity 

plays a fairly important role as an antecedent of the horizontal collaboration between 

the logistics service companies in the network. Finally, the items related to overall 

satisfaction, growth, and network continuity belonging to collaboration performance 

were assessed with the lowest mean score from 4.189 to 4.094, and from 4.16 to 

4.066, the lowest in comparison with the previous group, but interestingly, the 

network continuity gained the mean score quite high from 4.406 to 4.340, which 

means that the respondents agreed on the overall satisfaction and growth of 

collaboration performance moderately but almost of the firms tended to join the 

network continuously. In general, the results of the survey indicated the high scores 

with 106 observations in the network with normal and acceptable standard deviation. 

5.2 Goodness-of-fit and the model fit 

The general goodness-of-fit of a model is the initial step of model assessment 

because data can contain more information, which causes the estimating results to be 
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non-reliable and questionable conclusions (Helseler et al., 2015). The global model fit 

may be evaluated by two non-exclusive methods: by inference of the statistical 

instrument, namely the test of the model fit, or through the use of fit indices. In this 

study, collinearity, AVE, the coefficient of determination (R square), the cross-

validated redundancy (Q square), GoF, and SRMR were considered for evaluating the 

goodness-of-fit of model. The variables, constructs, and indicators were drawn and 

run using SmartPLS software. The PLS SEM figure and testing results are as follows. 

 

 

Figure 5.1 Results of initial structural model 

 

In running PLS Algorithm number 1, the results presented that certain 

indicators had non-satisfactory outer loading values under 0.7, such as SL4 (0.64) and 

SL8 (0.588). Collinearity occurred with VIF values of items greater than 5.0, 
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including CM2 (5.154), SL1 (5.154), SL2 (5.469), SOQ2 (5.372), SOQ3 (5.819), 

SPQ2 (5.379), SPQ3 (6.254), and TR3 (5.014) (Hair et al., 2017). Remarkably, the 

AVE of the dependent variable (collaboration performance) was 0.409. This means 

that the construct explained 40.90% of the variance of its items, and thus it was not 

satisfactory (Hair et al., 2017). The coefficients of determination (R square) of 

collaboration performance (0.246) indicated that the variance was explained in this 

variable and predictive accuracy of model was weak (Henseler, Ringle, & Sinkovics, 

2009). Next, bootstrapping run no.1 displayed that, for the path coefficients, three 

relationships among OL and CP, OL and COOR, PC and COOR were not 

significantly statistical with p-values greater than 0.05. Then, blindfolding no.1 ran, 

the result indicated that the construct cross-validated redundancy of collaboration 

performance was 0.089, which was low. Based on the aforementioned results, they 

were not satisfactory and the proposed model did not fit. 

The author considered items and constructs in order to obtain the fit model 

through the elimination of certain items and constructs (growth) of the dependent 

variable (collaboration performance) to gain the fit model. First, the author eliminated 

items (SL4, SL8, OS3) due to low outer loading values. And, items with VIF values 

over 5 caused collinearity were deleted including CM2 (5.154), SL1 (5.154), SL2 

(5.469), SOQ2 (5.372), SOQ3 (5.819), SPQ2 (5.379), SPQ3 (6.254) and TR3 (5.014). 

Nonetheless, the average variance extracted of the dependent variable (collaboration 

performance) was still not satisfactory (under 0.5). The R square of collaboration 

performance and the construct cross-validated redundancy of collaboration 

performance were still weak. Secondly, based on the literature review, variable, and 

operational definitions of collaboration performance in 3.4.2.1, particularly,  Das and 

Teng (1998) stated that collaboration performance is difficult to examine in a proper 

and consistent way, and that there are obstacles to collect data and evidence for 

assessment. Additionally, Ariño (2003) concluded that there is no agreement on the 

optimal way to measure partnership performance. In fact, it is not easy to assess 

collaboration performance by employing traditional methods in order to measure sales 

growth, return on assets, or profitability due to necessary data. Thirdly, given the 

report of qualitative research by interviews with ten specialists that represented for ten 

members in the G7 logistics network, 60% of the experts had no comments or no idea 
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about growth related the market share, sales rates, or shipment increase; 30% of them 

revealed that growth is low; and only one specialist said that the growth is good. 

Fourthly, considering again the results of the quantitative testing, the outer loadings of 

growth and collaboration were lowest with GR1 (0.563), GR2 (0.569), and GR3 

(0.580), so the author decided to eliminate the construct (growth) of collaboration 

performance. This consideration and elimination were mentioned in the previous 

section, where the constructs of the dependent variables were based on the results of 

testing the data results and interview results for selecting the final constructs. The 

collaboration performance with two constructs (overall satisfaction, and network 

continuity) are definitely appropriate for the data results and the expectation of the 

respondents whose firms are members of the global network of logistics service firms. 

In addition, the GFI value is 0.7346 and the SRMR value is 0.09. As a result, the 

study obtained a fit model that is appropriate according to the literature, the 

quantitative research testing, and the qualitative results. The model with the results 

were employed for measurement model assessment, structural model assessment and 

mediating analysis in the next parts.  

5.3 Measurement Model Assessment 

The evaluation of the PLS SEM results began with reflective construct 

measurement. This stage examined internal consistency reliability, convergent 

validity, and discriminant validity. By running algorithms, SmartPLS presented the 

results as seen in the following figure and tables. 
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Figure 5.2 HLC performance model and results 

 

The results of the criteria for reliability are illustrated in the following table. 

Table 5.3 Cronbach Alpha and Composite Reliability of variables and constructs 

Constructs 

 

Cronbach alpha 

(>0.70) 

Composite Reliability (CR) 

(> 0.70) 

Cognitive Legitimacy 0.873 0.913 

Conflict Management 0.913 0.935 

Commitment 0.908 0.936 

Coordination 0.919 0.934 

Collaboration Performance 0.788 0.857 

Network Continuity 0.855 0.912 

Network Competence 0.922 0.939 
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Constructs 

 

Cronbach alpha 

(>0.70) 

Composite Reliability (CR) 

(> 0.70) 

Operational Compatibility 0.881 0.926 

Organizational Legitimacy 0.925 0.939 

Overall Satisfaction 0.702 0.861 

Partnership Attributes 0.864 0.897 

Partnership Complementarity 0.877 0.908 

Resource Complementarity 0.828 0.897 

Resource Supplementarity  0.902 0.939 

Socio-political Legitimacy  0.924 0.946 

Social Qualification 0.888 0.931 

Specialist Qualification 0.919 0.949 

Trust 0.856 0.912 

 

The results indicate that Cronbach’s alpha and the composite reliability of all 

the constructs and variables are greater than 0.70. The construct (overall satisfaction) 

has two items with a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.702 and a composite reliability of 0.861, 

but according to the PLS SEM, and according to Hair et al. (2017), the reliability of 

construct should be based on composite reliability more than Cronbach’s alpha. 

Additionally, the wording of two items was “OS1. Overall, we are satisfied with the 

collaboration performance in the network” and, “OS2. The collaboration has realized 

the goals we set out to achieve,” which obtained the meanings and objective 

assessment of construct, namely overall satisfaction. Thus, the internal consistency 

reliability of all the constructs and items was satisfactory.  

Next, the validity of the constructs was examined with convergent validity and 

discriminant validity. The results are presented in the following tables. 
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Table 5.4 Outer loading and Average Variance Extracted of Constructs 

 

Variable 

 

Construct 

(Indicator) 

Outer 

Loading 

(>0.7) 

AVE 

(>0.5) 

Partner 

Complementarity 

(PC) 

   

0.622 

 Resource Complementarity (RC)  0.743 

 RC2 0.848  

 RC3 0.876  

 RC4 0.862  

 Resource Supplementarity (RS)  0.837 

 RS1 0.925  

 RS2 0.932  

 RS3 0.887  

Organizational 

Legitimacy (OL) 

  0.658 

 Cognitive Legitimacy (CL)  0.724 

 CL2 0.837  

 CL3 0.829  

 CL5 0.877  

 CL6 0.860  

 Socio-political Legitimacy (SL)  0.815 

 SL1 0.912  

 SL2 0.910  

 SL3 0.915  

 SL5 0.873  

Partnership Attributes 

(PA) 

 
 0.557 

 Trust (TR)  0.776 

 TR1 0.851  
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Variable 

 

Construct 

(Indicator) 

Outer 

Loading 

(>0.7) 

AVE 

(>0.5) 

 TR2 0.870  

 TR3 0.920  

 Commitment (CO)  0.784 

 CO1 0.875  

 CO2 0.923  

 CO3 0.893  

 CO4 0.849  

Coordination 
 

 0.642 

 Conflict Management (CM)  0.744 

 CM1 0.814  

 CM3 0.903  

 CM4 0.908  

 CM5 0.858  

 CM6 0.824  

 Operational Compatibility (OC)  0.808 

 OC1 0.883  

 OC2 0.924  

 OC3 0.888  

Network Competence 

(NWC) 

 
 0.720 

 Specialist Qualification (SPQ)  0.861 

 SPQ1 0.927  

 SPQ2 0.931  

 SPQ4 0.926  

 Social Qualification (SOQ)  0.818 

 SOQ1 0.879  

 SOQ4 0.904  

 SOQ5 0.928  
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Variable 

 

Construct 

(Indicator) 

Outer 

Loading 

(>0.7) 

AVE 

(>0.5) 

Collaboration 

Performance (CP) 

 
 0.548 

 Overall Satisfaction (OS)  0.756 

 OS1 0.880  

 OS2 0.860  

 Network Continuity (NC)  0.775 

 NC1 0.890  

 NC2 0.898  

 NC3 0.853  
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Table 5.5 Discriminant Validity of Constructs (Fornell-Larcker criterion) 

 

 

 

 

Construct CL CM CO NC OC OS RC RS SL SOQ SPQ TR 

CL 0.851            

CM 0.409 0.863           

CO 0.405 0.659 0.885          

NC 0.301 0.268 0.155 0.881         

OC 0.413 0.656 0.521 0.317 0.899        

OS 0.354 0.409 0.169 0.386 0.335 0.870       

RC 0.313 0.271 0.186 0.493 0.221 0.279 0.862      

RS 0.236 0.334 0.309 0.245 0.337 0.211 0.577 0.915     

SL 0.713 0.473 0.454 0.265 0.329 0.227 0.304 0.259 0.903    

SOQ 0.512 0.555 0.473 0.21 0.535 0.221 0.171 0.148 0.469 0.904   

SPQ 0.449 0.553 0.445 0.272 0.615 0.363 0.153 0.197 0.371 0.717 0.928  

TR 0.415 0.537 0.412 0.202 0.468 0.357 0.158 0.258 0.476 0.550 0.542 0.881 
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The results show that all outer loading values of the items and constructs are 

above 0.70 and all AVE values of the constructs and variables are greater than 0.5. 

This means that the convergent validity of the constructs and variables were 

satisfactory. Additionally, according to the table of the discriminant validity of the 

constructs and variables, the root square of the AVE for each construct and variable 

was higher than the rest within the rows and the columns, and according to Hair et al. 

(2017), the values of these constructs can be lower than their direct variables. For 

example, the root square of the AVE of construct (RS) can be lower its variable (PC). 

Thus, the validity of all the constructs were satisfactory. In conclusion, the 

measurement model assessment illustrated items and constructs with satisfactory 

reliability and validity, which was a basis for assessing the structural model. 

5.4 Structural Model Assessment 

Given the good quality of the measurement model assessment, this stage 

focuses on the predictive capabilities of the model by evaluating the coefficient of 

determination (R square), cross-validated redundancy (Q square), and the path 

coefficients.  

Construct collinearity was tested according to the significance and relevance 

of the indicator weights, and the variance inflation factor, in which as a rule of thumb, 

the VIF values above five are indicative of collinearity among the indicators. The 

results are shown in the following table. 

Table 5.6 Inner Variance Inflation Values 

Variables Coordination Collaboration Performance 

Coordination   1.399 

Network Competence 1.786   

Organizational Legitimacy 1.638 1.369 

Partnership Attributes 1.933   

Partner Complementarity 1.159 1.199 

 

All VIF values under 5.0 are satisfactory for the criteria of non-collinearity 

between the constructs (Hair et al., 2017). 
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Table 5.7 Matrix of Variable Correlations 

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 

1. Coordination 1 0.418 0.665 0.49 0.734 0.364 

2. Collaboration performance 0.418 1 0.335 0.366 0.28 0.427 

3. Network Competence 0.665 0.335 1 0.523 0.63 0.204 

4. Organizational Legitimacy 0.49 0.366 0.523 1 0.559 0.337 

5. Partnership Attributes 0.734 0.28 0.63 0.559 1 0.311 

6. Partner Complementarity 0.364 0.427 0.204 0.337 0.311 1 

 

Next, by running bootstrapping, the results indicate the coefficient of 

determination and the construct cross-validated redundancy according to the table 

below. 

Table 5.8 Coefficient of Determination and Construct cross-validated redundancy 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

All R square of constructs and variables were greater than 0.25, which means 

that the predictive accuracy of the model was high. Additionally, the values of cross-

Constructs R Square Q Square redundancy 

Cognitive Legitimacy 0.841 0.599 

Conflict Management 0.901 0.662 

Commitment 0.814 0.628 

Coordination 0.626 0.390 

Collaboration Performance 0.279 0.140 

Network Continuity 0.833 0.635 

Operational Compatibility 0.740 0.584 

Overall Satisfaction 0.531 0.379 

Resource Complementarity 0.770 0.562 

Resource Supplementarity 0.806 0.655 

Socio-political Legitimacy 0.871 0.703 

Social Qualifications 0.849 0.684 

Specialist Qualifications 0.868 0.740 

Trust 0.585 0.436 
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validated redundancy greater than 0.1 revealed that the predictive relevance of the 

model was acceptable. 

Consequently, the result of the path coefficients and the results of the 

relationship hypothesized between the variables are presented using SmartPLS as 

below. 

Table 5.9 Results of Path Coefficients and Hypotheses 

Hypotheses Relationship Path 

Coefficients 

P Values Results 

H1 PC → CP 0.290 0.008  Supported 

H2 OL → CP 0.151 0.090  Rejected 

H2a OL → NC 0.268 0.006  Supported 

H3 PC → COOR 0.148 0.046  Supported 

H4 OL → COOR -0.002 0.979  Rejected 

H5 PA → COOR 0.478 0.000  Supported 

H6 NWC → COOR 0.334 0.000  Supported 

H7 COOR → CP 0.238 0.015  Supported 

 

The path coefficients of the structural model with p values describe the results 

of the hypotheses concerning the relationship between the factors in the HLC between 

logistics service firms in the global network operated by one NAO.  

H1: Partner complementarity is positively associated with collaboration 

performance in the global network of logistics service firms.  

The results show that the direct effect of partner complementarity on 

collaboration performance in terms of overall satisfaction and network continuity is 

positive with a statistical significance (p value = 0.008) and a path coefficient of 0.290 

thus, hypothesis no. 1 was supported.  

H2: Organizational legitimacy in terms of cognitive legitimacy and socio-

political legitimacy is positively associated with collaboration performance in the 

global network of logistics service firms.  

The testing results indicate that the relationship between organizational 

legitimacy and collaboration performance is not statistically significant with a p value 

of 0.090, despite a high path coefficient of 0.151. Hence, hypothesis no. 2 was 

rejected. 
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H2a: Organizational legitimacy in terms of cognitive legitimacy and 

sociopolitical legitimacy is positively associated with collaboration performance 

in terms of network continuity.  

As can be seen, it is interesting that the relationship between organizational 

legitimacy and collaboration performance in terms of only network continuity 

separately, the path coefficient obtained 0.268 with a p-value of 0.006. This means 

that organizational legitimacy has effect on the network continuity of logistics service 

firms in the global network.  

H3: Partner complementarity in terms of resource complementarity and 

resource supplementarity is positively associated with coordination between 

partners in the global network of logistics service firms.  

The results indicate that the path coefficient is 0.148 with a p-value of 0.046 

for the relationship hypothesized between partner complementarity and coordination. 

Thus, hypothesis no. 3 was supported.  

H4: Organizational legitimacy in terms of cognitive legitimacy and 

sociopolitical legitimacy is positively associated with coordination between 

partners in the global network of logistics service firms.  

The testing results illustrate that the relationship between organizational 

legitimacy and coordination was not statistically significant with a very high p-value 

of 0.979 and a very negative path coefficient (-0.002). Hence, hypothesis no. 4 was 

absolutely rejected. 

H5: The greater is the extent of partnership attributes in terms of trust 

and commitment, the greater is the extent of coordination between partners in 

the global network of logistics service firms.  

The results indicate that the path coefficient between partner attributes and 

coordination had a very high value of 0.478 with a p-value of 0.000. This means that 

hypothesis no. 5 was absolutely supported.  

H6: The higher is the firm’s network competence, the higher is the degree 

of coordination between partners in the global network of logistics service firms.  

The testing results report that the relationship between network competence 

and coordination has a path coefficient of 0.334 with a p-value of 0.000. This means 

that hypothesis no. 6 was supported. 
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H7: The greater is the degree of coordination between partners, the 

greater is the collaboration performance in the global network of logistics service 

firms.  

The results from the testing indicate that the hypothesis linking the effect of 

coordination and collaboration between partners in the network was supported with a 

path coefficient of 0.238 and a p-value of 0.015.  

Based on the results of the hypotheses, the structural model can be illustrated 

according the following figure. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Note: * P value < 0.05  

Figure 5.4 The final structural model with path coefficients 

 

Given the relationships between variables has significantly statistics and 

results of total effects tested by SmartPLS software. The extent of the total effects was 

ranked to be basis for the practical recommendations. 
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Figure 5.3 The final structural model with path coefficients 
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Table 5.10 Ranking Result of Total Effects between the Relationships 

Ranking Relationship Total Effects P Values 

1 PC → CP 0.328 0.002 

2 COOR → CP 0.238 0.016 

3 PA → CP 0.114 0.025 

4 NWC → CP 0.080 0.044 

 

As can be seen, first, partner complementarity has the highest total effects 

(0.328), with a p-value of 0.002, on collaboration performance. Second, the results 

describe the total effects of coordination on collaboration performance (0.239), with a 

p-value of 0.016 which is ranked as the second extent of effects only after partner 

complementarity. Third, partnership attributes have total effects of 0.114 on 

collaboration performance mediated coordination, with a p-value of 0.025. Fourth, 

network competence has total effects of 0.080 with a p-value of 0.044 on 

collaboration performance. 

In sum, based on the results of the goodness-of-fit, model fit, measurement 

model assessment, and structural model measurement, the study can conclude that the 

conceptual model is fit and appropriate for data. The results and findings can be 

employed to predict the relationship between the variables. The results of the 

hypotheses are used to discuss the relationships and impacts of factors in terms of 

collaboration performance of logistics service firms in the global network organized 

by one network administrator. The ranking of the total effects of the factors is the 

basis for the author to suggest recommendations accordingly. 

5.5 Analysis of the Mediating Effects 

The results of mediated effect between the latent variables via mediating 

variable and dependent variable are seen in the following table. 
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Table 5.11 Mediating Relationship between Variables 

Hypo-

thesis 

Mediating 

Relationship 

Direct 

effect 

Indirect 

effect 

Total 

Effect 

Mediating 

Effects 

Results 

H8 PC→COOR→CP 0.290* 0.038 0.328* No effect Rejected 

H9 OL→ COOR→CP 0.151 0.000 0.151 No effect Rejected 

H10 PA→COOR→CP  0.114* 0.114* Full effect Supported 

H11 NWC→COOR→CP  0.080* 0.080* Full effect Supported 

* p value < 0.05 

 

As can be seen in table 5.11, the testing indicated that the value of the indirect 

specific effects of the mediating variable (coordination) on the relationship between 

partner attributes and collaboration performance was 0.114 with a p-value of 0.023. 

This means that coordination has full mediating effects on the relationship between 

partnership attributes and collaboration performance.  

Second, likewise, the value of the indirect specific effect of coordination on 

the relationship between network competence and collaboration is 0.080 with a p-

value of 0.039. Hence, coordination has absolutely a full mediating effect on this 

relationship.  

Third, the indirect specific effect of coordination on the relationship between 

partner complementarity and collaboration performance gained 0.038 with a p-value 

of 0.145. Thus, coordination has no mediating effect on this relationship.  

Fourth, due to the indirect specific effect being zero with a p-value of 0.98, 

coordination also has no mediating effect on the relationship between organizational 

legitimacy.  

In conclusion, coordination had mediating effects on the relationship between 

partnership attributes and collaboration performance, and the relationship between 

network competence and collaboration performance, whereas there was no mediating 

effect, or the relationship between partner complementarity and collaboration 

performance; the relationship between organizational legitimacy and collaboration 

performance. The results are adequate for the direct relationship between the variables 

as hypothesized. 
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5.6 Chapter Summary 

Chapter 5 describes the results and findings by using SmartPLS version 3.3.3 

to test the model with data collected from a population in the G7 logistics network. 

The content consists of sample characteristics, descriptive statistics, goodness-of-fit 

and model fit, measurement model assessment, structural model assessment and 

analysis of the mediating effects. First, sample characteristics and descriptive statistics 

illustrated the population and samples - one global network of logistics service firms 

with 148 current members located over five continents. The survey collected and 

selected 106 appropriate answer results as the set of data to be tested using the PLS 

SEM technique and SmartPLS software. The characteristics of the samples were 

described located over five continents as mentioned, the position of the respondents 

comprising chief executive officers and overseas business managers, the company’s 

membership year from two to five years, the company’s age greater than ten years, the 

company’s size (mainly small and medium). The descriptive statistics of the data with 

mean gained high score with normal and acceptable standard deviation. Second, 

goodness-of-fit and model fit were examined in order to obtain a fit model based on 

the indices of PLS SEM combining the results of the qualitative research, in which 

certain constructs, namely growth in the dependent variable and other construct items, 

were eliminated. Third, based on the fit model, measurement model assessment was 

considered to evaluate the reliability and validity of the items and constructs based on 

the PLS SEM criteria. The results show that Cronbach’s alpha, composite reliability 

(CR), and average variance extracted (AVE) were satisfactory. Fourth, structural 

model assessment was implemented in order to examine the collinearity of the 

variables and constructs using Inner Variance Inflation illustrating no collinearity. 

This stage focused on the predictive capacities of the model. The coefficient of 

determination (R square) and the cross-validated redundancy (Q square) were 

evaluated with the results that the predictive accuracy and predictive relevance of the 

model were acceptable. Then, the path coefficients and p-values were examined to 

report the results related to the hypotheses. The results indicated that hypothesis no. 1, 

hypothesis no. 3, hypothesis no. 5, hypothesis no. 6, and hypothesis no. 7 were 

supported, and hypothesis no. 2, and hypothesis no. 4 were rejected. Finally, the 
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analysis of the mediating effects was tested among the mediating variable 

(coordination), independent variables (partner complementarity, organizational 

legitimacy, partnership attributes, network competence) and dependent variable 

(collaboration performance). The results show that coordination mediated its full 

effects between partnership attributes, network competence and collaboration 

performance; but no effects between partner complementarity, organizational 

legitimacy and collaboration Performance. In conclusion, the study achieved the fit 

model with results and findings that are a basis for discussing relationship among the 

variables, concluding the research issues, and for offering theoretical and practical 

contributions. 



 

 

CHAPTER 6 

 

DISCUSSION, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

6.1 Summary 

Given the literature review, the author realized that there was an academic 

knowledge gap in the paradigm of HLC and that there was a need to develop a 

conceptual model for collaboration performance in the global network of logistics 

service firms operated by one network administrative organization. In order to bridge 

the gap, this study was implemented with three main objectives: first, to develop a 

conceptual model for HLC in the global network of logistics service firms operated by 

one network administrative organization; second, to test the proposed model for HLC 

in the context of the G7 global logistics network; and third, to suggest 

recommendations in order to foster collaboration performance among the logistics 

service firms in the global network operated by one NAO.  

Theoretically, the study employed the perspectives of IORs, the resource-

based view, institutional theory and the results of extant research on the paradigm of 

HLC. First, the author determined that the collaboration between or among members 

in the global network of logistics service firms operated by an NAO is one type of 

IORs. Secondly, the author employed these theories to explain the motives, formation, 

processing, and outcomes of the collaboration. Thirdly, based on the perspectives of 

IORs, RBVs, institutional theory, extant research on the paradigm, more specifically, 

given the principles, contingencies, and progress in forming one interorganizational 

relation; the ability to employ complementary resources and supplementary resources 

in order to create competitive advantage; the organizational legitimacy of firms when 

joining into an interorganizational network; and the frameworks of HLC developed by 

scholars, the author proposed a conceptual model for the collaboration performance of 

logistics service firms in a global network organized by an NAO in which partner 
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complementarity, organizational legitimacy, and partnership attributes are the 

independent variables, coordination is the mediating variable, and collaboration 

performance. The purposes of the model are to evaluate the impacts of these factors 

on collaboration performance and to hypothesize the relationship between the factors; 

then, as a result, to achieve theoretical contributions and methodological 

contributions. Fourthly, from the literature, the constructs and items were determined 

for each variable, especially the constructs of the dependent variable (collaboration 

performance) consisting of overall satisfaction, and growth and network continuity to 

be refined by the results of the initial model testing combined with the results of the 

semi-structured interviews with specialists that represented the members of the G7 

logistics network in order to obtain the fit model.  

Methodologically, the study was researched using the mixed-methods where 

the quantitative method was mainly used in the data collection, and the data analysis; 

and qualitative method as complementary in order to refine the constructs of the 

dependent variable and its results were used as references for discussion and to make 

conclusions for the study. First, by using quantitative research, the data were collected 

by questionnaire survey where the population was the G7 logistics network, and all of 

its members were the samples. The analysis unit was the dyad relationship between 

members in the network but data were collected from one side of the relationship. The 

survey questionnaires were sent by Google survey form and by email to 148 

respondents. Because certain respondents did not respond, some of the members with 

membership of nearly one year could not answer or assess collaboration performance, 

and certain answer sheets were not proper. 106 appropriate answer sheets were 

reported as the data set of the study, as discussed earlier. The PLS SEM technique and 

criteria using Smart PLS version 3.3.3 were employed to test and evaluate the data 

and the model. Combining the initial testing results for reliability, validity, goodness-

of-fit and model fit using PLS SEM, and the results of the interviews related to the 

opinions of the interviewees about the constructs (overall satisfaction, growth, 

network continuity), the proposed model was refined in order that the study could 

obtain a fit model. Next, the measurement model assessment, the structural model 

assessment and mediating effects were tested and examined again using PLS SEM 
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criteria. Consequently, the study gained results regarding the hypotheses, mediating 

effects and total effects.  

As a result, the study achieved a conceptual fit model. In terms of the 

relationship between factors impacting the collaboration performance of logistics 

service firms in the global network operated by NAO, first, partner complementarity 

was associated positively with collaboration performance with the highest total 

effects. Second, organizational legitimacy was not associated positively with 

collaboration performance; yet, organizational legitimacy was positively associated 

with network continuity. Third, partner complementarity was associated positively 

with coordination. Fourth, organizational legitimacy was not associated positively 

with coordination. Fifth, partnership attributes impacted positively coordination. 

Sixth, network competence affected positively coordination; seventh, coordination 

was associated positively with collaboration performance. With regard to the 

mediating effects, coordination had no effects on the relationships between partner 

complementarity, organizational legitimacy and collaboration performance, but had 

full effects on the relationships between partnership attributes, network competence 

and collaboration performance. Additionally, the study gained the results of 

qualitative research that were used as references for the discussion, conclusions, and 

recommendations. 

6.2 Discussions 

6.2.1 The Relationship between partner complementarity, 

organizational legitimacy and collaboration performance in a 

global network of logistics service firms 

The quantitative research indicated that partner complementarity, consisting of 

resource complementarity and resource supplementarity, is associated positively with 

the horizontal collaboration performance of logistics service firms in the global 

network operated by the NAO. This result can be explained and discussed with the 

following points.  

In fact, theoretically, first, the finding was consistent with the perspectives of 

the resource-based view in which the resources of logistics service firms are 

heterogeneous globally and firms employ rare, valuable resources and combine 
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external resources from members in the global network in order to create competitive 

advantages. Thus, complementary resources and supplementary resources are 

significant antecedents for HLC. Firms in the network also consider membership of 

the network (one type of IORs) as one resource (Dyer & Singh, 1998; Lavie, 2006). 

Second, the empirical findings were also supported by the perspective of IORs where 

firms establish membership in the network due to necessity, asymmetry, and 

reciprocity (Oliver, 1990), and therefore, partner complementarity in terms of 

resource complementarity and resource supplementarity means that complementary 

and supplementary resources must be employed and processed by partners, thereby 

creating collaboration performance consisting of overall satisfaction and network 

continuity (Charterina & Landeta, 2010; Dyer et al., 2001; Huang et al., 2015). 

The findings were also consistent with previous work in area of the paradigm 

of HLC, Raue and Wallenburg (2013) discovered that logistics service firms have 

competence similarity in order to cooperate horizontally and to supplement each 

other, thereby enhancing collaboration performance. Scholars have emphasized that 

the motives of logistics service firms are to collaborate horizontally in order to access 

international contacts and resources (Bernal et al., 2002). Verstrepen et al. (2009) 

illustrated that logistics service firms cooperate horizontally to specialize while at the 

same time broadening their services, and tender larger contracts with large shippers 

that will help them gain their goals of collaboration. There are several typologies of 

HLC based on partner complementarity, such as lobbying groups, maintenance 

groups, purchasing groups, chartering, warehousing, freight sharing, knowledge 

centers, co-branding, asset pooling, shared cross docks and intermodal groups 

(Cruijssen, 2006). 

With regard to the proposed model, the empirical results confirmed that 

partner complementarity was one of the initial antecedents that explained for one type 

of interorganizational relation, called horizontal collaboration, in a network operated 

by one network administrative organization. Additionally, according to the resource-

based view, partner complementarity is related to complementary and supplementary 

resources in order to form one kind of collaboration or alliance. In HLC, the findings 

related to the relationship between partner complementarity and horizontal 

collaboration performance were consistent with the stages of strategic positioning, 



168 

 

and the design in the framework suggested by Verstrepen et al. (2009); the stages of 

orientation and partner selection in the decision framework of HLC of Martin et al. 

(2018); the enabling factors of the framework of enabling and key success factors in 

HLC of Palmieri et al. (2019); and partner similarity in the conceptual model of HLC 

of Badraoui et al. (2020). 

In the context of the G7 network, all members share resources in order to 

collaborate on common activities such as agency representatives, shipment 

nominating, warehousing, consolidating, chartering, and freight sharing to provide 

services for customers: trucking, customs brokerage, intermodal transportation, 

packaging, labeling, consolidating services, and so forth. Hence, partner 

complementarity is the initial condition for the cooperation among members in the 

network and how complementary resources between partners are a significant 

consideration for the collaboration performance in terms of overall satisfaction and 

network continuity.  

In connection with the results of the qualitative research, it is interesting that 

almost the interviewees agreed that partner complementarity positively impacts the 

collaboration performance between members in the network. Typically, the general 

manager of one logistics corporate in India commented: “In the industry of logistics 

service, our company spent four generations from 1950s, and we find that we must 

join the global network in order that we and our partners can cooperate to provide 

strong services to our clients through sharing our resources. If we do not collaborate 

horizontally with our partners, we cannot complete our services. So, we usually 

choose partners whom we can share complementary and supplementary resources to 

achieve our goals.” Overall, almost all of the representatives revealed that partner 

complementarity plays an important role in the collaboration performance in the 

global network of logistics service firms. 

Hence, both quantitative research and qualitative research supported the 

relationship that partner complementarity has a positive association with collaboration 

performance between logistics service firms in a global network operated by an NAO, 

especially partners that share both complementary resources and supplementary 

resources to cooperate and provide services in in order to obtain business goals. 
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Further, the ability of partner complementarity is the initial condition to make 

decision concerning the network continuity of members in the network.  

In terms of the relationship between organizational legitimacy and 

collaboration performance, the testing results indicated that hypothesis no. 2 was 

rejected. This means that organizational legitimacy in terms of cognitive legitimacy 

and socio-political legitimacy was not associated with collaboration performance in 

terms of overall satisfaction and network continuity in the global network of logistics 

service firms. It is plausible that firms’ organizational legitimacy is a direct valuable 

factor for these organizations in their nations and in the local logistics industry, yet it 

does not impact directly horizontal collaboration performance in the global network. 

The firm’s organizational legitimacy can be a condition to consider whether it can 

only be accepted to be one member of the global network. 

Theoretically, according to the perspectives from institutional theory, 

organizational legitimacy means that firms are appropriate and desirable within its 

society, industry and context Suchman (1995) stated that, cognitive legitimacy is 

based on the extent to which an organization is seen to provide a service that is 

needed by society Scott (1995), and socio-political legitimacy reflects the process of 

normative evaluation, questioning, justification, and acceptance of the organization, 

its practices and outcomes as appropriate and right, given existing norms and laws 

(Aldrich & Fiol, 1994; Suchman, 1995). As per the views of IORs, according to 

Oliver (1990), legitimacy is one of the crucial contingencies of relationship formation. 

Hence, organizational legitimacy can be one of the significant factors to be considered 

regarding the membership of a firm in the global network but cannot directly affect 

collaboration performance. 

According to the literature review of HLC, organizational legitimacy is related 

to the criteria for partner selection. Cruijssen (2006) discovered that one of the critical 

challenges for HLC is partner selection due to differences in interest, opportunistic 

behavior leading difficulty in finding partners with whom to cooperate, and difficulty 

in finding a trusted party/person for collaboration. Previous research presented that 

differences of culture, policies, political situations, the social environment and mutual 

mistrust are obstacles for horizontal collaboration among service logistics firms 

(Badraoui et al., 2020; Schulz & Blecken, 2010). Therefore, organizational legitimacy 
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can be an initial and crucial condition to set up the membership of a global network 

but cannot directly support firms in terms of obtaining their goals or satisfaction. 

With respects to the model, the testing results indicated that organizational 

legitimacy had no impact on collaboration performance in terms of overall 

satisfaction or network continuity, but it is interesting that considering the relationship 

between organizational legitimacy and network continuity, the path coefficient was 

0.268 with a p-value of 0.006. In fact, regarding membership in a global network, 

network continuity is one of the main goals for logistics firms. The network 

administrative organization and members will consider the organizational legitimacy 

of members as an element to approve whether the firm can be a continuously member 

of the network. As previous models have indicated, organizational legitimacy was 

explained accordingly to the stage of partner selection, such as the decision 

framework of HLC of Martin et al. (2018); the stage of design in the stage-wise 

approach toward HLC of Verstrepen et al. (2009); an enabling factor called the 

logistics service party in framework of the enabling and key success factors in the 

HLC of Palmieri et al. (2019); partner characteristics in the conceptual model of HLC 

of Badraoui et al. (2020).  

In terms of the results of the qualitative research, in the context of the G7 

network, organizational legitimacy as addressed in the procedure of network 

administrative organization, considering whether a firm can be a member of the 

network according to the following steps. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Source: G7 network procedure of membership approval 

 

To be member of the G7 network, a logistics service firm must go through 

three stages. First, at the stage of membership application, the firm must complete the 

online application form with the appropriate information about legal business 
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Figure 6.1 Approval Procedure of G7 Network Membership 
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registration, the business situation, capacity, competences, services, facility, and 

especially three referrals so that the network administrative organization can contact 

and clarify organizational legitimacy. Next, regarding the stage of assessment, the G7 

network team will survey and check all of the information related to the logistics 

service firm in order to ensure whether it is appropriate for the network. If the firm is 

proper, the G7N team will inform the candidate. Finally, the G7N team sends the 

membership approval and invoice of membership fee to the logistics firm, which will 

pay the invoice and receive membership approval by G7N for one year.  

Regarding the results of interviews, half of the interviewees stated that 

organizational legitimacy positively impacts collaboration performance. Nevertheless, 

almost all of the specialists thought that organizational legitimacy was related to the 

conditions to be a member of the network, where the NAO must examine the 

legitimacy of the member. For instance, the managing director of a logistics service 

firm in Selangor, Malaysia commented as follows: “Of course, we would prefer to 

work with only organization that has been verified and tagged as a clean and 

respectable organization. Normally, members within the network is vetted by the 

network administrators. Organizations of our member legitimacy is very important to 

us. As laws for each country differs, we would like to avoid any legal issues in the 

future.” The other interviewees had unclear ideas about organizational legitimacy 

related to collaboration performance. Yet, in terms of the general views of the 

interviewees, the organizational legitimacy of the firm in the local environment, 

industry, and laws can be considered as complementary factors that the firm can 

support for its members in the network when collaborating to provide services for 

member’s customers in its nation. 

Hence, based on the results of the quantitative research and qualitative 

research, the study can conclude that member’s organizational legitimacy is a crucial 

factor for collaboration. Yet, organizational legitimacy in terms of cognitive 

legitimacy and socio-political legitimacy is appropriate for the firms’ local 

environments and industry only.  

Hypothesis 2a: Organizational legitimacy is positively associated with 

network continuity  
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Theoretically, organizational legitimacy is the appropriation of firms in the 

local environment, context, and industry. It is an important condition to be approved 

for network membership. In the context of the G7 logistics network, firms’ 

organizational legitimacy is considered by the network organization for membership 

approval. In reality, almost all of the interviewees had the common idea that 

members’ organizational legitimacy was crucial for horizontal cooperation, especially 

partner selection. If several members obtain and maintain their organizational 

legitimacy while cooperating in practice, it can lead to network continuity. Hence, the 

results were appropriate for theoretical perspective and reality. 

6.2.2 The relationship between partner complementarity, 

organizational legitimacy with coordination of logistics service 

firms in one global network 

First, the results of the quantitative research indicated that partner 

complementarity positively impacted the coordination between the logistics service 

firms in the global network. This is definitely appropriate from a theoretical 

perspective, and extant studies and the results of the qualitative research.  

In terms of theory, Oliver (1990) defined “IORs as follows: “they are the 

relatively enduring transactions, flows, and linkages that occur among or between an 

organization and one or more organizations in its environment.” According to Ebers 

(1997), interorganizational entities can have interactive or non-interactive 

relationships. With interactive relationships, organizations can interact based on three 

dimensions: content, the governance mechanism, and the structure in which 

mechanism governance are the means employed by actors to manage the content 

flows and coordinate their relationships. In fact, in the model, partner 

complementarity consisting of resource complementarity, addressed the notion that 

partners interact, cooperate, and contribute complementary and supplementary 

resources for HLC. Moreover, in horizontal collaboration, partners are similar in 

terms of procedure and competence, fostering common understanding and 

compatibility (Raue & Wallenburg, 2013). 

In the paradigm of HLC, in various frameworks, scholars have designed and 

illustrated a positive relationship between partner complementarity and coordination, 

such as the relationship between the stage of strategic positioning and the stage of 
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design in a stage-wise approach toward horizontal cooperation in the work of 

Verstrepen et al. (2009); the relationship between orientation with partner selection in 

the decision framework of HLC; and the relationship between partner similarity and 

collaborative activities in the conceptual model of HLC of Badraoui et al. (2020).  

In the context of the G7 logistics network, partners employ complementary 

resources such as human resources, and facilities in places where the members need to 

provide logistics services for members’ customers, such as delivery agents, 

nominating services, customs brokerage, and chartering and trucking services. 

Members in the network can share facilities and labors to create and provide services 

for customers, such as warehousing, shared cross-docks, and freight sharing and cargo 

consolidating. Resource complementarity was employed as an outsourcing type 

between members for basic services and resource supplementarity was used for 

similar and regular services that impact positively and effectively coordination in 

terms of operational compatibility and conflict management. The results of the 

interviews reported that the interviewees overall agreed that partner complementarity 

has positive effects on coordination. More specifically, the members in the network 

can obtain operational compatibility while cooperating together, and conflicts can be 

managed well because they have similar competence and resources. For instance, the 

chief executive officer of a logistics firm in the USA emphasized the following: “Our 

company and our partners in the network have similarity of functions that provide our 

logistics services by combining and integrating our resources together. By doing so, 

we absolutely understand how to cooperate and proceed services smoothly.” Yet, 

certain interviewees had no idea because, according to these specialists, time is 

needed in order to evaluate the role of ability of the complementary resources and 

supplementary resources between or among members. 

Therefore, the study can conclude that partner complementarity directly 

affects the coordination between logistics service firms in the global network operated 

by an NAO. 

Second, the hypothesis on the relationship between organizational legitimacy 

and coordination was not supported. It is amazing that organizational legitimacy was 

not associated positively with coordination in terms of operational compatibility and 

conflict management. 
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In fact, theoretically, as per institutional theory, organizational legitimacy 

means that firms must conform to rules, norms, regulations, laws in its environment, 

industry, and relations. Cognitive legitimacy is understood as the extent to which a 

firm is seen to provide a service needed by society (Scott, 1995). Sociopolitical 

legitimacy, on the other hand, reflects the process of normative evaluation, 

questioning, justification, and acceptance of the organization, and its practices and 

outcomes as appropriate and right, given existing norms and laws (Aldrich & Fiol, 

1994; Suchman, 1995). The study employed a research approach using a direct 

reflective measure for social judgments to measure cognitive legitimacy and socio-

political legitimacy (Bitektine et al., 2020). The result reflected the organizational 

legitimacy of logistics service firms in their countries, environments, and laws. 

Moreover, to be a member of the network, firms were examined and approved by the 

network administrative organization. Therefore, in terms of the theoretical aspect, 

organizational legitimacy is one of the significant and essential factors for HLC, 

especially for collaboration performance between members in the global network 

operated by the NAO. Yet, in this study, the basic reason for this result is that the 

author employed a reflective approach to evaluate the firms’ organizational legitimacy 

related to the personal opinions of the respondents in order to assess this factor. 

Additionally, the items of organizational legitimacy were adapted from Bitektine et al. 

(2020), which mainly concerned the legitimacy of separate firms. The report of the 

qualitative research can contribute to the explanation of the hypothesis result that, in 

the context of the G7 logistics network, first, each logistics service firm must be legal 

and proper for its industry, environment, and laws prior to joining the network. Then, 

members are examined and approved by the G7N team in order to obtain a 

membership certificate and join the network. Thirdly, in the network, logistics service 

firms cooperate on basic activities to provide services for customers. Fourthly, the 

similarity in organizing business leads to firms having a mutual understanding of each 

other. Thus, organizational legitimacy is compulsory and an initial term for logistics 

firms to join the network and according to the interviewees, it seems that 

organizational legitimacy does not directly impact coordination in terms of 

operational compatibility and conflict management. The collaboration between 

members in the network is regulated in the agency agreement. Additionally, the 
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results of the interviews also reflect this issue consistently. Two thirds of the 

interviewees commented that organizational legitimacy is an important criterion for 

partner selection and network membership approval, but its impacts are only 

effectively when members collaborate in reality. More specifically, the business 

development manager of a logistics company in New Dehli, India revealed that “of 

course, organizational legitimacy is crucial but we assume that the network 

organization would have check in place to qualify members before bringing them on 

board.” Furthermore, the firms usually cooperate for basic services based on the terms 

and conditions of the network membership agreement and agency agreement.  

Given the empirical testing results and qualitative research, firms’ business 

governance must be appropriate for its national environment, and the logistics 

industry and laws, but this organizational legitimacy is in its nation. The global 

network of logistics service firms must be operated by an NAO having its 

collaborative platform, regulations, and rules that members must follow in order to 

operate compatibly and to manage conflicts. Therefore, the organizational legitimacy 

of firms in their nations will not be positively associated with coordination in terms of 

operational compatibility and conflict management in the network. 

6.2.3 The effects of Partnership attributes and network competence on 

coordination between logistics service firms in one global network 

The testing results of the hypothesis indicated that partnership attributes, 

consisting of trust and commitment, have a positive effect on coordination in terms of 

operational compatibility and conflict commitment between members in the global 

network of logistics service firms. This is consistent with the theoretical background, 

previous studies, and the results of the qualitative research.  

Theoretically, trust and commitment were explained by theories, especially the 

perspectives of IORs stated that these factors impact positively the coordination 

between partners in IORs. The dimensions of an interorganizational network consist 

of resource flows, mutual expectation, and the information flows capturing the aspects 

of relationship content among actors. The attributes of the relationship governance 

mechanism consist of trust, reciprocity and equity, incentive structures and 

administrative controls, and various forms of contracts. The governance mechanism is 

the means through which actors manage the content flows and coordinate IORs 
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(Ebers, 1997). Human resources and the attitudes of the collaboration between parties 

are crucial for coordination (Skjoett-Larsen, 2000). 

In the paradigm of HLC, initially, Pomponi et al. (2013) discovered that the 

greater is the trust between partners in HLC, the greater is the extent to which 

collaboration is implemented. Additionally, Raue and Wallenburg (2013) illustrated 

that commitment in HLC is especially helpful in broad cooperation. Furthermore, 

Schmoltzi and Wallenburg (2012) discussed the positive impact of cooperation 

commitment on coordination in horizontal collaboration.  

In the HLC over the world, logistics service firms commonly cooperate basing 

on agency agreements or a contractual basis in order to ensure commitments. First, for 

trust, firm A for example would like to cooperate with an overseas company called B, 

and A’s boss or manager will find a logistics firm called C that can be a local 

company or overseas firm to introduce A to B. This technique is popularly employed 

by small companies or one that has not joined a global logistics network. Then, A and 

B can sign agency agreements bilaterally in order to cooperate with terms and 

commitments such as the scope of the service; the entrustment of services for the third 

party (for the purpose of handling each partner’s cargo, both parties are entitled to 

entrust a part of the services to the third parties under their supervision. Yet, the party 

that has entrusted a part of ít service to a third party will be responsible for the third 

party not  deviating from conditions of the agency agreement); a bill of lading 

application; responsibility for damage claims and insurance; service operations; 

confidentiality; faithfulness; payment and banking fees; and validity of agreement. 

Further, A and B can commit terms and conditions shown in the service quotations. 

Nonetheless, this approach cannot ensure certainty or avoid opportunistic behaviors or 

broken commitments by partners, especially with arising problems, damage and/or 

loss. Thus, for this kind of agreement, trust and commitment can support the 

coordination between partners to some extent and there exist risks for each side. For 

example, partners cannot pay for invoices, thereby disconnecting or disappearing in 

the market. In order to minimize these risks, especially debt issues, logistics service 

firms can hold shipments or cargo in case that the partner has not paid the invoices. In 

fact, it is very complicated and difficult for logistics firms to spend time finding 

proper overseas partners, and to cooperate and manage this kind of horizontal 
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collaboration; and meanwhile they have to work with several partners at the same 

time. It is also difficult for partners to solve and manage conflicts due to the extent of 

trust and commitment. 

Second, in order to overcome the trust and commitment issues of the first 

collaborating approach, logistics service firms join a global network operated by an 

NAO. The network has its rules and regulations, which the logistics firm must adapt 

in order to be a member. All of the members collaborate based on network 

membership agreements. Further, each pair of members can sign a separate agency 

agreement for their collaboration. Yet, the most important advantage of the network is 

the business platform and tools, such as financial protection, and network payment 

tools. For example, in the G7 logistics network, with the commitment of financial 

protection by the network organization, each member can be refunded the amount of 

USD 10,000.00 per shipment and the amount of USD 50,000 per year in case that a 

member violates its financial commitment. Nonetheless, the best way is that no 

related actors should let conflicts occur. Thus, the network organization employs the 

Internet and websites as means for all related partners to follow overdue invoices with 

the deadlines for payments. When an invoice is overdue, the network team can 

contact the related firm to clarify the status and to encourage payment. If the invoices 

are not settled, the firm can be announced in the website.  This can cause bad credit 

for this company, and then other members can be cautious or can choose not to 

cooperate with this member. The network organization can be a third party to support 

members solving conflicts. The representatives of the members in the G7 logistics 

network shared their opinions about the roles of trust and commitment in coordination 

with partners in the network. The Managing Director of a logistics service firm from 

Sydney, Australia shared: “Trust and commitment are vital elements for coordination 

between members in the network. With G7 logistics network, we can know more 

reliable and trustworthy agents worldwide so that we can be more confident to 

provide services for our customers.” All of interviewees agreed that trust and 

commitment are definitely important and essential for coordination between members 

in the network.  
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Therefore, based on the empirical results, it can be confirmed that trust and 

commitment positively impact coordination in a global network of logistics service 

firms operated by an NAO. 

Regarding the impact of network competence on coordination, hypothesis no. 

6 was supported. This means that network competence in terms of specialist 

qualifications and social qualifications impacted positively coordination in terms of 

operational compatibility and conflict management. The delegates of logistics service 

firms are responsible for collaboration with members in the global network such as 

overseas business development managers, managing directors, chief of executive 

operations, and operation managers who must have specialist qualifications and social 

qualifications in order to enhance operational management. 

Theoretically, network competence was defined as the firm’s ability to 

develop and manage relations with its suppliers, customers, and other organizations, 

and to deal effectively with the interactions among these relationships (Ritter et al., 

2002). According to the resource-based view, network competence can be considered 

as a valuable resource that firms can employ to create competitive advantages. From 

the perspective of IORs, network competence can be a crucial factor for the 

interorganizational network. 

First, network competence can be an important antecedent for a network 

relationship. If delegates’ network competence can support firms to establish and 

develop a network membership, during the collaboration, delegates can interact with 

members in the network to implement activities and projects, and cooperate in terms 

of processes, products, or services. The more network competence that the delegates 

have, the more effective will be the operational compatibility obtained. Furthermore, 

network competence can help firms to manage conflicts. According to institutional 

theory, a firm or its human resources must have proper and essential network 

competence with network rules and environments to create operational compatibility 

and to solve conflicts if they happen. 

In the paradigm of HLC, competence similarity is positively associated with 

coordination between partners (Gao et al., 2017; Raue & Wallenburg, 2013). 

Logistics service firms cooperate at the same level of the industry in terms of 

typologies, such as lobbying groups, maintenance groups, chartering, purchasing 



179 

 

groups, warehousing, freight sharing knowledge centers, co-branding, tender groups, 

asset pooling, and intermodal groups that mandate that delegates have the proper 

competence. In HLC, firms both cooperate and compete; thus, the staffs and delegates 

must have proper competence to operate compatibly and to manage conflicts. 

In line with the qualitative research, the impact of network competence on 

coordination was explained in detail in the context of the G7 logistics network. 

Aiming to provide international logistics services for customers and to develop 

consistently, logistics firms join global logistics networks. When a logistics firm 

desires to cooperate with another in another nation, frequent question often asked by 

the partner is: “Which network does your company belong to?” Thus, network 

competence of the logistics firm is very crucial for collaborating horizontally with any 

other firms. If it does not join any network, there will be constraints in providing 

services for customers. For instance, the partners in the destinations often require the 

firm to settle payment before the cargo is delivered to the consignee in case of door 

delivery shipments. Or when there are problems for services provided by partners 

abroad, it is very difficult to claim or solve these issue even if two firms have already 

signed an agency agreement. That is why almost all logistics firms over the world join 

one or more networks; especially a firm can take part in several logistics networks at 

the same time. The more networks the firm joins, the more network competence it 

has. With high network competence, a firm can build its image and brand better. The 

partner can easily collaborate with the firm that joins a top global logistics network. 

In order to gain high network competence, logistics firms must have good 

financial status or a good network development budget because network membership 

fees are often high, especially in high ranking networks. For example, the 

membership fee of the WCA network is about USD 5000.00 per year, even though 

there are several logistics firms from one nation. Since one logistics firm is a member 

of one famous network, its network competence is high. It can collaborate with 

thousands of big members with thousands of inquiries; meanwhile, competition is 

very serious. Another advantage when joining a huge and famous network is the 

ability of the network organization to be very professional. The financial protection 

mechanism comes with a high budget. In order to establish effective network 

relations, the firm must spend about three to five years joining the network. The other 
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matter is that firms must have consignments to exchange with members. Members 

often tend to collaborate with partners that can offer the best rates and also consign 

shipments together. 

The interviewees had similar ideas about the impact of network competence 

on coordination. These representatives revealed that if staffs or delegates of members 

that represent the work with others in the network have good social qualifications and 

specialist qualifications, they can help their company establish and develop good 

relationships with colleagues within the network. A general manager from New Delhi, 

India shared the following: “Operational compatibility is important to understand the 

style of working, the arrangement of payment, the psychology and style of servicing 

the client and understanding the requirement of the trade and practicality of current 

situations. So, our network competence is very crucial for our coordination with our 

partners in G7N.” In terms of conflict management, when conflict or problems 

happen, members will discuss and find solutions first. If they cannot solve them, the 

members can have the G7N team’s assistance as an observer (not one referee), which 

encourages members to find the solutions. Although the G7 team is just an observer, 

not a referee, its presence is very important for members. A Chief Executive Officer 

of a logistics service firm in Singapore shared the following: “If you are referring to 

Network's staff, it will be good if they have basic shipping knowledge as there will be 

time when they are required to mediate between members disputing and 

misunderstanding as well.” If a member violates the network membership agreement, 

it can be shown in the G7N press. From then, it is very difficult for this member to 

cooperate with others. This is the power of network organization in terms of conflict 

management between members. Network competence helps members in the network 

balance cooperation and competition in horizontal collaboration within the network. If 

firms have staffs or delegates that have good network competence in terms of 

specialist qualifications and social qualifications, they will cooperate properly with 

members’ representatives, and this will especially enhance membership and solve 

problems of competition as well. 

Hence, the network competence of firms, specifically of delegates or managers 

that are responsible for networking activities that cooperate with members in the 
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network, is very important and helps firms operate compatibly with partners, and they 

can especially manage conflicts well if they happen. 

6.2.4 The relationship between coordination and collaboration 

performance of logistics service firms in the global network 

The results of the data analysis indicated that, according to hypothesis no. 7, 

coordination in terms of operational compatibility and conflict management had 

positive and important relations with collaboration performance. The findings are 

consistent with the recognition of prior studies on the importance of coordination in 

relation to collaboration performance, which can be explained according to the 

following points.  

Theoretically, from the perspective of IORs, coordination in terms of 

operational compatibility and conflict management are factors in the processing stage 

of IORs. Regarding the aspect of organizational legitimacy, firms should have an 

appropriate structure and organization with rules, norms, and laws in their 

environment and industry. Coordination is defined as the process by which the 

participants in the partnership seek to work together in a joint effort based on a set of 

tasks that each partner expects the other to perform (Morgan & Hunt, 1994; Narus & 

Anderson, 1987). Operational compatibility refers to the extent to which each partner 

has similar competencies and consistent procedural capabilities on a day-today 

working basis and in the context of a working relationship (Sarkar et al., 2001). 

Conflict management refers to the extent to which each partner joins to solve the 

conflicts happening while collaborating (Kale et al., 2000). Scholars have discovered 

positive effects of coordination with collaboration performance.  

Logistics service firms in the global network are operated by an NAO with 

both cooperation and competition together at the same level of the logistics industry 

or market. Coordination, consisting of operational compatibility and conflict 

management, can lead to overall satisfaction and the network continuity of the 

members in the network. Logistics service firms with both cognitive legitimacy and 

socio-political legitimacy in its nation environment, as well as membership legitimacy 

approved by the network administrative organization can cause the partners within the 

network to believe that these firms can operate and cooperate compatibly. This can 

create effective and efficient collaboration between firms. Due to doing business in 
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the same industry, firms have similarity of operation and structure, just in different 

nations and according to different laws, but with the same international terms and 

membership agreements. For instance, logistics service firms in Thailand are subject 

to the rules, laws, the logistics industry, and the business culture in that nation, but 

these firms also follow international logistics business terms in the world such as if no 

exception, shippers, and consignees are responsible for loading and unloading cargoes 

respectively. Thus, the members in the network easily communicate and understand 

quickly what each side has to do in regular business terms that will help the partners 

gain collaborative goals. 

Conflict management positively impacts collaboration performance between 

logistics service firms in the global network. Logistics services are an invisible 

product that cannot be stored in a warehouse. Since the customer wants logistics 

service firms to provide services, the firms will begin to proceed and complete them. 

Thus, if transaction terms and conditions are not regulated clearly and in detail, while 

processing the services, it can cause many problems for subjective reasons. For 

example, consignment is examined by customs office that can cause much arising fees 

and charges. If the customs exams are not regulated clearly in service quotations, it 

can cause conflicts between partners. In case, the agency agreement and quotation are 

composed with full and legal terms and conditions, but damage and loss can be 

caused by objective reasons. For example, the means of transportation can encounter 

big objective accidents, if cargo insurance has not been purchased, this can lead 

serious conflict between parties. Hence, the ability to solve problems and conflict 

management by members in the network affects deeply the collaboration goals. 

Furthermore, if the network administrative organization cannot mediate and manage 

conflicts between or among the logistics service firms in the global network, the 

members will not join the network. Basically, the network organization plays 

mediating roles and these based on the network membership agreement. The network 

organization can employ tools of information and communication in order to 

encourage members, who should not rush into conflict; instead, members find proper 

approaches and reasonable solutions to tackle problems. Members are very afraid of 

bad information or matters shown that the public or the international logistics 

community can see. 
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Through interviewing the representatives of members in the G7 logistics 

network, it was seen that all of the interviewees have the same ideas that coordination 

in terms of operational compatibility and conflict management is very crucial for the 

collaboration, especially for their network continuity. Typically, the general manager 

of a logistics service firm in New Delhi, India commented the following: “Operational 

compatibility is important to understand the style of working, the arrangement of 

payment, the psychology and style of servicing the client and understanding the 

requirement of the trade and practicality of current situations. Conflict management is 

important as our entire business is based on trust so either we have to be fair (equal 

opportunity with the agents you are working with) and competitive in the transactions 

which are being carried out with the agents and the clients or you have to be 

exclusive.” The G7 logistics network’s annual conferences used to celebrate in 

Thailand where there are good opportunities for members to represent their 

collaborative business, working styles, human resources, strong services, and so on, 

that help members to understand each other and cooperate effectively and smoothly. 

Conflicts occasionally happen between pair of members in the network and can be 

solved via the annual conference when members meet face to face. Due to COVID-19 

pandemic, the G7 logistics network team has organized online conferences for all 

members, who can join and share their business status, any obstacles, and any issues 

that have to be solved while cooperating together. Thus, the G7N team plays the role 

of mediator to help members coordinate effectively and thereby gain collaborative 

goals.  

Hence, the empirical results from both the quantitative testing and qualitative 

research supported the notion that coordination, consisting of operational 

compatibility and conflict management, positively impact the collaboration 

performance between members in the global logistics network. 

6.2.5 The mediating effects of coordination between the factors and 

collaboration performance 

Coordination, consisting of operational compatibility and conflict management 

in the proposed model, is the mediating variable that mediates the factors of partner 

complementarity, organizational legitimacy, partner attributes, and network 
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competence with the collaboration performance of membership in the global logistics 

network.  

The findings indicated that there exist two pairs of results.  

In terms of the first pair, coordination fully mediates partnership attributes, 

and network competence with collaboration performance. First, the empirical testing 

results presented that there is a one-way relationship with mediating effects via 

coordination, trust, and commitment impacts directly and positively on coordination; 

then coordination was seen to positively affects collaboration performance. Likewise, 

network competence impacts coordination directly and positively; then coordination 

positively affects collaboration performance. These findings are in line with previous 

studies (Anderson & Narus, 1990; Blomqvist, 2002; Pomponi et al., 2013; Raue & 

Wallenburg, 2013; Ritter, 1999; Schmoltzi & Wallenburg, 2012; Zand, 1972). 

Second, the mediating effects show that through coordination, partner attributes and 

network competence impact more positively collaboration performance. This finding 

is also in line with extant research by scholars and other work (Ritter et al., 2002; 

Tehseen & Sajilan, 2016). 

In the G7 logistics network context, logistics service firms trust the network 

organization and believe in how it celebrates and what it is committed to, such as 

mechanisms of financial protection, network platforms, the ability to develop the 

network, and especially the mediating role in solving conflicts or problems between 

or among members in the network. The leader of the network organization usually has 

his or her personal prestige and experience in founding and managing the global 

logistics network. For instance, the founder of the G7 logistics network has worked in 

a global logistics corporation, and then he was responsible for being the managing 

leader in one of the most famous global logistics networks. After that, he established a 

global logistics network successfully, and G7N now is the second network. Next, the 

logistics service firm trusts members and the effort to keep commitments together 

while retaining operational compatibility and managing conflicts. By coordinating so, 

firms can foster and gain collaboration performance and continue to maintain their 

membership. For instance, one logistics service firm in Thailand cooperates with a 

member in Japan for a consignment by air plane from Suvarnabhumi airport to Narita 

airport. As a regulation, airfreight must be prepaid by the shipper or the member in 
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Japan, but based on the membership agreement, the logistics firm in Japan does not 

need to prepay to the member in Thailand. Due to the amount of the air freight being 

very high, a conflict happens, and the firm in Thailand does not agree with the firm in 

Japan settling the payment within 30 days after the invoice date; it requests the firm in 

Japan must to prepay prior to loading the consignment on board. After negotiating, 

the firm in Thailand keeps its commitment and agrees to ship the consignment to 

Japan to solve the problem. By doing so, the firm in Thailand trusts the member in 

Japan and believes in its commitment to settle the payment on time. After that, the 

firm in Japan cooperates on many consignments with this member in Thailand. Both 

of them gain collaboration performance and continue the membership because they 

gain benefits from the network and members. Actually, if firms do not trust the 

network organization or keep their commitments, they will not collaborate. Likewise, 

the member staff’s network competence can help logistics service firms have 

operational compatibility and manage conflicts, and then help them to gain effective 

collaboration performance. For instance, if the staff of a logistics service firm has 

good network competence consisting of specialist qualifications and social 

qualifications, and attends the annual network conference, the members can meet face 

to face with a representative of the company which had a conflict with them while 

cooperating to provide services for the customer in order to explain, negotiate, and 

find solutions to tackle problems. After that, it can help members have greater 

understanding and trust, and gain better collaboration performance for the next 

transactions. 

The positive results of coordination through operational compatibility and 

conflict management can help partner attributes and network competence increase, 

which will foster collaboration performance. For example, a logistics service firm in 

Vietnam cooperates with a member in the USA for a consignment from Ho Chi Minh 

city Vietnam to the Long Beach port. The staff of these two companies works 

together from the quoting stage to delivering the shipment to the consignee. These 

stages require them to cooperate compatibly from documentary work to 

communication. While collaborating together, if problems occur, for example the fees 

and charges at the destination are higher than the approved quotation, the partner in 

the USA must explain and find the best solution to solve it reasonably. By doing so, 
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the partner in Vietnam will the appreciate member in the USA and will trust this 

member, which can lead to effective collaboration performance. 

Second, the empirical results of this study show that coordination has no 

mediating effect between partner complementarity, and organizational legitimacy 

with collaboration performance.  

The relationship between partner complementarity and collaboration 

performance with coordination as a mediating variable is discussed first. In terms of 

testing the relationship results, hypothesis no. 1 and hypothesis no. 7 were supported, 

and hypothesis 2 was rejected. These results are in line with the results of the 

mediating effect that coordination has no mediation between partner complementarity 

and collaboration performance. As discussed, logistics service firms in the global 

network share complementary resources, where the members at the destination or 

origin points do not have facilities, labor resources, legitimation, and so on. At the 

same time, firms also have similarity of competence in operating services in order to 

collaborate with members to provide services for customers. Additionally, a logistics 

service firm must be initially approved by the network administrative organization. 

This means that at the beginning, members may have operational compatibility and 

try their best to solve and manage conflicts in order to avoid negative effects on their 

brand name and image for the members in the network. The results of the mediating 

effect show that there is little mediating effect of coordination on partner 

complementarity and collaboration performance with a path coefficient of 0.139, but 

with a p-value of 0.076. Thus, in terms of the significant level (alpha = 5), 

coordination does not have mediating effects between partner complementarity and 

collaboration. Nevertheless, if the alpha = 10, the coordination can have a mediating 

effect on partner complementarity and collaboration. In the context of the G7 logistics 

network, logistics service firms share complementary resources and also have 

similarity of operation to collaborate together for certain popular services or activities, 

such as agency representatives, shipment nominating, customs brokerage, 

consolidating, warehousing, trucking, and so on. Hence, almost all of them have 

operational compatibility and there are rarely conflicts. In reality, the members are 

concerned most about the payment by the partners, but this issue can be supported by 

network platforms and mechanisms of financial protection by the G7 logistics 
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network. Yet, while cooperating, there are sometimes a few of conflicts between 

members; for example, the quality of resources that the partners provide can cause 

problems, but truly, this rarely happens because the infrastructure of the logistics 

services are not complex and there are different levels between or among members, 

which are almost all small-and-medium-size enterprises. Hence, coordination does not 

mediate fully partner complementarity with collaboration performance. 

Similarly, the empirical test of the mediating effect is consistent with the 

testing results of hypothesis no. 2, hypothesis no. 4, and hypothesis no. 7. It reveals 

that coordination has absolutely no mediating effect on organizational legitimacy and 

collaboration performance. In fact, organizational legitimacy means that each logistics 

service firm in the network has its appropriation with its legal environment, 

professional industry, and the cognition of the public in its nation, whereas 

coordination in terms of operational compatibility and conflict management relate to 

daily working and solving-problem issues when members collaborate internationally 

to provide logistics services for customers. In fact, International coordination cannot 

impact organizational legitimacy of the firm in its local environment and mediate 

organizational legitimacy with collaboration performance. For instance, in South 

Africa, a logistics firm must appropriate according the rules, laws, and public 

recognition in its environment. Coordination, consisting of operational compatibility 

and conflict management between members in the G7 logistics network, cannot 

impact the organizational legitimacy of this firm. Coordination can only help firms 

gain its goals, satisfy relationships and help with the decision to continue the network 

membership. For another example, a logistics service company in Marseille, France 

solved a conflict that happened to its consignment when it cooperated with a member 

in Ho Chi Minh city, Vietnam. The firm’s conflict management cannot change the 

organizational legitimacy of firm in France. The result of coordination can only 

impact collaboration performance and cannot change the organizational legitimacy of 

the member in order to make the other member satisfied about the collaboration 

relationship. The result of coordination can impact member’s network continuity but 

it cannot mediate the organizational legitimacy of the member in terms of 

membership goals. 
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To put it in a nutshell, coordination in terms of operational compatibility and 

conflict management has full mediating effects between partner attributes, network 

competence, and collaboration performance, but no mediating effects between partner 

complementarity, organizational legitimacy and collaboration performance. 

6.3 Conclusions 

The dissertation is an empirical research on HLC mainly based on the 

perspectives of IORs. By doing a literature review, the author discovered an academic 

knowledge gap in the paradigm, and so it was considered to be essential to develop a 

conceptual model for the collaboration between or among the logistics service firms 

in a global network operated by one network administrative organization. The study 

aimed to achieve three main objectives: first was to develop a conceptual model for 

HLC in the global network of logistics service firms operated by an NAO; second was 

to test the proposed model in the context of the G7 logistics network; and third was to 

suggest recommendations in order to foster collaboration performance between 

logistics service firms in the global network operated by an NAO. 

In order to obtain the first objective, theoretically, the study was based on the 

perspective of IORs, RBV, institutional theory, and the literature of HLC, specifically, 

principles, contingencies, progress to the formation of one IORs; the ability to employ 

complementary resources and supplementary resources in order to create a 

competitive advantage; organizational legitimacy of firms when joining an 

interorganizational network; and previous frameworks of HLC developed by scholars. 

From this, the author created the conceptual model. Next, methodologically, the 

author decided to employ the mixed-methods consisting, mainly of the quantitative 

method and subordinately the qualitative method, in where the study initially tested 

the conceptual model and combined the results of the interviews about the constructs 

of the dependent variable (qualitative research) in order to achieve an optimal model. 

The data were collected using questionnaire survey of the population which was a 

global network of logistics service firms; namely the G7 logistics network. The data 

testing technique was PLS SEM using SmartPLS version 3.3.3 to describe the 

statistics of samples and the characteristics of the respondents; and to test the 

goodness-of-fit and the model fit. In line with testing the data and the model, the 



189 

 

measurement model assessment proceeded to examine the reliability and validity of 

the items and constructs. Following this stage, the structural model was assessed in 

order to evaluate the collinearity of the constructs and the variable, the coefficient of 

determination (R square), cross-validated redundancy (Q square), the path coefficients 

and relationship between variables (hypotheses), the total effects of the independent 

variables (partner complementarity, organizational legitimacy, partnership attributes, 

network competence), and the mediating variable (coordination) on the dependent 

variable (collaboration performance), and the ranking of the total effects in order to 

gain a basis for practical recommendations and the effects of the mediating variable 

(coordination) on the relationship between independent variables with the dependent 

variable. Once again, by combining these results with the interview results 

(qualitative research), the author discusses and make conclusions about the model and 

the research results. 

The study’s findings indicated that partner complementarity, partnership 

attributes, and network competence positively impact collaboration performance 

between the members in the global network of logistics service firms operated by the 

NAO. Additionally, organizational legitimacy was seen to have no impact on 

collaboration performance and coordination because this legitimacy was only 

evaluated in the firms’ local environment, and according to its laws and industry. Yet, 

organizational legitimacy is a crucial condition for network membership approval by 

an NAO and partner selection by members; but it affects the members’ network 

continuity. Consequently, coordination in terms of operational compatibility and 

conflict management impacts directly and positively collaboration performance; and it 

has full mediating effects on the relationship between partnership attributes, network 

competence, and collaboration performance. The aforementioned findings and 

conclusions can be the basis for stating theoretical contributions, and to suggest 

practical recommendations and future research. 

6.4 Contributions and Recommendations 

6.4.1 Theoretical contributions 

This study contributes a conceptual model for HLC in the global network of 

logistics service firms operated by an NAO. The conceptual model was integrated 
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from the perspective of IORs, the resource-based view, institutional theory, and the 

literature on HLC in which are described partner complementarity, organizational 

legitimacy, partner attributes, network competence, and coordination and 

collaboration performance. The model was constructed fully using core factors with 

an appropriate structure and procedures from antecedents, coordination to 

collaboration performance for HLC between logistics service firms in the global 

network operated by an NAO. The study discovered and employed three concepts 

consisting of partner complementarity, organizational legitimacy, and network 

competence in combination with partnership attributes and coordination. 

First, for partner complementarity in comprising resource complementarity 

adapted from Das and Teng (2000) and resource supplementarity adapted from 

Charterina and Landeta (2010) and Dyer and Singh (1998), given the resource-based 

view, firms can employ valuable and rare resources to create competitive advantages 

in combination with the perspective of IORs related to the formation, process, 

performance, or causes and effects of one IOR, motivation, and contingencies for the 

formation of IORs such as necessity, asymmetry, reciprocity, efficiency, and stability 

and legitimacy; importantly, by the connection with the characteristics of HLC at the 

same level of the market with both cooperation and competition simultaneously in the 

global network operated by an NAO. Additionally, the study not only focuses on 

complementary resources and supplementary resources but also stresses the extent of 

sharing and contribution of these resources between members in order to gain 

competitive sustained advantages, and to cooperate and provide services for 

customers. The more that resources are shared and contributed, the more satisfied will 

firms be with the collaboration. Furthermore, according to the literature review, the 

author synthesized the results of the extant studies and frameworks in the paradigm of 

HLC. Based on these arguments, the study contributed the concept of partner 

complementarity. 

Secondly, regarding the concept of organizational legitimacy in terms of 

cognitive legitimacy (Scott, 1995; Suchman, 1995) and socio-political legitimacy 

(Aldrich & Fiol, 1994; Suchman, 1995), as per the perspectives of IORs, one of the 

contingencies and motives of firms joining IORs can be for legitimacy, and moreover, 

according to institutional theory, firms must fit with their environment, and must be 
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cognitive and proper for the socio-political context in order to survive and develop 

sustainably. Furthermore, from reality of the global network of logistics service firms 

operated by an NAO, firms must be appropriate for the network context and 

regulations. Further, legitimacy is a crucial criterion providing services for customers, 

and can be a complementary resource for overseas members to overcome legal 

barriers, social rules, or public beliefs and the local logistics field. 

Thirdly, regarding network competence, consisting of the specialist 

qualifications and the social qualifications adapted from  Ritter (1999). The study 

developed a conceptual model for horizontal collaboration between logistics service 

firms in the global network operated by an NAO. Thus, it is essential that staff or 

representatives of firms have social qualifications and specialist qualifications. The 

network competence facilitates coordination between members in the network (Ritter 

et al., 2002). The results of the quantitative research and quantitative research in the 

context of the G7 logistics network confirmed the positive impacts of network 

competence on coordination between members.  

Fourthly, coordination, including operational compatibility and conflict 

management, were adapted from Sarkar et al. (2001); Kale et al. (2000); and Mohr 

and Spekman (1994). In combination with the literature review on the paradigm of 

HLC in the global network operated by an NAO, collaboration mainly occurs in the 

core activities and services that require operational compatibility and conflict 

management. Moreover, it is also appropriate for the characteristics of HLC 

characterizes, which are both cooperation and competition between or among logistics 

service firms in the global network. Based on these fundamentals, the study 

contributes the concept (coordination) properly with HLC in a global network. 

6.4.2 Methodological Contributions 

This dissertation is an empirical study that employed mixed-methods with 

mainly quantitative research to test the conceptual model and supportively qualitative 

research to confirm the findings of the empirical results in the context of a global 

network of logistics service firms; namely, the G7 logistics network.  

The study also employed empirical research in the paradigm of HLC where a 

survey was implemented with a global network operated by an NAO. The research 

used the PLS SEM approach with SmartPLS version 3.3.3 to test the model fit, to 
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assess the model measurement, and the structural model to predict the collaboration 

performance of members in the global network of logistics service firms.  

Using the resource-based view, the findings of the study confirm that firms 

can share and contribute, simultaneously, complementary resources and 

supplementary, HLC between members in the global network, where there exists 

similarity of business operation, cooperation, and competition. The study employed 

the perspectives of IORs, which clearly explained the causes of the formation, 

processing, and outcomes of HLC in the global network of logistics service firms 

operated by one network administrative organization. Especially, the study employed 

the characteristics of the interorganizational network to explain the collaborative 

relationship between members in the global network of logistics service firms. The 

study used the reflective approach to evaluate firms’ organizational legitimacy, which 

are significant factors in HLC.  

The study confirms the typology of HLC, which can be applied and 

implemented with logistics service firms in the global network operated by an NAO. 

6.4.3 Practical Recommendations 

Logistics service firms in the global network operated by an NAO can be 

based on the model of HLC in order to foster collaboration performance. In particular, 

firms should recognize and elaborate crucial factors, such as partner complementarity, 

organizational legitimacy, partner attributes, network competence, and coordination, 

in order to gain its collaborative goals in the global network of logistics service firms. 

Based the findings, discussion, and especially the ranking of the total effects of the 

factors on collaboration performance, the author suggests certain recommendations 

for logistics service firms.  

First, logistics service firms should determine complementary resources that 

can create competitive advantages to collaborate with members in the network. Then, 

firms can choose supplementary resources to cooperate with members in order to 

provide logistics services for customers.  

Second, firms should focus on core collaborative activities based on effective 

coordination in terms of operational compatibility and conflict management, thereby 

based on trust, commitment, and network competence. Specifically, firms are obliged 
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to follows the network membership agreements, agency agreements, and network 

interaction platforms.  

Third, logistics service firms can be based on the trust and commitment of a 

network administrative organization to join a global network. Next, firms need to trust 

other logistics service companies that are approved as members of the network. 

Nevertheless, in order to align with commitments, firms must take into account 

agency agreements between partners. Therefore, trust is crucial for HLC but in order 

to keep their commitments, a contractual basis is better. The results of coordination 

can increase trust and commitment between logistics service firms, which can make 

members satisfied with the relationship and their network continuity.  

Fourth, delegates can be sales staff, pricing staff, and overseas business 

development staff; and managing directors or bosses should be specialists in the 

logistics field that have a great deal of knowledge and experience in order to 

cooperate effectively and efficiently with the partners in the network.  

Fifth, logistics service firms should gain cognitive legitimacy in their local 

environment and logistics industry such as certificates of national logistics 

membership, certificates of the logistics service provider, certificates of customs 

brokerage, and so on. Additionally, firms must adapt socio-political legitimacy which 

are legal and recognized by the public community or local customers. A firm can 

consider that its organizational legitimacy is one of its complementary resources that 

it can elaborate on overseas members within the network in order to overcome legal 

barriers, regulations, social beliefs and political issues.  

Last, firms should point out their basic goals for IORs and consider the 

network continuity as only one requirement that makes their organizational legitimacy 

accepted by other members. In terms of financial benefits, the growth of sales and 

market share or the effectiveness of the network membership, firms must invest in 

network continuity in the long term and make an effort to combine the 

aforementioned elements. In fact, for network memberships of one or two years, firms 

may not evaluate financial benefits or the effectives of collaboration. 

6.5 Limitations of the Study 

The study has certain limitations. 
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First, the study researched a global network of logistics service firms operated 

by one organization, thus the population was one network with a small scale of 

samples about 148 members, but the final number of appropriate answer sheets was 

106 representing five continents and 90 countries. It would be better if the number of 

members in the network were much larger. 

Second are the data for the empirical research from the questionnaire survey 

and the qualitative research from the interviews with certain representatives of 

members in the network. Additionally, primary data were based a survey of the firm 

perspective in the network while secondary data were collected from reports on the 

G7 logistics network’s website. It is essential for the researcher to obtain data from 

both members’ sources and the network administrative organization’s perspective. By 

doing so, it would make the data analysis more broad and deep.  

Third, the G7 logistics network was established in 2016 while members could 

join or stop their membership freely. It is difficult for the researcher to access long-

term data from both network organizations and members in order to conduct a deep 

research related to financial benefits and the effectiveness of investment due to a lack 

of secondary data.  

Fourth, the study researched collaboration performance in terms of overall 

satisfaction and network continuity. Thus, more aspects of collaboration performance 

should be researched such as growth, market share, financial benefits, and 

effectiveness of investment.  

Finally, differences in culture, communication, and language impacted to 

some extent the empirical research and qualitative research globally for this study. 

Concerning cultural differences, it would have been easier and quicker for the author 

to obtain answers from respondents from Asia, Africa, and America than from Europe 

and Australia. Next, communication for the surveys and interviews was a little bit 

difficulty for the respondents and interviewees, who were in Russia, China, and so on. 

In terms of language, English was used in the questionnaires and interviews so it was 

a must to explain the material to the respondents and interviewees clearly. 
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6.6 Suggestions for Future Research 

From the results, findings, discussions, and the contributions of the thesis, the 

author suggests the following for future research related to HLC in the global network 

of logistics service firms operated by one network administrative organization.  

First, it is essential for comparative research between or among global 

networks of logistics service firms operated by one network administrative 

organization. Future research can test the conceptual framework with two or more 

networks in order to compare the roles of the factors fostering horizontal collaboration 

performance. Additionally, further research can compare small, medium, or large-

scale of networks in order to ascertain how certain factors impact collaboration 

performance.  

Second, the future research can study the organizational legitimacy of firms 

related to networking legitimacy and the rules of international logistics collaboration 

between or among logistics service firms. To be more specific, this study researched 

the organizational legitimacy of firms in their countries and local environment. It is 

necessary to examine firms’ organizational legitimacy related to network rules and 

international logistics terms and conditions. By researching in this way, the research 

study would have an impact on organizational legitimacy in terms of coordination and 

collaboration performance.  

Third, scholars can research the effects of trust and commitment on the 

collaboration performance in HLC in the global network. How can partner attributes 

impact members’ satisfaction, and network continuity. 

Fourth, scholars can research the competence of the network organization’s 

staff in terms of the collaboration performance of logistics service firms in the global 

network operated by an NAO. 

Fifth, researchers can study the effectiveness of collaboration in terms of the 

growth of sales, the increase of market share, and the effectiveness of investment 

when logistics service firms join a global network. 

Finally, researchers can study the effects of the network organization on 

coordination in terms of the operational compatibility and conflict management, 
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organizational legitimacy, partner attributes, partner complementarity, and 

collaboration performance of logistics service firms in the global network. 

6.7 Chapter Summary 

Chapter 6 is a discussion of the results and findings of the study, offers a 

conclusion regarding the research objectives, theoretical contributions, 

methodological contributions, practical recommendations, the limitations of the study 

and suggestions for future research. First, there is a discussion about the relationship 

between variables, the mediating effects of coordination on partner complementarity, 

organizational legitimacy, partnership attributes, and network competence and 

collaboration performance. The author explains and argues about the relationships 

according to the theoretical aspects, connecting with extant studies, especially 

combining qualitative research in order to confirm the findings. The discussion was 

the basis for the conclusion, theoretical contributions, methodological contributions, 

practical recommendations, and suggestions for future research. Secondly, the study 

makes conclusions about the research objectives and issues, especially those related to 

the model of HLC between logistics service firms in one global network. Thirdly, the 

author discussed the significant theoretical contributions of the study related to IORs, 

the resource-based view, institutional theory, and especially the model of HLC in the 

global network of logistics service firms; practical recommendations for logistics 

service firms, and the network administrative organization and policy implications. 

Fourthly, the chapter mentioned five limitations of the study related to the population, 

sample size, primary data, secondary data, differences in culture, and difficulties of 

communication impacting the questionnaire survey and interviews. Consequently, 

future research is suggested, such as comparative research between or among global 

networks of logistics service firms; the organizational legitimacy of firms related to 

networking legitimacy and the rules of international logistics collaboration between or 

among logistics service firms; the impacts of trust and commitment on collaboration 

performance; the network competence of the staff in the network administrative 

organization; the effectiveness of collaboration in terms of growth of sales, increase 

of market share, the effectiveness of network membership investment; and the effects 

of network organization on coordination in terms of operational compatibility, 
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conflict management, organizational legitimacy, partner attributes, partner 

complementarity, and the collaboration performance of logistics service firms in the 

network. 



 

 

BIBLIOGRA PHY 
 

BIBLIOGRAPHY 
 

 

Abidi, H., Dullaert, W., De Leeuw, S., Lysko, D., & Klumpp, M. (2019). Strategic 

partner evaluation criteria for logistics service provider networks. International 

Journal of Logistics Management, 30(2), 438-466. 

Aldrich. (1976). Resource dependence and in terorganiza tional relations: Local 

Employment Service Offices and Social Services Sector Organizations. 

Administration & Society, 7, 419-454. 

Aldrich, & Fiol. (1994). Fools rush in? The institutional context of industry creation. 

Academy of management review, 19, 645-670. 

Alkhatib, S. F., Darlington, R., & Nguyen, T. T. (2015). Logistics service providers 

(LSPs) evaluation and selection literature review and framework development. 

Strategic Outsourcing, 8, 102-134. 

Anderson, & Narus, J. A. (1990). A Model of Distributor Firm and Manufacturer Firm 

Working Partnerships. Journal of Marketing, 54(1), 42-58. 

Anderson, & Weitz. (1989). Determinants of Continuity in Conventional Industrial 

Channel Dyads. Marketing Science, 8, 310-323. 

Ariño, A. (2003). Measures of strategic alliance performance: An analysis of construct 

validity. Journal of International Business Studies, 34(1), 66-79. 

Audy, J. F., Lehoux, N., D'Amours, S., & Rönnqvist, M. (2012). A framework for an 

efficient implementation of logistics collaborations. International Transactions 

in Operational Research, 19(5), 633-657. 

Babbie, E. (2010). The practice of social research, Twelfth edition: Wadsworth, 

Cengage Learning. 

Badraoui, I., Van der Vorst, J. G. A. J., & Boulaksil, Y. (2020). Horizontal logistics 

collaboration: an exploratory study in Morocco’s agri-food supply chains. 

 



 199 

 

International Journal of Logistics Research and Applications, 23(1), 85-102. 

Ballou, R. H. (2007). The evolution and future of logistics and supply chain 

management. European Business Review, 19(4), 332-348. 

Barney. (1986). Strategic Factor Markets: Expectations, Luck, and Business Strategy. 

Management Science, 32, 1231-1241. 

Barney. (1991). Firm Resources and Sustained Competitive Advantage. Journal of 

Management, 17(1), 99-120. 

Barringer, B. R., & Harrison, J. S. (2000). Walking a tightrope: Creating value through 

interorganizational relationships. Journal of Management, 26, 367-403. 

Basso, F., D'Amours, S., Rönnqvist, M., & Weintraub, A. (2019). A survey on obstacles 

and difficulties of practical implementation of horizontal collaboration in 

logistics. International Transactions in Operational Research, 26(3), 775-793. 

Bengtsson, M., & Kock, S. (1999). Cooperation and competition in relationships 

between competitors in business networks. Journal of Business & Industrial 

Marketing, 14, 178-194. 

Bernal, S. M. H., Burr, C., & Johnsen, R. E. (2002). Competitor networks: International 

competitiveness through collaboration: The case of small freight forwarders in 

the High-Tech Forwarder Network. International Journal of Entrepreneurial 

Behaviour & Research, 8(5), 239-253. 

Bitektine, A. (2011). Toward a theory of social judgments of organizations: The case of 

legitimacy, reputation, and status. Academy of management review, 36, 151-179. 

Bitektine, A., Hill, K., Song, F., & Vandenberghe, C. (2020). Organizational 

Legitimacy, Reputation, and Status: Insights from Micro-Level Measurement. 

Academy of Management Discoveries, 6(1), 107-136. 

Bleeke, J., & Ernst, D. (1991). The way to win in cross-border alliances. Harvard 

 



 200 

 

Business Review, 69, 127-135. 

Blomqvist, K. (2002). Partnering in the dynamic environment: The role of trust in 

asymmetric technology partnership formation. Doctoral dissertation. Acta 

Universitatis Lappeenrantaensis.  

Bonatto, F., De Resende, L. M. M., Betim, L. M., Da Silva Pereira, R., & Von Agner, T. 

(2015). Performance management in horizontal business networks: A systematic 

review. IFAC-PapersOnLine, 28, 1827-1833. 

Boulding, K. E. (1956). General Systems Thinking - the skeleton of science. 

Management Science, 2, 197-208. 

Bradford, K. D., Stringfellow, A., & Weitz, B. A. (2004). Managing conflict to improve 

the effectiveness of retail networks. Journal of Retailing, 80(3), 181-195. 

Brekalo, L., & Albers, S. (2016). Effective logistics alliance design and management. 

International Journal of Physical Distribution & Logistics Management, 46(2), 

212-240. 

Busse, C., & Wallenburg, C. M. (2011). Innovation management of logistics service 

providers: Foundations, review, and research agenda. International Journal of 

Physical Distribution & Logistics Management, 41(2), 187-218. 

Caputo, M., & Mininno, V. (1996). Internal, vertical and horizontal logistics integration 

in Italian grocery distribution. International Journal of Physical Distribution & 

Logistics Management, 26, 64-90. 

Carbone, V., & Stone, M. A. (2005). Growth and relational strategies used by the 

European logistics service providers: Rationale and outcomes. Transportation 

Research Part E: Logistics and Transportation Review, 41(6), 495-510. 

Carmines, E. G., & Zeller, R. A. (1979). Reliability and validity assessment. In: Sage. 

Charterina, & Landeta. (2010). The pool effect of dyad-based capabilities on seller 

firms' innovativeness. European Journal of Innovation Management, 13(2), 172-

 



 201 

 

196. 

Chi, T. (1994). Trading in strategic resources: Necessary conditions, transaction cost 

problems, and choice of exchange structure. Strategic Management Journal, 

15(4), 271-290. 

Chin. (2010). How to write up and report PLS analyses. In Handbook of partial least 

squares: Springer. 

Churchill, G. A. (1979). A Paradigm for Developing Better Measures of Marketing 

Constructs. Journal of Marketing Research, 16, 64-73. 

Contractor, & Lorange. (1988). Why should firms cooperate? The strategy and 

economics basis for cooperative ventures. Cooperative strategies in 

international business, 1, 3-30. 

Coote, L. V., Forrest, E. J., & Tam, T. W. (2003). An investigation into commitment in 

non-Western industrial marketing relationships. Industrial Marketing 

Management, 32(7), 595-604. 

Creswell, J. W. (2009). Editorial: Mapping the field of mixed methods research. Journal 

of Mixed Methods Research, 3, 95-108. 

Cronbach, L. J., & Meehl, P. E. (1955). Construct validity in psychological tests. 

Psychological Bulletin, 52(4), 281-302. 

Cruijssen. (2006). Horizontal Cooperation in Transport and Logistics. Doctoral 

dissertation. Tilburg : CentER, Center for Economic Research.  

Cruijssen, Dullaert, & Fleuren. (2007). Horizontal cooperation in transport and logistics: 

a literature review. Transportation journal, 46(3), 22-39. 

Dacin, M., Oliver, C., & Roy, J. P. (2007). The legitimacy of strategic alliances: An 

institutional perspective. Strategic Management Journal, 28(2), 169-187. 

Dai, B., & Chen, H. (2011). A multi-agent and auction-based framework and approach 

 



 202 

 

for carrier collaboration. Logistics Research, 3, 101-120. 

Das, T. K., & Teng, B. S. (1998). Between trust and control: Developing confidence in 

partner cooperation in alliances. Academy of management review, 23, 491-512. 

Das, T. K., & Teng, B. S. (2000). Instabilities of Strategic Alliances: An Internal 

Tensions Perspective. Organization Science, 11(1), 77-101. 

Deephouse, D. L. (1996). Does isomorphism legitimate? Academy of Management 

Journal, 39, 1024-1039. 

Defryn, C., Sörensen, K., & Dullaert, W. (2019). Integrating partner objectives in 

horizontal logistics optimisation models. Omega, 82, 1-12. 

Dierickx, I., & Cool, K. (1989). Asset Stock Accumulation and the Sustainability of 

Competitive Advantage: Reply. Management Science, 35(12), 1415-1524. 

DiMaggio, P. J., & Powell, W. W. (1983). The Iron Cage Revisited: Institutional 

Isomorphism and Collective Rationality in Organizational Fields. American 

Sociological Review, 48(2), 147-160. 

Dollinger, M. J., & Golden, P. A. (1992). Interorganizational and Collective Strategies 

in Small Firms: Environmental Effects and Performance. Journal of 

Management, 18(4), 695-715. 

Dowling, J., & Pfeffer, J. (1975). Organizational legitimacy: Social values and 

organizational behavior. Sociological Perspectives, 18(1), 122-136. 

Dyer, J. H., Kale, P., & Singh, H. (2001). How to Make Strategic Alliances Work. MIT 

Sloan Management Review, 42(4), 37-43. 

Dyer, J. H., & Singh, H. (1998). The relational view: Cooperative strategy and sources 

of interorganizational competitive advantage. Academy of management review, 

23(4), 660-679. 

Easton, G., & Araujo, L. (1994). Market exchange, social structures and time. European 

 



 203 

 

Journal of marketing, 28(3), 72-84. 

Ebers, M. (1997). The Formation of Inter-organizational Networks: Oxford: University 

Press. 

Elvi, M. (2013). Organizational structure and logistics service innovation. International 

Journal of Operations and Logistics Management, 2, 14-31. 

Esposito Vinzi, V., Trinchera, L., Squillacciotti, S., & Tenenhaus, M. (2008). REBUS‐

PLS: A response‐based procedure for detecting unit segments in PLS path 

modelling. Applied Stochastic Models in Business and Industry, 24(5), 439-458. 

Etzioni, A. (1987). Entrepreneurship, adaptation and legitimation. A macro-behavioral 

perspective. Journal of Economic Behavior and Organization, 8, 175-189. 

Evan, W. M. (1965). Toward a Theory of Inter-Organizational Relations. Management 

Science, 11(10), 217-230. 

Galaskiewicz, J. (1985). Interorganisational relations. Annual review of sociology, 11, 

281-304. 

Galaskiewicz, J., Bielefeld, W., & Dowell, M. (2006). Networks and organizational 

growth: A study of community based nonprofits. Administrative science 

quarterly, 51, 337-380. 

Galaskiewicz, J., & Wasserman, S. (1989). Mimetic Processes Within an 

Interorganizational Field: An Empirical Test. Administrative science quarterly, 

34(3), 454-479. 

Ganesan, S. (1994). Determinants of Long-Term Orientation in Buyer-Seller 

Relationships. Journal of Marketing, 58, 1-19. 

Gao, H., Yang, J., Yin, H., & Ma, Z. C. (2017). The impact of partner similarity on 

alliance management capability, stability and performance: Empirical evidence 

of horizontal logistics alliance in China. International Journal of Physical 

 



 204 

 

Distribution and Logistics Management, 47(9), 906-926. 

Geringer, & Hebert. (1991). Measuring Performance of International Joint Ventures. 

Journal of International Business Studies, 22, 249-263. 

Gerlach, M. L. (1992). The Japanese Corporate Network: A Blockmodel Analysis. 

Administrative science quarterly, 37(1), 105-139. 

Grandori, A., & Soda, G. (1995). Inter-firm Networks: Antecedents, Mechanisms and 

Forms. Organization Studies, 16(2), 183-214. 

Grant, R. M. (1996). Toward a knowledge-based theory of the firm. Strategic 

Management Journal, 17, 109-122. 

Gulati, R., & Singh, H. (1998). The architecture of cooperation: Managing coordination 

costs and appropriation concerns in strategic alliances. Administrative science 

quarterly, 43, 781-814. 

Hair, Hollingsworth, Randolph, & Chong. (2017). An updated and expanded assessment 

of PLS-SEM in information systems research. Industrial Management and Data 

Systems, 117(3), 442-458. 

Hair, Sarstedt, Pieper, & Ringle. (2012). The Use of Partial Least Squares Structural 

Equation Modeling in Strategic Management Research: A Review of Past 

Practices and Recommendations for Future Applications. Long Range Planning, 

45(5), 320-340. 

Håkansson, H., & Snehota, I. (1989). No business is an island: The network concept of 

business strategy. Scandinavian Journal of Management, 5(3), 187-200. 

Hannan, Dundon, E. A., Carroll, G. R., & Torres, J. C. (1995). Organizational evolution 

in a multinational context: entries of automobile manufacturers in Belgium, 

Britain, France, Germany, and Italy. American Sociological Review, 60, 509-

528. 

Hannan, & Freeman. (1986). Where do organizational forms come from? Sociological 

 



 205 

 

Forum, 1, 50-72. 

Harrigan, K. R. (1985). Vertical Integration and Corporate Strategy. Academy of 

Management Journal, 28, 397-425. 

Hennart, J.-F. (1991). The Transaction Costs Theory of Joint Ventures: An Empirical 

Study of Japanese Subsidiaries in the United States. Management Science, 37(4), 

483-497. 

Henseler, J., Hubona, G., & Ray, P. A. (2016). Using PLS path modeling in new 

technology research: Updated guidelines. Industrial Management and Data 

Systems, 116(1), 2-20. 

Henseler, J., Ringle, C. M., & Sinkovics, R. R. (2009). The use of partial least squares 

path modeling in international marketing. In New challenges to international 

marketing: Emerald Group Publishing Limited. 

Hertz, S. (1993). The internationalization processes of freight transport companies: 

towards a dynamic network model of internationalization. Doctoral dissertation. 

Northwestern University.  

Hill, R. C., & Hellriegel, D. (1994). Critical Contingencies in Joint Venture 

Management: Some Lessons from Managers. Organization Science, 5, 594-607. 

Hosie, P., Sundarakani, B., Tan, A. W. K., & Koźlak, A. (2012). Determinants of fifth 

party logistics (5PL): Service providers for supply chain management. 

International Journal of Logistics Systems and Management, 13, 287-316. 

Hu, L. t., & Bentler, P. M. (1999). Cutoff criteria for fit indexes in covariance structure 

analysis: Conventional criteria versus new alternatives. Structural equation 

modeling: a multidisciplinary journal, 6(1), 1-55. 

Huang, Lai, & Huang. (2015). Resource complementarity, transformative capacity, and 

inbound open innovation. Journal of Business and Industrial Marketing, 30, 

842-854. 

 



 206 

 

Huang, C., Goh, E., & Law, R. (2019). Developing inter-organizational relationships 

with online travel agencies (OTAs) and the hotel industry. Journal of Travel and 

Tourism Marketing, 36, 428-442. 

Hyder, A. S., & Abraha, D. (2006). Strategic alliances in the baltic states: A case of 

swedish firms. Competitiveness Review, 16(3/4), 173-196. 

Jemison, D. B., & Sitkin, S. B. (1986). Corporate Acquisitions: A Process Perspective. 

Academy of management review, 11(1), 145-163. 

Johnson, J. L., Cullen, J. B., Sakano, T., & Takenouch, H. (1996). Setting the stage for 

trust and strategic integration in Japanese-U.S. Cooperative alliances. Journal of 

International Business Studies, 27(5), 981-1004. 

Jones, C., & DeFillippi, R. J. (1996). Back to the future in film: Combining industry and 

self-knowledge to meet the career challenges of the 21st century. Academy of 

Management Executive, 10, 89-103. 

Jöreskog, K. G. (1971). Simultaneous factor analysis in several populations. 

Psychometrika, 36, 409-426. 

Kale, P., Singh, H., & Perlmutter, H. (2000). Learning and protection of proprietary 

assets in strategic alliances: Building relational capital. Strategic Management 

Journal, 21(3), 217-237. 

Kaufmann, L., & Gaeckler, J. (2015). A structured review of partial least squares in 

supply chain management research. Journal of Purchasing and Supply 

Management, 21(4), 259-272. 

Khan, G. F., Sarstedt, M., Shiau, W. L., Hair, J. F., Ringle, C. M., & Fritze, M. P. 

(2019). Methodological research on partial least squares structural equation 

modeling (PLS-SEM): An analysis based on social network approaches. Internet 

Research, 29(3), 407-429. 

Klint, M. B., & Sjöberg, U. (2003). Towards a comprehensive SCP-model for analysing 

 



 207 

 

strategic networks/alliances. International Journal of Physical Distribution and 

Logistics Management, 33, 408-426. 

Kogut, B. (1989). The Stability of Joint Ventures: Reciprocity and Competitive Rivalry. 

The Journal of Industrial Economics, 38(2), 183-198. 

Lacam, J. S., & Salvetat, D. (2017). The complexity of co-opetitive networks. Business 

Process Management Journal, 23, 176-195. 

Lakpetch, P., & Lorsuwannarat, T. (2012). Knowledge transfer effectiveness of 

university-industry alliances. International Journal of Organizational Analysis, 

20(2), 128-186. 

Lambe, Spekman, & Hunt. (2002). Alliance competence, resources, and alliance 

success: conceptualization, measurement, and initial test. Journal of the academy 

of Marketing Science, 30(2), 141-158. 

Lambert, D. M., & Cooper, M. C. (2000). Issues in supply chain management. 

Industrial Marketing Management, 29, 65-83. 

Lavie, D. (2006). The competitive advantage of interconnected firms: An extension of 

the resource-based view. Academy of management review, 31(3), 638-658. 

Lazerson, M. (1995). A New Phoenix?: Modern Putting-Out in the Modena Knitwear 

Industry. Administrative science quarterly, 40, 34. 

Leitner, R., Meizer, F., Prochazka, M., & Sihn, W. (2011). Structural concepts for 

horizontal cooperation to increase efficiency in logistics. CIRP Journal of 

Manufacturing Science and Technology, 4, 332-337. 

Lemoine, W., & Dagnæs, L. (2003). Globalisation strategies and business organisation 

of a network of logistics service providers. International Journal of Physical 

Distribution & Logistics Management, 33(3), 209-228. 

Ludvigsen, J. (2000). The International Networking between European Logistical 

 



 208 

 

Operators. Doctoral dissertation. EFI, The Economic Research Institute.  

Lunnan, R., & Haugland, S. A. (2008). Predicting and measuring alliance performance: 

A multidimensional analysis. Strategic Management Journal, 29, 545-556. 

Madhok, A. (1995). Opportunism and trust in joint venture relationships: an exploratory 

study and a model. Scandinavian Journal of Management, 11, 57-74. 

Martin, N., Verdonck, L., Caris, A., & Depaire, B. (2018). Horizontal collaboration in 

logistics: decision framework and typology. Operations Management Research, 

11(1/2), 32-50. 

McEvily, B., & Zaheer, A. (2004). Architects of trust: The role of network facilitators in 

geographical clusters. In: Russell Sage Foundation. 

McLeod, J. (2015). Reading qualitative research. European Journal of Psychotherapy 

and Counselling, 17, 194-205. 

Menon, A., Bharadwaj, S. G., & Howell, R. (1996). The quality and effectiveness of 

marketing strategy: Effects of functional and dysfunctional conflict in 

intraorganizational relationships. Journal of the academy of Marketing Science, 

24, 299-313. 

Metcalfe, J. L. (1976). Organizational Strategies and Interorganizational Networks. 

Human Relations, 29, 327-343. 

Mohr, J., & Nevin, J. R. (1990). Communication Strategies in Marketing Channels: A 

Theoretical Perspective. Journal of Marketing, 54(4), 36-51. 

Mohr, J., & Spekman, R. (1994). Characteristics of partnership success: Partnership 

attributes, communication behavior, and conflict resolution techniques. Strategic 

Management Journal, 15, 135-152. 

Morgan, R. M., & Hunt, S. D. (1994). The Commitment-Trust Theory of Relationship 

Marketing. Journal of Marketing, 58(3), 20-38. 

 



 209 

 

Muthusamy, S. K., & White, M. A. (2006). Does power sharing matter? The role of 

power and influence in alliance performance. Journal of Business Research, 59, 

811-819. 

Narus, J. A., & Anderson, J. C. (1987). Distributor contributions to partnerships with 

manufacturers. Business Horizons, 30, 34-42. 

Neuman, W. L. (2011). Social Research Methods: Qualitative and Quantitative 

Approaches: Pearson Education. 

Norman, P. M. (2002). Protecting knowledge in strategic alliances resource and 

relational characteristics. Journal of High Technology Management Research, 

13(2), 177-202. 

Nunnally, J., & Bernstein, I. (1994). Psychometric Theory, 3rd ed: McGraw-Hill, New 

York. 

Nyaga, G. N., Whipple, J. M., & Lynch, D. F. (2010). Examining supply chain 

relationships: Do buyer and supplier perspectives on collaborative relationships 

differ? Journal of Operations Management, 28(2), 101-114. 

Oliver, C. (1990). Determinants of Interorganizational Relationships: Integration and 

Future Directions. Academy of management review, 15(2), 241-265. 

Oliver, C. (1991). Strategic Responses to Institutional Processes. The Academy of 

Management Review, 16(1), 145-179. 

Osarenkhoe, A. (2010). A coopetition strategy – a study of inter‐firm dynamics between 

competition and cooperation. Business Strategy Series, 11, 343-362. 

Osmond, M. W., & Dillman, D. A. (1979). Mail and Telephone Surveys: The Total 

Design Method. Social Forces, 57, 1030. 

Ostrom, E., Parks, R. B., & Whitaker, G. P. (1974). Defining and measuring structural 

variations in interorganizational arrangements. Publius, 4, 87-108. 

 



 210 

 

Oum, T. H., Park, J. H., Kim, K., & Yu, C. (2004). The effect of horizontal alliances on 

firm productivity and profitability: Evidence from the global airline industry. 

Journal of Business Research, 57(8), 844-853. 

Palmieri, A., Pomponi, F., & Russo, A. (2019). A triple-win scenario for horizontal 

collaboration in logistics: Determining enabling and key success factors. 

Business Strategy and the Environment, 28(6), 1166-1178. 

Pan, S. (2017). Horizontal Collaboration for Sustainable Transport and Logistics. 

Doctoral dissertation. Université de Valenciennes et du Hainaut-Cambrésis 

 

Peng, D. X., & Lai, F. (2012). Using partial least squares in operations management 

research: A practical guideline and summary of past research. Journal of 

Operations Management, 3(6), 467-480. 

Pomponi, F., Tafuri, S., Palumbo, M., & Fratocchi, L. (2013). Horizontal collaboration 

in logistics: a comprehensive framework. Research in Logistics & Production, 

3(4), 243-254. 

Provan, K. G., Isett, K. R., & Milward, H. B. (2004). Cooperation and compromise a 

network response to conflicting institutional pressures in community mental 

health. Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly, 33, 489-514. 

Provan, K. G., & Kenis, P. (2008). Modes of network governance: Structure, 

management, and effectiveness. Journal of Public Administration Research and 

Theory, 18, 229-252. 

Provan, K. G., & Lemaire, R. H. (2012). Core Concepts and Key Ideas for 

Understanding Public Sector Organizational Networks: Using Research to 

Inform Scholarship and Practice. Public Administration Review, 72(5), 638-648. 

Raue, J. S., & Wallenburg, C. M. (2013). Alike or not? Partner similarity and its 

outcome in horizontal cooperations between logistics service providers. 

 



 211 

 

Logistics Research, 6(4), 217-230. 

Raue, J. S., & Wieland, A. (2015). The interplay of different types of governance in 

horizontal cooperations A view on logistics service providers. International 

Journal of Logistics Management, 26, 401-423. 

Richter, N. F., Sinkovics, R. R., Ringle, C. M., & Schlägel, C. (2016). A critical look at 

the use of SEM in international business research. International Marketing 

Review, 33(3), 376-404. 

Rindfleisch, A. (2000). Organizational Trust and Interfirm Cooperation: An 

Examination of Horizontal Versus Vertical Alliances. Marketing Letters, 11, 81-

95. 

Ringle, C. M., Sarstedt, M., Mitchell, R., & Gudergan, S. P. (2020). Partial least squares 

structural equation modeling in HRM research. International Journal of Human 

Resource Management, 31(12), 1617-1643. 

Ritter, T. (1999). The networking company antecedents for coping with relationships 

and networks effectively. Industrial Marketing Management, 28(5), 467-479. 

Ritter, T., Wilkinson, I. F., & Johnston, W. J. (2002). Measuring network competence: 

Some international evidence. Journal of Business and Industrial Marketing, 

17(2/3), 119-138. 

Ruef, M., & Scott, W. R. (1998). A multidimensional model of organizational 

legitimacy: Hospital survival in changing institutional environments. 

Administrative science quarterly, 43(4), 877-904. 

Ruekert, R. W., & Walker, O. C. (1987). Marketing's Interaction with Other Functional 

Units: A Conceptual Framework and Empirical Evidence. Journal of Marketing, 

51, 1-19. 

Rumelt, R. P. (1984). Towards a Strategic Theory of the Firm. Alternative theories of 

the firm. Competitive Strategic Management, 26, 556-570. 

 



 212 

 

Sakakibara, M. K. O. (1997). Heterogeneity of firm capabilities and cooperative 

research and development: An empirical examination of motives. Strategic 

Management Journal, 18, 143-164. 

Sako, M., & Helper, S. (1998). Determinants of trust in supplier relations: Evidence 

from the automotive industry in Japan and the United States. Journal of 

Economic Behavior and Organization, 34, 387-417. 

Salancik, & Pfeffer. (1978). A social information processing approach to job attitudes 

and task design. Administrative science quarterly, 23, 224-253. 

Sanchez Rodrigues, V., Harris, I., & Mason, R. (2015). Horizontal logistics 

collaboration for enhanced supply chain performance: an international retail 

perspective. Supply Chain Management, 20, 631-647. 

Sarkar, M. B., Echambadi, R., Tamer Cavusgil, S., & Aulakh, P. S. (2001). The 

influence of complementarity, compatibility, and relationship capital on alliance 

performance. Journal of the academy of Marketing Science, 29(4), 358-373. 

Saxton, T. (1997). The effects of partner and relationship characteristics on alliance 

outcomes. Academy of Management Journal, 40(2), 443-461. 

Schmoltzi, C., & Wallenburg, C. (2011). Horizontal cooperations between logistics 

service providers: Motives, structure, performance. International Journal of 

Physical Distribution & Logistics Management, 41(2), 552-575. 

Schmoltzi, C., & Wallenburg, C. M. (2012). Operational Governance in Horizontal 

Cooperations of Logistics Service Providers: Performance Effects and the 

Moderating Role of Cooperation Complexity. Journal of Supply Chain 

Management, 48(2), 53-74. 

Schreiner, M., Kale, P., & Corsten, D. (2009). What really is alliance management 

capability and how does it impact alliance outcomes and success? Strategic 

Management Journal, 30, 1395-1419. 

 



 213 

 

Schulz, S. F., & Blecken, A. (2010). Horizontal cooperation in disaster relief logistics: 

Benefits and impediments. International Journal of Physical Distribution and 

Logistics Management, 40(8/9), 636-656. 

Scott. (1987). The Adolescence of Institutional Theory. Administrative science 

quarterly, 32(4), 493-511. 

Scott. (1995). Institutions and Organizations: Foundations for Organizational Science. 

Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 

Seabright, M. A., Levinthal, D. A., & Fichman, M. (1992). Role of Individual 

Attachments in the Dissolution of Interorganizational Relationships. Academy of 

Management Journal, 35, 122-160. 

Sheffi, Y., Saenz, M. J., Rivera, L., & Gligor, D. (2019). New forms of partnership: the 

role of logistics clusters in facilitating horizontal collaboration mechanisms. 

European Planning Studies, 27(5), 905-931. 

Skjoett-Larsen, T. (2000). Third party logistics - From an interorganizational point of 

view. International Journal of Physical Distribution and Logistics Management, 

30(2), 112-127. 

Sosik, J. J., Kahai, S. S., & Piovoso, M. J. (2009). Silver bullet or voodoo statistics?: A 

primer for using the partial least squares data analytic technique in group and 

organization research. Group and Organization Management, 34(1), 5-36. 

Steinicke, S., Wallenburg, C. M., & Schmoltzi, C. (2012). Governing for innovation in 

horizontal service cooperations. Journal of Service Management, 23, 279-302. 

Stone, M. (1976). Cross-Validatory Choice and Assessment of Statistical Predictions. 

Journal of the Royal Statistical Society, 36(2), 111-133. 

Suchman, M. C. (1995). Managing Legitimacy: Strategic and Institutional Approaches. 

Academy of management review, 20, 571-610. 

Tehseen, S., & Sajilan, S. (2016). Network competence based on resource-based view 

 



 214 

 

and resource dependence theory. International Journal of Trade and Global 

Markets, 9(1), 60-82. 

Theodorakopoulos, N., Ram, M., & Kakabadse, N. (2015). Procedural justice in 

procurement management and inclusive interorganizational relations: An 

institutional perspective. British Journal of Management, 26, 237-254. 

Thomas, G. M., & Meyer, J. W. (1984). The expansion of the state. Annual review of 

sociology, 10, 461-482. 

Thorelli, H. B. (1986). Networks: Between markets and hierarchies. Strategic 

Management Journal, 7, 37-51. 

Torger, R., & Stern, L. W. (1986). The Relationship between Interorganizational Form, 

Transaction Climate, and Economic Performance in Vertical Interfirm Dyads: 

Lexington. 

Torkkeli, L., Kuivalainen, O., Saarenketo, S., & Puumalainen, K. (2019). Institutional 

environment and network competence in successful SME internationalisation. 

International Marketing Review, 36(1), 31-55. 

Tornikoski, E. T., & Newbert, S. L. (2007). Exploring the determinants of 

organizational emergence: A legitimacy perspective. Journal of Business 

Venturing, 22(2), 311-335. 

Uzzi, B. (1999). Embeddedness in the making of financial capital: How social relations 

and networks benefit firms seeking financing. American Sociological Review, 

64, 481-505. 

Vaidya, K. (2012). Inter-organizational Information Systems and Business 

Management: A Research Framework and an Overview of Key Theories: 

Business Science Reference. 

Van de Ven, A. H., Delbecq, A. L., & Koenig, R. (1976). Determinants of Coordination 

Modes within Organizations. American Sociological Review, 41(2), 322-338. 

 



 215 

 

Van de Ven, A. H., & Walker. (1984). The dynamics of interorganizational 

coordination. Administrative science quarterly, 29, 598-621. 

Venkatraman, N., & Lee, C.-H. (2004). Preferential linkage and network evolution: A 

conceptual model and empirical test in the US video game sector. Academy of 

Management Journal, 47(6), 876-892. 

Verstrepen, S., Cools, M., Cruijssen, F., & Dullaert, W. (2009). A dynamic framework 

for managing horizontal cooperation in logistics. International Journal of 

Logistics Systems and Management, 5(3/4), 228-248. 

Von Bertalanffy, L. (1951). Problems of general system theory. Human biology, 23, 

302. 

Wallenburg, C. M., & Raue, J. S. (2011). Conflict and its governance in horizontal 

cooperations of logistics service providers. International Journal of Physical 

Distribution and Logistics Management, 41(4), 385-400. 

Wallenburg, C. M., & Schäffler, T. (2016). Performance measurement in horizontal LSP 

cooperation as a field of conflict: the preventive role of collaborative processes. 

Logistics Research, 9(7), 1-15. 

Wegner, D., & Padula, A. D. (2010). Governance and Management of Horizontal 

Business Networks: An Analysis of Retail Networks in Germany. International 

Journal of Business and Management, 5(12), 74-88. 

Wernerfelt, B. (1984). A resource‐based view of the firm. Strategic Management 

Journal, 5, 171-180. 

Westney, D. (1988). Domestic and foreign learning curves in managing international 

cooperative strategies. Cooperative strategies in international business, 21, 339-

346. 

Wetzels, M., Odekerken-Schröder, G., & Van Oppen, C. (2009). Using PLS path 

modeling for assessing hierarchical construct models: Guidelines and empirical 

 



 216 

 

illustration. MIS quarterly, 177-195. 

Willaby, H. W., Costa, D. S. J., Burns, B. D., MacCann, C., & Roberts, R. D. (2015). 

Testing complex models with small sample sizes: A historical overview and 

empirical demonstration of what Partial Least Squares (PLS) can offer 

differential psychology. Personality and Individual Differences, 84, 73-78. 

Williamson, O. E. (1985). The economic institutions of capitalism: Firms, markets, 

relational contracting: New York: Free Press. 

Wong, K. (2013). Partial Least Squares Structural Equation Modeling (PLS-SEM) 

Techniques Using SmartPLS. Marketing Bulletin, 24(1), 1-32. 

Zajac, E. J., & Olsen, C. P. (1993). From Transaction Cost To Transactional Value 

Analysis: Implications for the Study of Interorganizational Strategies. Journal of 

Management Studies, 30, 131-145. 

Zand, D. E. (1972). Trust and Managerial Problem Solving. Administrative science 

quarterly, 17(2), 229-239. 

Zeng, Y., & Schoenecker, T. S. (2015). Strategic similarity and acquisition outcomes at 

the target: Evidence from China's beer industry. Asian Business and 

Management, 14, 413-438. 

Zimmerman, & Zeitz. (2002). Beyond survival: Achieving new venture growth by 

building legitimacy. Academy of management review, 27(3), 414-431. 

Zucker. (1977). The Role of Institutionalization in Cultural Persistence. American 

Sociological Review, 42, 726. 

 
 

 



 

 

APPENDICES 



 

 

APPENDIX A SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE FOR QUANTITATIVE 

METHOD 



 

 

QUESTIONNAIRE 

 

SURVEY OF COLLABORATION BETWEEN PARTNERS 

IN G7N NETWORK 

 

I. Introduction 

This questionnaire is part of the research for doctoral degree in the doctoral program 

in National Institute of Development Administration (NIDA) in Thailand. 

The research is aimed to conduct the factors that impact on the horizontal 

collaboration between partners in the global logistics service provider network then 

developing the framework for this kind of collaboration. 

All of your response is assured confidentially and only used for this study. 

Honestly, I am very grateful for your time and effort to contribute for the survey. 

Best Regards, 

 

Nguyen Duy Quang 

PhD. Candidate in NIDA 

Tel: +84908822689 – Email: quangnguyen.gspa.nida@gmail.com 

 

II. Statistical information 

Company’s name: ……………………………………………………….................. 

Company’s age: 

1-3  years    from 4-10 years    more than 10 

years 

Company’s size: 

3-1 0 staffs    11-100 staffs    more than 100 

staffs 

G7N membership year(s): 

1 year    2-3 years    4-5 years 
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III. Questionnaire 

Please kindly tick to answer for every item accordingly to what extent you agree or 

disagree with the below statements relating to your collaboration with your partners in 

G7 Logistics network. 

 (1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neutral, 4 = agree, 5 = strongly agree). 

Survey items Extent 

1. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following 

statements relating your company’s collaboration performance in 

the network? 

 

Overall satisfaction 1 2 3 4 5 

OS1. Overall, we are very satisfied with collaboration performance 

in the network. 

     

OS2. The collaboration has realized the goals we set out to achieve.      

OS3. The collaboration has contributed to our core competencies 

and competitive advantages. 

     

Growth 1 2 3 4 5 

GR1. The sales volume of company currently achieves increasingly 

versus its sales volume before joining the network. 

     

GR2. Our company can provide more services than before joining 

the network. 

     

GR3. The market share of company currently achieves increasingly 

versus its market share before joining the network. 

     

Network Continuity 1 2 3 4 5 

NC1. Our company would like to participate in this network in the 

next oncoming year. 

     

NC2. Our company would like to collaborate with members in this 

network continuously. 

     

NC3. Our company joins the annual network conference to enhance 

the membership collaboration. 

     

2. To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following 

statements relating to partner complementarity between members in 

Extent 
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the network? 

Resource Complementarity 1 2 3 4 5 

RC1. Our partners in the network contribute resources that are 

complementary with our own, which are helpful for our 

partnership. 

     

RC2. Combining the unique resources held by each cooperative 

partner in the network will improve our performance. 

     

RC3. When each partner employs the advantages of 

complementary resources from members in the network, these 

advantages are beneficial to the cooperative partnership. 

     

RC4. Our company and our partner in the network contribute with 

the different resources which create more competitive advantages 

for us. 

     

Resource Supplementarity 1 2 3 4 5 

RS1. Our own company and our partners in the network contribute 

resources, which in combination enables our partners to achieve 

their objectives that go further than what they could achieve on 

their own. 

     

RS2. Our own company and our partners in the network contribute 

resources, which in combination enables our company to achieve 

our objectives that go further than what we could achieve on our 

own. 

     

RS3. Our partners in the network possesses resources that help our 

company increase the scope of business and services. 

     

3. To what extent do you agree or disagree the following statement 

relating to your company’s organizational legitimacy? 

Extent 

Cognitive Legitimacy 1 2 3 4 5 

CL1. Our company  is a typical logistics service provider      

CL2. I know well the industry that this company belongs to      

CL3. When you think logistics industry, you think our company      

CL4. I know companies similar to this company      
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CL5. This company can serve as an example of companies in 

logistics industry 

     

CL6. I am able to describe the activity of this company      

Socio-political Legitimacy 1 2 3 4 5 

SL1. This company behaves ethically.      

SL2. I agree with the business of the company.      

SL3. Our company cares about its employees.      

SL4. Our company does all what it can to protect the environment      

SL5. Our company follows the best business practices      

SL6. The public opinion is favorable to our company      

SL7. Our company contributes positively to the society.      

SL8. Our company is introduced by members in the network      

4. To what extent do you agree or disagree the following statements 

relating to partner attributes in the network? 

     

Trust 1 2 3 4 5 

TR1. We can rely on our partner to abide by the membership 

agreement. 

     

TR2. There is a high level of trust in the working relationship with 

our partner. 

     

TR3. We trust that our partner’s decisions will be beneficial to the 

partnership. 

     

TR4. We trust that our partner’s decisions will be beneficial to our 

firm 

     

Commitment      

CO1. Our senior management encourages to use the membership to 

achieve our strategic goals. 

     

CO2. Our company is willing to make long-term investment in this 

collaboration. 

     

CO3. Our company is willing to dedicate whatever people and 

resources are necessary to maintain this collaboration. 

     

CO4. Our company is willing to make sacrifices to help our      
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members in the network. 

5. To what extent do you agree or disagree the following statements 

relating to  coordination between members in the network? 

Extent 

Operational Compatibility 1 2 3 4 5 

OC1. The organizational procedures of firms in the network are 

compatible. 

     

OC2. Technical capabilities of firms in the network are compatible 

for the collaboration. 

     

OC3. Employees of firms in the network had professional skills for 

the collaboration. 

     

Conflict Management 1 2 3 4 5 

CM1. An explicit mechanism has been established and used to 

address or resolve conflicts. 

     

CM2. Managerial interaction between partners is closely monitored 

for identifying potential conflicts. 

     

CM3. There is strong two-way communication while resolving 

conflicts. 

     

CM4. The partners engage in joint problem solving while resolving 

conflicts. 

     

CM5. Top management from our company and our partners is 

involved in resolving conflicts. 

     

CM6. If the conflicts can be not solved by our company and our 

partners, the network organizer can supports us to solve them. 

     

6. To what extent do you agree or disagree the following statement 

relating to the network competence of your networking 

representatives 

Extent 

Specialist Qualification 1 2 3 4 5 

SPQ1. Our networking representatives have good relation with 

important people in our firm. 

     

SPQ2. Our networking representatives have good knowledge about 

the way our firm works. 
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SPQ3. Our networking representatives have good knowledge about 

the way that the member firms work. 

     

SPQ4. Our networking representatives are experienced in dealing 

with our member firms. 

     

Social qualification 1 2 3 4 5 

SOQ1. Our networking representatives easily communicate their 

needs together. 

     

SOQ2. Our networking representatives confidently handle 

negotiations with others. 

     

SOQ3. Our networking representatives mix well with other people.      

SOQ4. Our networking representatives easily sense potential 

conflict. 

     

SOQ5. Our networking representatives can work out constructive 

solutions when there is conflict. 

     

 

Thank you very much for completing the questionnaire! 
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APPENDIX B QUALITATIVE RESEARCH REPORT 

Semi-constructed interviews with specialists who are representatives of logistics 

service firms in G7 logistics network were completed within two weeks in June 2021. 

The results of qualitative research were employed to consider the results and findings 

of quantitative research in the study. 

Ten interviewees are located globally thus the author interviewed the specialists by 

online WhatsApp software, and in some cases, the interviewees used emails to answer 

the questions in details. 

Questions for the interviews (Interviewer introduced briefly about the study, 

purpose of research and the meaning of questions) 

Part 1: About collaboration performance 

Please kindly comment about the collaboration performance between members in the 

network in terms of overall satisfaction, growth and network continuity. 

Part 2: Relationship between the impacting factors and collaboration 

performance 

IMP1: Impacts of partner complementarity on collaboration performance 

How do partner complementarity in terms of resource complementarity and resource 

supplementarity impact on the collaboration performance? 

IMP2: Impacts of organizational legitimacy on collaboration performance 

How do organizational legitimacy in terms of cognitive legitimacy and socio-political 

legitimacy impact on the collaboration performance? 

IMP3: Impacts of partner complementarity on coordination 

How do partner complementarity in terms of resource complementarity and resource 

supplementarity effect on the coordination between members in the network? 

IMP4: Impacts of organizational legitimacy on coordination 

How do organizational legitimacy in terms of cognitive legitimacy and socio-political 

legitimacy effect on the coordination between members in the network? 

IMP5: Impacts of partnership attributes on coordination 

How do partnership attributes in terms of trust and commitment effect on the 

coordination between partners in the network? 

IMP6: Impacts of network competence on coordination 
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How do your staffs’ network competence in terms of specialist qualification and 

social qualification impact on coordination between members in the network? 

IMP7: Impacts of coordination on collaboration performance 

How do coordination in terms of operational compatibility and conflict management 

effect on collaboration performance? 

Report of Interview Results 

Interviewee/Opinions Collaboration 

Performance 

Impacts of Factors 

(positive/negative/no idea) 

1. Mr. Alejandro Bunge 

(INT1) 

Position: General Manager 

Company:  

Logistica Amsel Argentina  

Location: 

Buenos Aires, Argentina 

Date: 18 June, 2021 

Overall satisfaction: 

neutral  

Growth: no comment 

Network continuity: 

considering 

IMP1: positive 

IMP2: positive 

IMP3: no idea 

IMP4: positive 

IMP5: positive 

IMP6: positive 

IMP7: positive 

2. Mr. Jason Vuong (INT2) 

Position: Managing Director 

Company: ACE Global 

Logistics  

Location: Sydney, Australia 

Date: 18 June, 2021 

Overall satisfaction: 

positive 

Growth: low 

Network continuity: to 

continue 

IMP1: positive 

IMP2: positive 

IMP3: positive 

IMP4: positive 

IMP5: positive 

IMP6: positive 

IMP7: positive 

3. Ms. Rebecca Chen (INT3) 

Position: Business 

Development Manager 

Company: Best Time 

International Logistics 

Location: Shenzhen, China 

Date: 20 June, 2021 

Overall satisfaction: 

positive 

Growth: no idea 

Network continuity: to 

continue 

IMP1: positive 

IMP2: no idea 

IMP3: positive 

IMP4: no idea 

IMP5: positive 

IMP6: positive 

IMP7: positive 

4. Ms Christine Balandreau Overall satisfaction: IMP1: positive 
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Interviewee/Opinions Collaboration 

Performance 

Impacts of Factors 

(positive/negative/no idea) 

(INT4) 

Position: Business 

Development Manager  

Company: Transcausse 

Location: Marseille, France  

Date: 22 June, 2021 

positive 

Growth: low 

Network continuity: to 

continue 

IMP2: positive 

IMP3: positive 

IMP4: positive 

IMP5: positive 

IMP6: positive 

IMP7: positive 

5. Mr. Munjal A Shah (INT5) 

Position: General Manager 

Company: Star Freight 

Location: Mumbai, India  

Date: 21 June, 2021 

Overall satisfaction: 

positive 

Growth: no idea 

Network continuity: to 

continue 

IMP1: positive 

IMP2: positive 

IMP3: no idea 

IMP4: positive 

IMP5: positive 

IMP6: positive 

IMP7: positive 

6. Ms. Mary Nyaboke (INT6) 

Position: Managing Director 

Company: Quick Task Freight 

Location: Nairobi, Kenya  

Date: 15 June, 2021 

Overall satisfaction: 

neutral 

Growth: no comment 

Network continuity: 

considering 

IMP1: positive 

IMP2: no idea 

IMP3: no idea 

IMP4: no idea 

IMP5: positive 

IMP6: positive 

IMP7: positive 

7. Mr. Elton Tan (INT7) 

Position: Managing Director 

Company: Excel Freight 

Movers  

Location: Selangor, Malaysia  

Date: 17 June, 2021 

Overall satisfaction: 

positive 

Growth: good 

Network continuity: to 

continue 

IMP1: positive 

IMP2: positive 

IMP3: positive 

IMP4: positive 

IMP5: positive 

IMP6: positive 

IMP7: positive 

8. Mr. Stephen Yeo (INT8) 

Position: Chief Executive 

Overall satisfaction: 

positive 

IMP1: positive 

IMP2: no idea 
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Interviewee/Opinions Collaboration 

Performance 

Impacts of Factors 

(positive/negative/no idea) 

Officer  

Company: Richwell Global 

Forwarding 

Location: Singapore 

Date: 16 June, 2021 

Growth: low 

Network continuity: to 

continue 

IMP3: no idea 

IMP4: no idea 

IMP5: positive 

IMP6: positive 

IMP7: positive 

9. Mr. Alex Restrepo (INT9) 

Position: Chief Executive 

Officer  

Company: A-Res Logistics 

Group 

Location: New York, USA  

Date: 25 June, 2021 

Overall satisfaction: 

positive 

Growth: no comment 

Network continuity: to 

continue 

IMP1: positive 

IMP2: positive 

IMP3: positive 

IMP4: positive 

IMP5: positive 

IMP6: positive 

IMP7: positive 

10. Mr. Hung Tran (INT10) 

Position: Operation Manager 

Company: MTK Logistics 

Location: Ho Chi Minh city, 

Vietnam 

Date: 24 June, 2021 

Overall satisfaction: 

positive 

Growth: no comment 

Network continuity: to 

continue 

IMP1: positive 

IMP2: no idea 

IMP3: positive 

IMP4: no idea 

IMP5: positive 

IMP6: positive 

IMP7: positive 

Notes: 

IMP1: Impacts of partner complementarity on collaboration performance 

IMP2: Impacts of organizational legitimacy on collaboration performance 

IMP3: Impacts of partner complementarity on coordination 

IMP4: Impacts of organizational legitimacy on coordination 

IMP5: Impacts of partnership attributes on coordination 

IMP6: Impacts of network competence on coordination 

IMP7: Impacts of coordination on collaboration performance 



 

 

APPENDIX C PARTIAL LEAST SQUARE STRUCTURAL EQUATION 

MODELING BY USING SMARTPLS VERSION 3.3.3 

 

 

 

The cross-validated redundancy (Q square) 

 Constructs SSO SSE Q² (=1-SSE/SO) 

CL 424 170.231 0.599 

CM 530 179.037 0.662 

CO 424 157.522 0.628 

COOR 848 517.4 0.39 

CP_ 530 455.536 0.14 

NC 318 115.958 0.635 

NWC 636 636   

OC 318 132.132 0.584 

OL 848 848   

The coefficient of determination (R square) 

 Variables/Constructs R Square R Square Adjusted 

CL 0.841 0.839 

CM 0.901 0.900 

CO 0.814 0.813 

COOR 0.626 0.611 

CP 0.279 0.257 

NC 0.833 0.832 

OC 0.740 0.737 

OS 0.531 0.527 

RC 0.770 0.767 

RS 0.806 0.805 

SL 0.871 0.870 

SOQ 0.849 0.848 

SPQ 0.868 0.867 

TR 0.585 0.581 
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The cross-validated redundancy (Q square) 

 Constructs SSO SSE Q² (=1-SSE/SO) 

OS 212 131.745 0.379 

PA 742 742   

PC 636 636   

RC 318 139.319 0.562 

RS 318 109.701 0.655 

SL 424 125.979 0.703 

SOQ 318 100.347 0.684 

SPQ 318 82.59 0.74 

TR 318 179.237 0.436 

 

 

Path Coefficients 

 Relationship 
 

Original 

Sample 

(O) 

Sample 

Mean 

(M) 

Standard 

Deviation 

(STDEV) 

T Statistics 

(|O/STDEV|) 

P 

Values 

COOR -> CM 0.949 0.95 0.013 75.198 0.000 

COOR -> CP_ 0.238 0.238 0.096 2.474 0.013 

COOR -> OC 0.86 0.861 0.035 24.492 0.000 

CP_ -> NC 0.913 0.915 0.018 49.562 0.000 

CP_ -> OS 0.729 0.724 0.059 12.321 0.000 

NWC -> COOR 0.334 0.334 0.082 4.059 0.000 

NWC -> SOQ 0.921 0.922 0.02 46.42 0.000 

NWC -> SPQ 0.932 0.932 0.014 67.248 0.000 

OL -> CL 0.917 0.917 0.019 49.039 0.000 

OL -> COOR -0.002 -0.002 0.063 0.027 0.979 

OL -> CP_ 0.151 0.151 0.09 1.688 0.092 

OL -> SL 0.934 0.933 0.015 62.595 0.000 

PA -> CO 0.902 0.904 0.016 55.073 0.000 

PA -> COOR 0.478 0.48 0.092 5.195 0.000 
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Path Coefficients 

 Relationship 
 

Original 

Sample 

(O) 

Sample 

Mean 

(M) 

Standard 

Deviation 

(STDEV) 

T Statistics 

(|O/STDEV|) 

P 

Values 

PA -> TR 0.765 0.763 0.054 14.221 0.000 

PC -> COOR 0.148 0.148 0.076 1.941 0.052 

PC -> CP_ 0.29 0.293 0.106 2.731 0.006 

PC -> RC 0.877 0.878 0.025 35.418 0.000 

PC -> RS 0.898 0.899 0.022 40.708 0.000 

 

 

Total Indirect Effects 

 

Relationship 
 

Original 

Sample 

(O) 

Sample 

Mean 

(M) 

Standard 

Deviation 

(STDEV) 

T Statistics 

(|O/STDEV|) 

P 

Values 

COOR -> NC 0.217 0.217 0.087 2.492 0.013 

COOR -> OS 0.174 0.174 0.073 2.368 0.018 

NWC -> CM 0.317 0.318 0.079 4.017 0.000 

NWC -> CP_ 0.08 0.08 0.039 2.061 0.039 

NWC -> NC 0.073 0.073 0.035 2.073 0.038 

NWC -> OC 0.287 0.289 0.075 3.84 0.000 

NWC -> OS 0.058 0.058 0.029 2.001 0.045 

OL -> CM -0.002 -0.002 0.06 0.027 0.979 

OL -> CP_ 0.000 0.000 0.016 0.025 0.98 

OL -> NC 0.138 0.138 0.085 1.627 0.104 

OL -> OC -0.001 -0.002 0.055 0.026 0.979 

OL -> OS 0.11 0.11 0.068 1.625 0.104 

PA -> CM 0.454 0.455 0.088 5.188 0.000 

PA -> CP_ 0.114 0.113 0.05 2.282 0.023 

PA -> NC 0.104 0.103 0.045 2.299 0.022 

PA -> OC 0.411 0.412 0.079 5.188 0.000 
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Total Indirect Effects 

 

Relationship 
 

Original 

Sample 

(O) 

Sample 

Mean 

(M) 

Standard 

Deviation 

(STDEV) 

T Statistics 

(|O/STDEV|) 

P 

Values 

PA -> OS 0.083 0.082 0.038 2.21 0.027 

PC -> CM 0.141 0.14 0.072 1.945 0.052 

PC -> CP_ 0.035 0.035 0.024 1.456 0.145 

PC -> NC 0.297 0.3 0.096 3.105 0.002 

PC -> OC 0.127 0.127 0.065 1.948 0.051 

PC -> OS 0.237 0.238 0.078 3.032 0.002 

 

 

Specific Indirect Effects 

Relationship 
 

Original 

Sample 

(O) 

Sample 

Mean 

(M) 

Standard 

Deviation 

(STDEV) 

T Statistics 

(|O/STDEV|) 

P 

Values 

OL -> CP_ -> NC 0.138 0.138 0.083 1.671 0.095 

PC -> COOR -> CP_ -> NC 0.032 0.032 0.022 1.454 0.146 

PA -> COOR -> CP_ -> NC 0.104 0.103 0.045 2.299 0.022 

OL -> COOR -> CP_ -> NC 0.000 0.000 0.015 0.025 0.98 

NWC -> COOR -> CP_ -> OS 0.058 0.058 0.029 2.001 0.045 

PC -> COOR -> OC 0.127 0.127 0.065 1.948 0.051 

NWC -> COOR -> CM 0.317 0.318 0.079 4.017 0.000 

PA -> COOR -> CP_ -> OS 0.083 0.082 0.038 2.21 0.027 

OL -> COOR -> OC -0.001 -0.002 0.055 0.026 0.979 

PC -> COOR -> CP_ 0.035 0.035 0.024 1.456 0.145 

PC -> COOR -> CP_ -> OS 0.026 0.026 0.018 1.413 0.158 

PA -> COOR -> OC 0.411 0.412 0.079 5.188 0.000 

PA -> COOR -> CM 0.454 0.455 0.088 5.188 0.000 

PC -> CP_ -> NC 0.264 0.268 0.097 2.718 0.007 

NWC -> COOR -> CP_ 0.08 0.08 0.039 2.061 0.039 

OL -> COOR -> CP_ 0.000 0.000 0.016 0.025 0.98 
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Specific Indirect Effects 

Relationship 
 

Original 

Sample 

(O) 

Sample 

Mean 

(M) 

Standard 

Deviation 

(STDEV) 

T Statistics 

(|O/STDEV|) 

P 

Values 

COOR -> CP_ -> OS 0.174 0.174 0.073 2.368 0.018 

PC -> COOR -> CM 0.141 0.14 0.072 1.945 0.052 

PC -> CP_ -> OS 0.211 0.212 0.078 2.695 0.007 

PA -> COOR -> CP_ 0.114 0.113 0.05 2.282 0.023 

COOR -> CP_ -> NC 0.217 0.217 0.087 2.492 0.013 

NWC -> COOR -> OC 0.287 0.289 0.075 3.84 0.000 

OL -> COOR -> CP_ -> OS 0.000 0.000 0.012 0.025 0.98 

OL -> CP_ -> OS 0.11 0.109 0.066 1.672 0.095 

NWC -> COOR -> CP_ -> NC 0.073 0.073 0.035 2.073 0.038 

OL -> COOR -> CM -0.002 -0.002 0.06 0.027 0.979 

 

 

Total Effects 

 Relationship 
 

Original 

Sample 

(O) 

Sample 

Mean 

(M) 

Standard 

Deviation 

(STDEV) 

T Statistics 

(|O/STDEV|) 

P 

Values 

COOR -> CM 0.949 0.95 0.013 75.198 0.000 

COOR -> CP_ 0.238 0.238 0.096 2.474 0.013 

COOR -> NC 0.217 0.217 0.087 2.492 0.013 

COOR -> OC 0.86 0.861 0.035 24.492 0.000 

COOR -> OS 0.174 0.174 0.073 2.368 0.018 

CP_ -> NC 0.913 0.915 0.018 49.562 0.000 

CP_ -> OS 0.729 0.724 0.059 12.321 0.000 

NWC -> CM 0.317 0.318 0.079 4.017 0.000 

NWC -> COOR 0.334 0.334 0.082 4.059 0.000 

NWC -> CP_ 0.08 0.08 0.039 2.061 0.039 

NWC -> NC 0.073 0.073 0.035 2.073 0.038 

NWC -> OC 0.287 0.289 0.075 3.84 0.000 
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Total Effects 

 Relationship 
 

Original 

Sample 

(O) 

Sample 

Mean 

(M) 

Standard 

Deviation 

(STDEV) 

T Statistics 

(|O/STDEV|) 

P 

Values 

NWC -> OS 0.058 0.058 0.029 2.001 0.045 

NWC -> SOQ 0.921 0.922 0.02 46.42 0.000 

NWC -> SPQ 0.932 0.932 0.014 67.248 0.000 

OL -> CL 0.917 0.917 0.019 49.039 0.000 

OL -> CM -0.002 -0.002 0.06 0.027 0.979 

OL -> COOR -0.002 -0.002 0.063 0.027 0.979 

OL -> CP_ 0.151 0.151 0.092 1.643 0.101 

OL -> NC 0.138 0.138 0.085 1.627 0.104 

OL -> OC -0.001 -0.002 0.055 0.026 0.979 

OL -> OS 0.11 0.11 0.068 1.625 0.104 

OL -> SL 0.934 0.933 0.015 62.595 0.000 

PA -> CM 0.454 0.455 0.088 5.188 0.000 

PA -> CO 0.902 0.904 0.016 55.073 0.000 

PA -> COOR 0.478 0.479 0.092 5.195 0.000 

PA -> CP_ 0.114 0.113 0.05 2.282 0.023 

PA -> NC 0.104 0.103 0.045 2.299 0.022 

PA -> OC 0.411 0.412 0.079 5.188 0.000 

PA -> OS 0.083 0.082 0.038 2.21 0.027 

PA -> TR 0.765 0.763 0.054 14.221 0.000 

PC -> CM 0.141 0.14 0.072 1.945 0.052 

PC -> COOR 0.148 0.148 0.076 1.941 0.052 

PC -> CP_ 0.325 0.328 0.104 3.119 0.002 

PC -> NC 0.297 0.3 0.096 3.105 0.002 

PC -> OC 0.127 0.127 0.065 1.948 0.051 

PC -> OS 0.237 0.238 0.078 3.032 0.002 

PC -> RC 0.877 0.878 0.025 35.418 0.000 

PC -> RS 0.898 0.899 0.022 40.708 0.000 
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Histograms 
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