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RESUMO 
 

Esta tese aborda a relação entre a gestão de custos inter-organizacional (GCI), custos de 
transação (CT), e gestão de riscos em alianças (GRA) em empresas que operam no Brasil. O 
método de pesquisa foi o survey, com aplicação de um questionário. Os níveis de GCI, CT e 
GRA foram medidos tendo como base a percepção dos gestores de compras e suprimentos das 
empresas selecionadas. A amostra teve 85 respostas válidas, de 5 setores da indústria de 
manufatura (automotivo, bens de consumo, eletrônica, química e metalurgia). Os resultados 
demonstram uma associação significativa entre GCI e GRA, isto é, empresas que adotam a 
abordagem de gestão de custos inter-organizacional com maior intensidade possuem maior 
ênfase nas práticas de gestão de riscos. Além disso, verificou-se que a abordagem de GCI e 
GRA não afetam a percepção dos gestores sobre os CT, ou seja, a adoção de gestão de custos 
inter-organizacional não aumenta a percepção de custos de transação quando esta abordagem é 
adotada juntamente com práticas de gestão de riscos em alianças. Além disso, verificou-se que 
as empresas do setor de eletroeletrônicos apresentaram maiores níveis de GCI, enquanto as 
empresas da indústria automotiva tiveram os menores, demonstrando que empresas desse setor 
possuem menor propensão a compartir recursos, informações e tecnologia com seus 
fornecedores. Com relação à percepção de custos de transação e práticas de gestão de riscos, a 
análise demonstrou que não há diferenças significativas entre os setores estudados. 
Adicionalmente, os resultados demonstram que as empresas que utilizam ferramentas de gestão 
de custos, tais como custeio baseado em atividades (ABC) ou custeio alvo, possuem maiores 
níveis de GCI, o número de fornecedores e o tamanho desses parceiros também influencia na 
intensidade com que as empresas adotam a abordagem de GCI. Em relação à percepção de 
custos de transação, os resultados revelam que a experiência dos gestores e do tamanho da 
companhia influenciam na visão sobre os custos de transação. Já em relação às práticas de 
gestão de riscos em alianças, os resultados demonstram que as empresas que possuem acordos 
de ganhos compartilhados com fornecedores tendem a adotar mais intensamente as práticas 
GRA, além disso, o tamanho do fornecedor e setor de atuação da empresa também influenciam 
na intensidade com que tais práticas são adotadas. As principais contribuições deste trabalho 
foram o desenvolvimento de instrumentos para mensuração do nível de adoção de práticas de 
GCI e GRA, bem como a investigação empíricas sobre a relação entre percepção de GCI, CT e 
GRA. 
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ABSTRACT 
 

This PhD dissertation addresses the relationship between inter-organizational cost management 
(IOCM), transaction costs (TC), and alliance risk management (ARM) in companies operating 
in Brazil. The research method consists in applying a survey questionnaire. The scores of 
IOCM, TC, and ARM were measured having the perception of purchase and supply managers 
of selected firms as a basis. The sample has 85 valid answers, from 5 sectors of the 
manufacturing industry (automotive, consumer goods, electronics, chemical, and metallurgy). 
The results demonstrate a significant association between IOCM and ARM, that is, companies 
adopting an inter-organizational cost management approach have more emphasis on practices 
of alliance risk management. Besides, it was found that IOCM and ARM approach do not affect 
the manager’s perception about TC, thus, adoption of inter-organizational cost management 
approach does not increases perception of transaction cost since this approach is combined with 
practices of alliance risk management. Moreover, it was found that firms from the electronics 
industry have the highest level of  IOCM, while automotive industry firms have the lowest, 
showing that automotive firms has less likelihoods to share resources, information and 
technology with suppliers. Regarding perception of transaction cost and alliance risk 
management, there is no significant difference between the industries studied. Additionally, the 
research demonstrates that companies using a cost management tool, such as activity-based 
costing (ABC) or target costing, have a higher level of IOCM, number of suppliers and the size 
of partners also influences the intensity as firms adopting IOCM approach. Regarding the 
perception of transaction costs, the results reveal that both manager’s experience and company 
size influence the perception of transaction cost. Concerning the practices of alliance risk 
management, the results demonstrate that the firms having earnings-sharing agreements with 
suppliers apply more ARM practices, also, the size of suppliers and the industry of the firms 
influences the intensity as firms adopt practices of alliance risk management. The main 
contribution of this study was the development of an instrument to measure the level of IOCM 
and ARM, as well as an empirical investigation of the relationship between perceived level of 
IOCM, TC and ARM. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
 
Collaboration between buyers and sellers is increasingly seen as an actual source of 

competitive advantage (Munday, 1992). In line with this, Kajüter and Kulmala (2005, p. 180) 
argue that “additional opportunities for cost reduction arise through collaborative efforts.” In 
the context of programs for inter-organizational cost management (IOCM), collaboration is a 
major requirement. Cooper and Slagmulder (2003a) define IOCM as an approach to optimize 
cost that requires collaboration between members of a supply chain.  

Accordingly, in the literature on cost management, collaboration and interdependence 
between members of a supply chain is claimed to be a source of competitive advantage. Thus, 
Chenhall (2008) states that companies adopting such collaborative practices in supply chain 
may be structured as “horizontal organizations”, which require a process oriented management. 

Kajüter and Kulmala (2005) state that establishing horizontal integration in a supply 
chain leads to increased competitiveness of manufacturing firms. Chenhall (2008) adds that 
horizontal organization involves interconnection of strategies, procedures, structure, people, 
and information, in order to provide value to the customer.  

In the context of horizontal organization, IOCM is part of a program of relationship 
building in a supply chain, which requires collaboration and focus on cost management. Dekker 
(2003) argues that the IOCM approach represents a new challenge for accounting management, 
as traditional cost accounting methods could not provide the information required by horizontal 
organizations (Chenhall, 2008). 

Bastl, Grubic, Templar, Harrison and Fan (2010) agree that traditional cost accounting 
techniques, such as absorption costing, are not appropriated in the inter-organizational context, 
because it is too vertically-driven. Moreover, Chenhall (2008) explains that horizontal 
organizations must focus on providing value to its customers and this may be archived through 
tree approaches: human resources, structure, and procedures. Likewise, Bastl et al. (2010) 
suggest that the basis for a successful implementation of IOCM depends on the commitment of 
key people (senior managers), horizontal design of the cost management process, and the 
interconnection of information technology (IT) systems between a firm and its main supplier.  
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Therefore, herein IOCM is defined as an approach to manage costs that requires a 
horizontal and inter-organizational design of cost management procedures and information 
flows; this must be supported by key individuals in companies and by interconnecting IT 
systems. This definition consists in an effort to operationalize the concept of IOCM; however, 
a deeper theoretical foundation is provided in Chapter 1.  

In contrast, the theory of transaction cost (TC) claims that collaboration between firms 
might require changes in the corporate governance structure and, as a result, this could increase 
organizational TC, as well as its risks and uncertainties (Coase, 1937; Arrow, 1969; North, 
1992; Williamson, 1971, 1985, 2000; Eigen-Zucchi, 2001; Grover & Malhotra, 2003). 

Williamson (1971) explains that the costs of doing business are not merely production 
costs, but they also involve choosing the firm’s governance structure. Cooper and Slagmulder 
(2003b) acknowledge the issue of TC is hard to measure in monetary terms with accuracy and 
rigor, so textbooks on management accounting typically avoid measurement problems and 
address these costs as qualitative factors. Yet, according to Anderson and Dekker (2009a), 
fewer studies in the literature on cost management address the issue of TC related to 
collaborative practices in a supply chain. 

Arrow (1969) defines TC as the cost to run an economic system. Eigen-Zucchi (2001) 
states that the definition by Arrow (1969) is very broad; however, he explains that this is so 
because there are several feasible approaches to the theory of TC and, as a consequence, there 
may be many definitions for it, and Eigen-Zucchi (2001, p. 6) defines TC as “the cost of 
coordination.” 

Williamson (1971) explains that TC in horizontal organizations involves a lot of effort 
to access key information about the actors and effort to select a governance structure of the 
relationship (those costs arise ex-ante the agreement). Additionally, once the agreement is 
achieved, there is a lot of effort to operate, control, and evaluate the governance structure 
selected (ex-post costs).  

Therefore, the cost of coordination transactions might be only part of the issue, mainly 
ex-post costs, however, the cost to develop the relationship may also require a significant effort, 
which can emerge both as ex-ante and ex-post cost. Moreover, the risk of failure of agreements 
in a horizontal organization is also a TC. 

Grover and Malhotra (2003) points out that the key assumptions of the TC theory are 
bounded rationality and opportunistic behavior. Accordingly, the first refers to limited ability 
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to receive, store, retrieve, and communicate information without error, while the second refers 
to the natural characteristics of human actors in exchange relationships to seek self-interest with 
guile (Grover & Malhotra, 2003). 

Taking these two key assumptions into account, according to the TC theory, vertically 
interconnected organizations tend to have lower TC, because this kind of governance structure 
provides greater access to relevant data; thus, this could attenuate incentives of a partner in a 
supply chain to opportunistically exploit a collaborative relationship (Williamson, 1971). 

Hence, collaborative practices, such as IOCM, may have benefits and drawbacks. 
Williamson (1971) also suggests that the decision to adopt collaborative practices requires a 
trade-off analysis with regard to the costs of various governance structures, such as market 
organizations (horizontally interconnected) and hierarchy’s organizations (vertically 
interconnected), or even a combination of both structures, which Williamson (1971) names as 
hybrid organization. However, this trade-off analysis is not addressed in the literature on 
IOCM; sometimes, it is just disregarded. 

The paradox is that adopting and implementing an IOCM approach firms aims to reduce 
production costs, but this requires collaborative practices, which may increase organizational 
risks and uncertainties (TC). 

 Grover and Malhotra (2003) studied TC on a dyadic interactive context (buyer-
supplier) and they identified four categories of TC: 1) the effort required to get information and 
develop the relationship (developing); 2) the energy used for monitoring partners’ performance 
(monitoring); 3) the difficult in addressing problems that may arise in the relationship 
(addressing problems); and 4) the likelihood that a partner takes advantage of the alliance 
(opportunistic advantage). 

Therefore, in this dissertation, TC is defined as the energy employed, as well as the risks 
and uncertainties involved, in structuring and coordinating collaborative relationships, which 
require efforts to develop and monitor the relationship and difficulties in dealing with problems 
that may arise. 

It may be claimed that this definition is consistent with studying TC in the context of 
inter-organizational relationships, but it may not fit to different phenomena involving TC. 
Nevertheless, a deeper theoretical foundation for such a definition is provided in Chapter 2. 

Also concerning the debate of collaborative practice, there is literature focused on 
studying alliance risk management (ARM). Actually, ARM is not a theory, but a framework 
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(i.e. combination of procedures) that aims to avoid increase in TC. A seminal study in this field 
is Das and Teng (1999), which proposes a comprehensive approach to ARM. 

In fact, the main categories of risks in ARM are relational risk and performance risk. 
The first concerns a lack of commitment by one part of the alliance, which may lead to alliance 
failure. The second concerns the probability of alliance failure, even when partners are fully 
committed to an alliance but the performance is poor (Das & Teng, 1999). 

The ARM framework proposed by Das and Teng (1999) suggests risk management 
procedures at various stages of alliances. The first stage involves partner selection and the risks 
of failing to find a partner that fits (selecting). The second stage is related to alliance structure, 
where companies must define the adequate flexibility or rigidity level, according to the alliance 
features (structuring). The third stage covers the alliance operation, which means managing 
collaboration, but allowing a certain level of competition between companies (operating). 
Finally, the fourth stage is evaluating the alliance performance and planning for the future 
(evaluating). On each stage of the alliance, there are specific procedures to inhibit relational 
and performance risk (Das & Teng, 1999). 

Therefore, herein, ARM is defined as a combination of procedures to avoid relational 
and performance risks in a collaborative relationship, which involves correct selection of a 
partner, appropriate design of the relationship, and a suitable way to operate and evaluate the 
collaborative relationship. 

Having the definitions of the main variables of the study in mind, this dissertation aims 
to measure the IOCM, TC, and ARM levels in Brazilian firms, in order to investigate the 
relationship between them.  

 
Research problem and research question 

Firms may seek to adopt an IOCM approach through collaborative practices with 
suppliers, in order to reduce production costs, as suggested by Cooper and Slagmulder (2003a). 
In this way, several studies addressing cost management focus on the benefits of IOCM 
practices (Cooper & Yoshikawa, 1994; Cokins, 2001; Cooper & Slagmulder, 2003a, 2003b; 
Gunasekaran & Ngai, 2004; Kajüter & Kulmala, 2005; Anderson & Dekker, 2009a; Bastl et al., 
2010). Table 1 illustrates non-exhaustive examples of the benefits of an IOCM approach. 
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Table 1 Potential benefits of inter-organizational cost management approach. 

Author Benefits of IOCM approach 
Cooper & Yoshikawa, 1994 Improves the efficiency of the entire value chain from raw material to final 

costumers. 
Cokins, 2001 Part of the solution to increase inter-firm trust and improve costs management. 
Cooper & Slagmulder, 2003a Deliberately structured approach for coordinating the activities of a firm in a 

supply chain and reduce total costs. 
Cooper & Slagmulder, 2003b Improves product design and manufacturing process efficiency, and improves 

the interface between buyers and suppliers. 
Gunasekaran & Ngai, 2004 Involves discussion about economic and political processes in articulating 

interests, building alliances and struggling over outcomes. 
Kajüter & Kulmala, 2005 Enable firms to concentrate on its core competencies, and enhance 

competitiveness. 
Anderson & Dekker, 2009a, Allow improvements across the value chain through reconfiguring firm’s 

boundaries, relocating resources and reengineering processes. 
Bastl et al., 2010 Crucial to increase value and to obtain overall cost reduction. 

 
Nevertheless, total costs of a firm are not influenced only by production costs, since 

collaborative practices may require changes in its governance structure and lead to increased 
TC (Williamson, 1999). Coase (1937) argues that, every change in governance structure must 
consider a trade-off cost analysis; however, the literature on cost management does not tell 
much about the drawbacks of IOCM practices. 

So, Table 2 illustrates some potential disadvantages and concerns about IOCM, 
according to the literature on TC. 
Table 2 Potential disadvantages of inter-organizational cost management approach. 

Author Possible disadvantages caused IOCM approach 

Coase, 1937, p. 393-395 
“A firm becomes larger as additional transactions are organized by the 
entrepreneur and become smaller as he abandons such transactions (…) a firm 
will tend to expand until the costs of organizing an extra transaction with the firm 
become equal to the costs of carrying out the same transaction by means of and 
exchange on the open market of the costs of organizing in another firm”.  

Williamson, 1971, p.116-117 
“It is relevant to note that the technological interdependency condition involving 
flow process economies between otherwise separable stages of production is 
really a special case of the contractual incompleteness argument (…) The 
advantage of internalization resides in the facts that the firm´s ex post access to 
the relevant data is superior”. 

Coase, 1972, p. 63 
“If transactions are carried out through the market, there are the costs of 
discovering what the relevant prices are, there are the costs of negotiating and 
completing a separate contract for each market transaction; and there are other 
costs”. 

Klein, Crawford and Alchian 
1978, p. 297-298 

“Particular cost of using the marketing system – the possibility of post contractual 
opportunistic behavior (…) can be solved in two possible ways: vertical 
integration or contracts”. 
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As those points illustrate, adopting collaborative practices, such as IOCM, may bring 
difficulties and additional TC to a firm. Coase (1937) states that a firm grows as managers 
decide to undertake new transactions, but this does not necessarily mean that the firm efficiency 
has increased. Klein et al. (1978) add that a collaborative practice can cause ex-post 
opportunistic behavior, but this can be tackled through verticalization or new contracts. Yet, 
Williamson (1972, p. 116) explains that, due to bounded rationality, “it may be prohibitively 
costly, if not infeasible, to specify contractually the full range of contingencies and stipulate 
appropriate responses”. 

On the other hand, Cooper and Slagmulder (1999), as well as Bhimani, De Souza, and 
Rocha, (2011), believe that an IOCM approach increase trust between firms and the behavior 
of organizations involved could be controlled through formal disciplinary mechanisms, 
improved by capacitor mechanisms, and stimulated by encouraging mechanisms. 

Accordingly, disciplinary mechanisms aim to create pressure on a supply chain by 
deploying management tools, such as activity-based costing (ABC). The capacitor mechanism 
refers to achieve more efficiency by training suppliers. The encouraging mechanism creates 
incentives, such as sharing of gains derived from IOCM (Cooper & Slagmulder, 1999; Bhimani, 
et al., 2011).  

However, those authors do not address the issue of bounded rationality and opportunistic 
behavior as Williamson (1972). Andrade, Rezende, Salvato and Bernades (2001) found that 
trust between firm and its supplier can reduces part of TC, particularly, related to negotiating 
and monitoring contracts, but the authors were not able to observe a relationship between trust 
and other kinds of TC, such as getting information and structuring relationships. 

The relationship between IOCM and TC is very controversial, since some authors argue 
that IOCM enhances long term relationship (Bhimani, et al., 2011), which may reduce TC, 
while some other authors emphasize the disadvantages and additional concerns about 
collaborative practices (Klein et al., 1978). 

Without disregarding the potential benefits of an IOCM approach, but assuming TC as 
a potential drawback, the first part of the research problem herein focus on the relationship 
between the IOCM approach level and the TC observed in Brazilian industries. 

Few studies on cost management mention the relationship between IOCM and TC and, 
when they do this, the approach is restricted to the theoretical field. Anderson and Dekker 
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(2009a) highlight the issue that TC is not considered in textbooks on traditional cost accounting 
when they argue that: 

 
Transaction costs are not typically accessible and, in the case of opportunity costs, may 
not even be included in cost accounting records. Consequently, texts typically warn 
students to consider strategic factors before making a sourcing decision based only on 
production costs. This is one area where cost management practices, both measurement 
and analysis, can be improved to better support structural cost management decisions 
associating with sourcing. (p. 2015) 
 
While the association between IOCM and TC is theoretically addressed by Anderson 

and Dekker (2009a, 2009b), the lack of empirical evidence with regard to the issue was the 
major motivation for this dissertation. However, measuring whether benefits from the IOCM 
practice are higher or lower than those drawbacks associated with TC is not the research object, 
since this is very hard (Cooper & Slagmulder, 2003a; Anderson & Dekker, 2009a). 

Furthermore, the second part of the issue consists in investigating to which extent 
adopting ARM practices can influence the perceived level of IOCM and TC. The ARM 
framework concerns the degree to which companies apply procedures to avoid performance 
and relational risks. Those procedures must be applied to the four-stage alliance building: 
selecting partners; structuring alliances; operating; and evaluating alliances (Das & Teng, 1999; 
Meulbrock, 2001; Elmuti, About-Zaid & Jia, 2012). 

The ARM framework suggests that such procedures can avoid or attenuate further TC 
in collaborative arrangements, thus combining the adoption of an IOCM approach and the ARM 
framework may control TC increase due to collaborative practices. 

Based on such a research problem, this dissertation aims to answer the following 
research question: “What is the relationship between perceived level of IOCM, TC, and ARM 
in Brazilian firms?” 

 
Research contributions 

According to Das and Teng (1999), the interest in alliances and collaborative practices 
has been systematically growing since the 1980s, nevertheless, although several firms have 
benefited from this strategy, many others have obtained bad results and the failure rate of 
collaborative alliances may be as high as 50%. 
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Considering that IOCM requires collaborative practices, the assumption of Das and 
Teng (1999) suggests that only half of the IOCM initiatives will be successfully implemented. 
Indeed, there is a gap in the literature on management concerning successful IOCM initiatives. 

An issue that may lead to failure of an IOCM approach is increase in associated TC. 
Thus, this study aims to contribute to the academic and professional community by shedding 
some light on the relationship between IOCM and TC, in order to improve understanding of the 
pros and cons of IOCM as a cost management approach. 

Any kind of organizational design has a specific TC of its own, however, collaborative 
practices, such as an IOCM approach, may require structural adaptations. So, agreements and 
contracts between companies need to be designed. However, those legal acts cannot cover all 
issues associated with the collaborative approach, due to bounded rationality (Williamson, 
1983).   

Additionally, a horizontal-driven production process may increase the probability of 
opportunistic behavior between business partners (Williamson, 1983). This study examines if 
companies having higher levels of IOCM approach also have higher levels of TC. 

In short, this study intends to contribute to the literature on cost management by 
examining empirical evidence of an association between an IOCM approach and perceived TC. 
Consequently, it also aims to open opportunities for further studies on cost management that 
discuss TC as a potential drawback of an IOCM approach, perhaps using quantitative 
techniques to measure both variables. 

Practitioners could also benefit from this research by considering that collaborative 
practices involve large amounts of hidden costs that cannot be accurately measured, such as the 
costs of tackling problems and monitoring performance and opportunistic behavior. A growing 
awareness of TC associated with collaborative practices may lead practitioners to increase the 
complexity of their decision-making models, in order to evaluate the pros and cons of IOCM. 

Finally, the study contributes to practitioners by showing the impact of implementing 
the ARM framework on an IOCM approach and perceived TC. The results may increase 
practitioners’ awareness about required procedures to increase success rate of IOCM initiative. 

It is worth noticing that, while TC is a theory that has been developed since the 1930s, 
IOCM consists in a collection of cost management concepts and the literature on the ARM 
framework aims to mitigate risks; however, a combination of theories, concepts, and 
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frameworks may be claimed as an effort towards advancing knowledge on organizational 
collaborative practices. 

 
Hypotheses 

According to the literature review, three main hypotheses were developed for this 
dissertation. The first concerns the relationship between IOCM and TC. Many studies argue 
that collaborative practices and horizontal interconnection increases competitiveness and this 
is crucial to deploy an IOCM approach (Cooper & Yoshikawa, 1994; Cokins, 2001; Cooper & 
Slagmulder, 2003a, 2003b; Gunasekaran & Ngai, 2004; Kajüter & Kulmala, 2005; Anderson 
& Dekker, 2009a, 2009b; Bastl et al., 2010). 

On the other hand, several studies claim that a horizontal interconnection leads to 
increased risks and uncertainties due to limited information accessibility; as a consequence, 
horizontal interconnection may increase TC (Coase, 1937; Arrow, 1969; North, 1992; 
Williamson, 1971, 1985, 2000; Eigen-Zucchi, 2001; Grover & Malhotra, 2003). 

Based on these theoretical assumptions and aiming to test them through empirical 
research, the first hypothesis is:  

H1: There is a positive association between perceived level of the IOCM approach and 
perceived level of transaction costs. 

The second hypothesis concerns the influence of ARM on the deployment of an IOCM 
approach. Pekar and Allio (1994, p. 65) claim that “alliances provide a way for organization to 
leverage resources, to grow and enhance their competitive position or strengthen management 
skills.” Also, the authors argue that a well-structured and well-managed alliance is crucial to 
support such goals and enhance efficiency and effectiveness.  

Yet, Das and Teng (1999) explain that collaborative practices have relational and 
performance risks and they suggest that alliance risks must be managed at all of the four 
different stages: selecting partners, structuring the alliance, operating the alliance, and 
evaluating the alliance. When managers adopt a framework to manage the risk-taking level and 
resource-sharing, the possibility of a successful alliance increases (Pekar & Allio, 1994).  

In other words, the ARM framework proposes to increase efficiency of alliances and 
enhance effectiveness, thus the second hypothesis is:  
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H2: There is a positive association between adopting the ARM framework and an IOCM 
approach. 

The second hypothesis points out that the level of ARM practices may be a control 
variable for the relationship between IOCM and TC. Hence, this dissertation assumes that 
adopting the ARM framework increases the IOCM approach efficiency and it reduces perceived 
TC. Most of the TC in a dyadic relationship involves relational risk, thus it is expected that 
adopting the ARM framework reduces TC. Therefore, the third hypothesis is:  

H3: There is a negative association between adopting the ARM framework and 
perceived TC. 

The main aim of this dissertation is testing the relationship between these three 
variables; many control variables that may help understanding the association between them 
are introduced in Chapter 4, section 4.4, “Questionnaire development: control variables.” 

 
Research thesis 

According to Martins and Theóphilo (2009), while a hypothesis implies a conjecture 
that will be tested along the scientific study, a research thesis consists in a proposition created 
by the researcher concerning the phenomena under investigation and advocated for in his 
dissertation. From this viewpoint, a research thesis is something the researcher believes that 
may contribute to develop a theory regarding the phenomena under analysis.  

Therefore, it is required that the researcher knows the phenomena in order to propose a 
research thesis. So, based on the literature review about IOCM, TC, and ARM, the research 
thesis of this dissertation is:  

Companies may adopt an Inter-Organizational Cost Management approach to increase 
cost efficiency and competitiveness but this practice may increase Transaction Cost, 
however, adoption of ARM framework may influence both, the perception of 
Transaction Cost and the adoption of  Inter-Organizational Cost Management approach. 
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Research design 

The three main variables of this study are the perceived levels of IOCM, TC, and ARM. 
According to Luft and Shields (2003), the variables describe the subject of this study, i.e. “what 
a study is about.” However, the variables proposed could not be directly measured, so they are 
latent variables. Therefore, it is proposed to measure them by using several observable 
indicators, grounded in literature review. 

 The observable indicators for IOCM, TC, and ARM involve several constructs related 
to each variable. Overall, 11 constructs are proposed for this dissertation (3 constructs for 
IOCM, 4 for TC, and 4 for ARM). These constructs are described below. 

 
Constructs at the inter-organizational cost management level 

Bastl et al. (2010) analyzed 42 papers published between 1980 and 2007 concerning the 
subject IOCM. The authors found out that deploying IOCM requires focus on three aspects.  

First, the social dimension of the project, to increase the commitment of senior managers 
(people) to the implementation of such an approach. 

Second, there is a need to emphasize the IOCM process design (process), which requires 
a horizontal cost management approach. It must be take into account that cost management 
opportunities are everywhere, as a consequence, companies involved in a partnership need to 
systematically seek for it. Bastl et al. (2010) explain that several cost management techniques 
may help on this task. Another factor is the presence of cross-functional and/or inter-
organizational teams; they also play a significant role in seeking for cost reduction 
opportunities. Also, the horizontal cost management process must focus on customer needs. 

Third, there is a need to emphasize the IT systems, which according to Bastl et al. (2010) 
require internal and external information integration. Gunasekaran and Ngai (2004) conducted 
a critical review on publications about IT systems to interconnect buyers to suppliers, where 
they highlight the framework to interconnect IT to the supply chain, which includes: need for 
infrastructure (e.g. sophisticated hardware/software and high speed internet connectivity), need 
for expertise and information management to create a knowledge network and improve 
coordination, decision-making and planning (e.g. using a web-based information system to 
advance knowledge about market and customers). 
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Based on these three aspects, it is proposed that perceived IOCM approach level may 
be measured by using three main constructs: 1) people commitment; 2) process design; and 3) 
IT system.  

These three constructs must be measured through observable indicators. A questionnaire 
with 15 observable indicators is proposed. The English version of this instrument is provided 
in Appendix 1 and applied Portuguese version on Appendix 5. Measurement details of the 
instrument are provided in this introduction, on section “Measuring the constructs” and a deeper 
theoretical foundation of IOCM is provided on Chapter 1. 

 
Constructs of perceived TC 

Regarding the variable perceived TC, Grover and Malhotra (2003) reviewed 45 studies 
on TC in dyadic relationships and these authors devised an instrument to measure the perceived 
TC level.  

Grover and Malhotra (2003, p. 466) explain that TC in dyadic relationships is directly 
related to assets specificity and behavior, as well as environmental uncertainty. Accordingly, 
the instrument devised to measure the perceived TC level has four constructs: 4) effort to 
develop relationship; 5) monitoring performance; 6) problem complexity; and 7) opportunistic 
advantage. 

Regarding the effort to develop relationship, the instrument devised by Grover and 
Malhotra (2003) is focused on how difficult it is to get needed information, how challenging it 
is to work out on the main issues of a relationship and define individual roles, as well as 
awareness of what a relationship might involve and whether there are any unspecified terms to 
be addressed. 

In terms of monitoring performance, the instrument measures the effort required to 
evaluate a key partner and monitor its performance, whether the company feels to be in a good 
position to evaluate and monitor the performance of a partner, and the perception of fairness in 
a relationship. 

As for the issue complexity, the instrument measures the perception of how difficult it 
is to tackle problems when they emerge, whether there are standardized solutions to problems. 
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Finally, regarding opportunistic advantage, the instrument measures the motivation of a 
partner to take advantage from unspecified terms or incomplete and distorted information, and 
how difficult it is for a partner to behave opportunistically and escape responsibilities. 

This dissertation uses the instrument devised by Grover and Malhotra (2003) to measure 
the perceived TC level. The original questionnaire to measure the perceived TC level is 
provided in Appendix 2. More details of this instrument are provided in this introduction, on 
section “Measuring the constructs” and a deeper theoretical foundation is provided in Chapter2. 

 
Constructs of ARM 

Finally, other four non-directly-observable constructs were devised to measure the level 
of ARM practices in Brazilian firms. Das and Teng (1999) analyzed the high failure rate in 
alliances in the U.S. (according to the authors, around 50% of the alliances fail), so they 
provided a review of best practices of ARM procedures in collaborative relationships.  

As a major contribution, Das and Teng (1999) provided a framework for ARM practices. 
The authors claim that all alliances involve relational and performance risks, thus the ARM 
framework covers risk management at the fourth alliance stage, which consists of the ARM 
constructs: 8) selecting partner (strategic fit); 9) structuring alliance (flexibility and rigidity); 
10) operating alliance (collaboration and competition); and 11) evaluating and maintaining 
alliance (planning for the future).  

Das and Teng (1999) suggest some prudence in selecting a partner for alliance, through 
procedures such as: aligning to companies with equivalent power (size); aligning to companies 
when there are high levels of trust and complementarity of resources; and having compatible 
goals. 

When designing an alliance, it is of paramount importance that managers discuss the 
most appropriate kind of structure and clearly define the investments and resources involved in 
it, as well as specify the use and control of resources. Also, it is crucial to specify the terms to 
terminate an alliance (Das & Teng, 1999). 

For operating an alliance, Das & Teng (1999) warn that companies must work on behalf 
of it (collaboration), but there is also a need to maintain a healthy balance between collaboration 
and competitiveness, in order to stimulate gain sharing and preserve the advantages of each 
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entity (e.g. specific knowledge not involved in the agreement). Moreover, it is worth having 
monitoring mechanisms. 

As a final point to evaluate and maintain alliances, it is a must to establish and monitor 
both short-term performance indicators (e.g. financial indicators) and long-term performance 
indicators (e.g. customer satisfaction), as well as evaluate whether these indicators are aligned 
to the entity’s goal. Having timely feedback and seeking adjustments are usual practices. 

Having the practices concerning the ARM framework proposed by Das and Teng (1999) 
as a basis, an instrument was devised to measure the ARM level practiced in companies 
(Appendix 3). More details of the measurement instrument and a deeper theoretical foundations 
are provided in this introduction, on section “Measuring the constructs” and Chapter 3, 
respectively. 

 
Measuring the constructs 

After the theoretical review of the variables IOCM, TC, and ARM, 11 constructs were 
selected, as introduced above, however, as all of these constructs are non-directly-observable 
(latent constructs), they must be measured through observable indicators. Thus, the discussion 
below explains how these constructs are measured. According to Diamantopoulos (1999), 
discussing adequate measurement models is key, but many scholars in social science just ignore 
the issue. 

Bisbie, Foguet and Chenhall (2007) explain that the presence or absence of constructs 
of interest is captured through observable indicators and these indicators are items that may be 
formulated and directly measured (e.g. questions in a form). Hence, it is proposed to measure 
the constructs by using several indicators. Database use is explained in Chapter 4, 
“Methodological Procedures”. The collection procedure adopted was the survey method.  

Therefore, it is worth discussing the adequate questionnaire design and the research 
model (Diamantopoulos, 1999; Babbie, 2001; Bisbie et al., 2007; Coltman, Devinney, Midgley 
& Venaik, 2008). There are two alternative measurement models to build indicators of latent 
constructs, i.e. formative and reflective. 

The framework proposed by Coltman et al. (2008) for reflective and formative models 
determine which model better fits the research proposed. The main characteristics of each 
model are summarized in Table 3. 
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Table 3 Characteristics of reflective and formative measurement models. 

Theoretical 
considerations Reflective model Formative model 

1. Nature of the 
construct 

Latent construct exists independent 
of the indicators used. 

Latent constructs is determined as a 
combination of its indicators. 

2. Causality direction 
between indicators 
and latent constructs 

Variation in the construct causes 
variation in the indicators. 

Variation in the constructs does not 
cause variation in the indicators. 

3. Characteristics of 
indicators used to 
measure the construct 

Indicators share a common theme. 
Indicators are interchangeable. 
Adding or dropping an indicator 
does not change the conceptual 
domain of the construct. 

Indicators don’t share a common theme. 
Indicators are not interchangeable. 
Adding or dropping an indicator my 
change the conceptual domain of the 
construct. 

Source: Coltman et al. (2008, p. 5) 
 

Both formative and reflective models are multiple-indicator measures, however, a key 
feature that distinguish the models is that while the reflective model is represented by scales, 
the formative model is represented by indexes (Diamantopoulos, 1999). 

Babbie (2001) argue that the terms “scale” and “index” are often interchangeably used, 
but they are different concepts. An index is a kind of multiple indicator that summarizes and 
classifies several specific observations but the questions should be formulated as a “yes” or 
“no” alternatives, for instance.  

On the other hand, the scale also comprises various indicators, but they have a logical 
or empirical structure and the questions should be formulated as intensity variation. The most 
frequently used scale measure is the Likert (Babbie, 2001). 

Based on these characteristics of the measurement models (reflective or formative), the 
characteristics of indicator kinds (scale or index), and the theoretical characteristics of the 
constructs under analysis, all constructs were designed according to a reflective model with 
scalar indicators. 
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Measurement of the perceived level of inter-organizational cost management 
First, it was defined that the latent constructs to measure the variable IOCM should be 

designed according to a reflective model. Thus, it implies that the relationship flows from the 
variable to the constructs, i.e. changes at the IOCM level determines changes at the levels of 
“people commitment,” “IOCM process design,” and “IT system design.” 

Diamantopoulos (1999, p. 446) claims that in reflective measurement models “a change 
in latent variable will be reflected in a change in all indicators, since the latent variable 
determine its indicators.” Consequently, it is assumed that the levels of “people commitment,” 
“IOCM process,” and “IT integration” are determined by IOCM level in firms. Bisbe et al. 
(2007) argue that most constructs in the literature on management are derived from reflective 
models. 

Furthermore, as the IOCM latent constructs (People, Process and IT) are also latent, 
they will be measured through several observable indicators, and these indicators were also 
devised to comply with a reflective model. So, the indicators of each construct share a common 
theme (e.g. Q1, Q2, Qn), and the intensity of the constructs will be reflected in the indicators, 
furthermore. the latent construct exists regardless of the items used (Coltman et al., 2008). 
Figure 1 illustrates the measurement model proposed for the perceived IOCM level. 

IOCM

People

Process

IT

Question 1
Question 2
Question n

Question 1
Question 2
Question n

Question 1
Question 2
Question n  Figure 1 Measurement model of IOCM level 

 
According to Babbie (2001), in a reflective model, the items in a questionnaire should 

be designed as a scale measure. As a result, respondents were asked to indicate their agreement 
level concerning several situations in a range from 1 to 5, thus the combination of answers will 
be used to measure the intensity of “People commitment.” “cost management Process design,” 
“integrated IT system,” and the IOCM level in a firm. 
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Measurement of the perceived transaction costs 

The second assumption regarding the research model is that the four constructs to 
measure the perceived TC should comply with a reflective model. Based on Grover and 
Malhotra (2003), variations on the perceived TC may be reflected by variations on its 
constructs, which are: “effort to develop relationship” (developing), “effort to monitoring 
performance” (monitoring), “effort to solve problem” (problem), and “risk of opportunistic 
behavior” (opportunism). 

Furthermore, these constructs share a common theme and, according to Coltman et al. 
(2008), this evidences a reflective measure. Also, Grover and Malhotra (2003) pointed out that 
the “perceived TC” constructs have a reflective design.  

The indicators used to measure each construct of the perceived TC were also designed 
according to a reflective model. The same features described above for the relation between the 
variable and the constructs holds for the relationship between constructs and their indicators. 
Since the indicators have a reflective nature, they also should be measured as a scale design 
(Babbie, 2001). Figure 2 illustrates the measurement model proposed for the perceived TC. 

TC

Developing

 Monitoring

Problem

Question 1
Question 2
Question n

Question 1
Question 2
Question n

Question 1
Question 2
Question n

Opportunism
Question 1
Question 2
Question n  Figure 2 Measurement model of Perceived TC 

 
Measurement of the perceived alliance risk management 

Finally, since this research is proposing an explorative model to measure perceived level 
of Alliance Risk Management, the third assumption of the research design is that the four 
constructs to measure the perceived ARM should also be designed as a reflective model. This 
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imply that more complex operations might require additional dimensions of ARM So, variation 
in the ARM level reflects variation in the four related constructs. 

Therefore, if a firm has a high ARM level, it will be judicious to select a partner 
(selecting) and structure relationship (structuring), in addition, it will comply with risk 
management criteria to operate (operating) and evaluate (evaluating) the relationship. 
According to Das and Teng (1999), these constructs are the basis for an ARM. Figure 3 
illustrates the measurement model proposed for the ARM level. 

 

ARM

Selecting OperatingStructure

Question 1
Question 2
Question n

Question 1
Question 2
Question n

Question 1
Question 2
Question n

Evaluating

Question 1
Question 2
Question n  

Figure 3 Measurement model of Perceived ARM 
 

Research model design 
Subsequently, there was a need to discuss the research causal model, which is shaped 

by the main variables under analysis. Luft and Shields (2003) argue that the term “cause” refers 
to the relationship between variables explained, and mapping the relationship of variables 
provides a compact graphic summary of a study. Accordingly, the research design helps 
understanding what is addressed, the direction and shape of the explanatory links proposed, and 
the analysis level (Luft & Shields, 2003, p. 177). 

 As it was presented in this introduction that the problem under investigation consists in 
a positive relationship between the IOCM and TC levels and a negative relationship between 
ARM and TC. Therefore, the perceived TC is the dependent variable, since it depends on the 
IOCM and ARM levels. In other words, an increase in the IOCM approach is associated to an 
increase in the perceived TC level and an increase in the ARM practices is associated to a 
decrease in the perceived TC. 
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Baron and Kenny (1986) claim the importance to distinguish the control variable as a 
mediator or moderator factor. Hence, a moderator variable affects the direction and/or strength 
of the relationship between dependent and independent variables and no correlation is expected 
between the control variable and the independent variable.  

On the other hand, a control variable is a mediator when it influences the relationship, 
but a correlation of the control variable both with the dependent and independent variable is 
expected (Baron & Kenny, 1986). 

It is also expected that if a firm adopts ARM practices, it will increase the possibility to 
implement an IOCM approach, thus a positive relationship between IOCM and ARM is 
expected. Figure 4 illustrates the complete research model of this dissertation, including the 
three main variables and their corresponding constructs. 

IOCM TC

IOCM

(+)

People

Process

IT (-)

Selecting Structuring Operating Evaluating

(+)

Monitoring

Problem

Opportunism

(+)

(+)

Developing
(+)

(+)

(+)

(+)
(+)

(+) (+) (+) (+)

 
                            Figure 4 Complete research model design 
 
Aligned to the research question and hypotheses, the research model proposed implies 

that there are two main aspects influencing the “perceived TC” (dependent variable). First, there 
is a positive impact of the IOCM level (H1); second, there is a negative impact of adopting 
ARM procedures (H3). Also, a positive relationship between adopting the ARM framework and 
implementing the IOCM approach is proposed (H2). 
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Framework of the study 
This dissertation is divided into 5 chapters, in addition to this introduction and the final 

remarks.  
Chapter 1 addresses IOCM. It provides a review of theoretical and empirical 

publications regarding this subject. Based on Bastl et al. (2010), it proposes a definition for the 
IOCM approach. Furthermore, the questions proposed to measure the perceived IOCM level 
are provided in Chapter 2. 

Chapter 2 addresses TC. The focus lies on TC in supply chain management. A review 
of the theoretical and empirical literature is provided. A definition of TC in collaborative 
relationship is also suggested and the instrument to measure TC proposed by Grover and 
Malhotra (2003) is introduced and discussed. 

Chapter 3 addresses ARM. The framework proposed by Das and Teng (1999) to mitigate 
and manage risk in supply chain alliances is introduced and discussed. A literature review on 
the issue is provided and, having the ARM framework as a basis, the questions to measure the 
ARM level are proposed and discussed.  

Chapter 4 is devoted to explain methodological procedures. It provides a justification 
for the research method adopted (survey) and discusses the procedures to devise the 
questionnaire. Also, the target audience is introduced and the procedures to access it are 
discussed. Besides, it introduces and discusses the method to analyze the collected data (statistic 
techniques) and to test the hypotheses.  

Finally, Chapter 5 shows the empirical results of this dissertation. The statistical models 
are applied to verify the relationships between variables. 
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1 INTER-ORGANIZATIONAL COST MANAGEMENT 

 
 
This chapter provides a brief history of the theoretical and empirical publications 

addressing the phenomenon of inter-organizational cost management (IOCM). First, there is a 
review of theoretical studies, followed by a discussion of some empirical studies, in order to 
adopt a definition of IOCM. Then, measurement instrument (observable indicators) applied to 
IOCM is introduced.  

 
 

1.1 Theoretical support for inter-organizational cost management 
 
It may be claimed that the key point to change perspectives of management accounting 

in Western companies was the book The relevance lost, by Thomas H. Johnson and Robert S. 
Kaplan, originally published in 1987. Johnson and Kaplan (1987) assumed that management 
accounting was not providing relevant information for decision-making and control and this 
resulted in decreased competitiveness of Western companies (particularly U.S. companies), so 
this provocation has triggered a response from the academic and professional community to 
produce innovations in the field of cost management. 

A part of the response from the academic and professional community derives from an 
increased concern on alliance and partnerships as a source of competitive advantage (Munday, 
1992). However, in the context of alliances, the traditional accounting practice has been 
criticized due to its inability to take an inter-organizational focus and provide cost information 
(Bastl et al., 2010). 

In an attempt to provide relevant cost information in the inter-organizational context, 
many innovations in cost management accounting emerged in the late 1980s and the following 
decades, such as activity-based costing (ABC) (Cooper & Kaplan, 1988; Cookins, 1998, 2001; 
Lin et al., 2001), target costing (Ansari, Bell, Klammer, & Lawrence, 1997; Smith & Lockamy, 
2000; Cooper & Slagmulder, 2003a, 2003b), cost-to-serve (Braithwaite & Samakh, 1998; 
LaLonde, 2003), and other contemporary techniques. 
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What those costing approaches have in common is the horizontal-driven cost 
information and the focus on increase competitiveness. Furthermore, these cost techniques can 
encompass cost information from the whole supply chain. Stevens (1989) defines supply chain 
as connected activities which concern planning, coordinating, and controlling materials, parts, 
and finished goods from suppliers to customers. Stevens (1989) explains that the supply chain 
has both material flow and information flow, as illustrated by Figure 5. 

 
Figure 5 The scope of supply chain 

Source: Stevens (1989) 
The material flow is downstream and information flow is upstream, i.e. from buyer to 

supplier. Stevens (1989, p. 3) explains that the goal of supply chain management is to 
synchronizing buyer’s needs to supplier’s material flow. Smith and Lockamy (2000) agree and 
add that a successful adoption of supply chain management requires using customer-driven 
procedures and information systems. 

The spread of information flow among members of a supply chain has opened 
opportunities for the emergence of an IOCM approach; this is not a new costing technique, but 
a deliberate approach to managing costs through the cooperative actions of firms in a supplier 
network (Cooper & Slagmulder, 2003a).  

Instead of a technique, IOCM is an approach that can use any contemporary costing 
tools that help on the task of providing relevant cost information on a supplying network. It 
may not be grounded only in costing techniques, as cost management is also practiced through 
direct observation by key people involved in an inter-organizational relationship. 

To be characterized as an IOCM approach, the decision-making pattern concerning cost 
management must involve two or more companies that seek to optimize costs among them and 
increase competitiveness. Therefore, when a big buyer or supplier impose conditions of its own, 
such as rules so that their partners manage costs of their own, this is not regarded as an IOCM 
approach. 

 Bastl et al. (2010) claim that an IOCM approach requires people’s commitment, 
horizontal cost management process, and support by information technology (IT) systems. 
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Hence, IOCM is defined as an approach to manage costs that requires horizontal and 
inter-organizational design of cost management procedures and information flow, and this must 
be supported by key people in the companies, as well as by interconnecting IT systems. 

 
1.2 Empirical support for inter-organizational cost management 

Cooper and Yoshikawa (1994) conducted a pioneering empirical study on IOCM with 
tree Japanese manufacturing firms in the same supply chain. The authors explain that the 
primary goal of IOCM is enabling the entire supply chain to become more cost-effective and 
increase revenues, and they found that a cost management system in that supply chain may be 
designed to create downward cost pressure (from buyer to supplier). Also, several cost 
mechanisms can be applied, such as target costing, minimum cost investigation, and trade-off 
analysis focusing on price, quality, and functionality. 

Cullen et al. (1999) conducted another study on IOCM, where three case studies were 
carried out to investigate management alliances between firms in three supply chains 
(manufacturing equipment, automotive, and construction industries). The authors focused on 
the role played by a cost management group to support the alliances. They found that 
accountants are key players in terms of “establishment and management of trusting and 
collaborative business relationship based upon openness of books and share and common 
programs of cost management” (Cullen et al., 1999, p. 32). Thus, multifunctional and inter-
organizational teams are crucial for IOCM, but their work demands new skill from managers 
in terms of personal relationship and business intelligence. 

Seal et al. (1999) address the manufacturing equipment industry. According to the 
authors, material costs represented 80% of the production cost in the company under study and 
the authors analyze management accounting to construct a strategic partnership. The structure 
of the IOCM program was based on three aspects: a) the role of personal relationship and trust; 
b) the importance of sharing cost and information data; and c) the organizational aspect of 
partnership formation. Regarding the latter, they concern the difficult to structure the 
relationship, because in an inter-organizational agreement there is no single owner of the 
management accounting system. Thus, the authors conclude that the role of accounting 
management is crucial in an open book agreement. The authors also observed that both buyer 
and supplier wish to inspect each partner’s cost and revenue, but they did not achieve and 
complete an open book agreement. 
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Norek and Pohlen (2001) investigated cost and relationship in a supply chain, but under 
the assumption that manufacturing companies often do not know the cost to serve big retailers 
and this affects their profitability. The authors interviewed 24 managers in the retail supply 
chain. The authors found that 1/3 of the respondents clearly did not know their cost to perform 
specific functions, thus, lack of awareness of cost and perception of cost imbalance makes 
partnerships and relationship building more difficult and the IOCM approach may enhance cost 
visibility and improve profitability and competitiveness. 

Another empirical investigation addressing the use of an IOCM approach in the retail 
industry was Dekker (2003). The author conducted a case study on using the ABC model by a 
large UK retail firm and a group of suppliers to improve their supply chain management 
practices. Dekker (2003) found out the ABC model may be used for value chain analysis of 
integrated costs between supply chain members and improved supply chain operations through 
benchmarking approaches, what-if approaches, and cost monitoring. The author concludes that 
an IOCM approach may be used to initiate discussions with suppliers on supply chain 
improvement; however, due to the data sensitivity, this cost management practice will take 
place only if partners are confident about each other’s intentions. 

Cooper and Slagmulder (2003a) carried out studies on inter-organizational costing 
approach with regard to trust, cooperation, and cost information sharing between companies in 
a supply chain. According to the authors, IOCM is a disciplined approach to manage cost 
through cooperative action in an interconnected supplying network. Cooper and Slagmulder 
(2003b) claimed target costing is the main new cost technique to achieve the goals of IOCM. 
Furthermore, they introduced three mechanisms to implement target costing: 1) analysis of 
trade-off among functionality, price, and quality; 2) inter-organizational cost investigation; and 
3) concurrent cost management. 

Kulmala (2004) also addresses the importance of a cost approach in a customer-supplier 
relationship. The author analyzed the cost management development program of a global 
equipment provider and its three main suppliers. Kulmala (2004) carried out a literature review 
concerning the use of cost information on relationship building and proposed that the focus of 
cost information may lie on four different categories, as illustrated in Table 4. 
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Table 4 Focus on cost information on supply chain relationship programs. 
Category Focus of cost information 

Strategic 
Partnership 

Increase performance and cost minimization (Olsen and Ellram, 1997) 
Early involvement of suppliers in purchases (Dyer, 1996; Olsen and Ellram, 1997) 
Joint development of products with suppliers (Dyer, 1996; Olsen and Ellram, 1997) 
Buyer and suppliers agreement on cost reduction targets (Handfield et al., 2000) 
Target pricing and identification of cost-saving opportunities (Handfield et al., 2000) 
Close relationship with suppliers and cost reductions (Kapoor and Gupta, 1997) 
Open book accounting (Ellram, 1996) 

Non-critical 
Administrative cost reduction (Olsen and Ellram, 1997) 
Identify the cost of consolidation of purchases (Olsen and Ellram, 1997) 
Frequent competitive biddings (Kapoor and Gupta, 1997; Ellram, 1996) 
Make mainly annual contracts with low transaction cost (Matikainen, 1998) 

Bottleneck Low cost of purchasing operations (Olsen and Ellram, 1997) 
Concurrent engineering and value analysis with suppliers (Olsen and Ellram, 1997) 

Leverage. Unit cost reduction of material (Olsen and Ellram, 1997) 
Value analysis in order to lower product cost (Ellram, 1996) 

Source: Kulmala (2004) 
Table 4 shows that most cost techniques that focus on a supply chain relationship are 

designed to serve the strategic partnership category, besides, the category as a whole seems to 
be driven by cost reduction and some techniques are suitable for many categories (Kulmala, 
2004, p. 67). The author concludes that, in the manufacturing industry, cost pressures lead all 
firms to increase their cost awareness and the success of an IOCM approach depends on the 
power balance between firms, the volume of firms’ mutual business, and trust between 
personnel. 

Open book accounting (OBA) seems to be critical for a successful implantation of 
IOCM. Kajüter and Kulmala (2005) used the contingency framework to investigate the reasons 
for the success and pitfalls of adopting OBA in the manufacturing industry. Based on the 
empirical results, the authors found that open book accounting is not a general habit in a network 
relationship; due to the data sensitivity involved in this practice, it is adopted only in particular 
circumstances (Kajüter & Kulmala, 2005, p. 197). 

Consequently, the adoption of OBA depends on three aspects: 1) exogenous 
environmental factors (degree of competition and economic trend); 2) network specific factors 
(kind of network, product, infrastructure, and network social nature); and 3) endogenous firm-
specific factors (size, cost accounting system, competitive police, and commitment) (Kajüter & 
Kulmala, 2005, p. 197). 
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1.3 Instrument for measuring inter-organizational cost management 

Based on the theoretical foundation and empirical evidence of an IOCM approach 
applied to enhance competitiveness, manage cost, and develop a supply chain relationship, an 
instrument to measure the IOCM level in manufacturing companies is proposed. An IOCM 
approach is grounded on three main aspects: 1) people commitment; 2) IOCM process; and 3) 
the IT system. Thus, these aspects provide the instrument with a basis. 

 

1.3.1 Design of the inter-organizational cost management approach 
Organizations need to be very precise and clear in designing the IOCM process, 

therefore, a poor or over-complex design may lead to implementation failure (Bastl et al., 2010). 
Costing data details are crucial, the design of an IOCM approach must encompass both internal 
costs and costs from the main supplier (LaLonde & Pohlen, 1996; Cokins, 1998; Kaplan & 
Anderson, 2004; Waeytens & Bruggeman, 1994). 

The use of contemporary cost management tools (e.g. ABC, target costing, OBA, etc.) 
is very important to build inter-organizational relationship and enhance partnership and trust, 
too (Borin & Farris, 1990; LaLonde & Pohlen, 1996; Milligan, 1999; Nicolini, Tomkins, Holti, 
Oldman & Smalley, 2000; Cooper & Slagmulder, 2003b; Kajuter & Kulmala, 2005). 

Likewise, the cost management process in an inter-organizational context should be 
designed to make the analysis of internal and external costs easier (LaLonde, 2003; Ramos, 
2004; Cokins, 1998; Munday, 1992; Nicolini et al., 2000; Borin & Farris, 1990; LaLonde & 
Pohlen, 1996; Lin et al., 2001; Milligan, 1999; Kulmala et al., 2002). 

Another critical element for a successful implementation of an IOCM approach is 
participation of the inter-organizational team, a space where people can exchange ideas and 
look for cost solutions (Cullen et al., 1999; Ellram, 2002a, 2002b; Ramos, 2004). 

Finally, companies should never forget that the final propose of an IOCM approach is 
to enhance competitiveness, thus the project must start from the assumption that the company 
needs to meet the customer’ needs (Smith & Lockamy, 2000; Lin et al., 2001). 

Based on these relevant aspects of an IOCM design, five questions were raised to 
measure the characteristics of designing the cost management process. It is believed that the 
more the cost management program encompasses these aspects, the more it is aligned to an 
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IOCM approach. Table 5 illustrates the questions to measure the process design of a cost 
management approach. 
 
Table 5 Question to measure the design of the cost management process. 

# The cost management process in my company… 
D01 We control the cost of internal process and activities. 

D02 We have information of the cost of process and activities of the main suppliers. 

D03 We have work team with people from my company and people from suppliers. 

D04 We have information about product attributes that are valued by customers. 

D05 We use intensely contemporary instruments of cost management. 
Source: elaborated by the author 
 

1.3.2 People commitment to the inter-organizational cost management 
The IOCM approach is a collaborative project involving more than one company, so the 

social dimension of this project is crucial (Bastl et al., 2010). Kanter (1994), in turn, states that 
a successful inter-organizational relationship depends on the creation and maintenance of a 
comfortable personal relationship between senior managers. For increasing people commitment 
to the implementation of an IOCM approach, senior managers should have both skill and 
knowledge enough to manage cost in the inter-organizational context (LaLonde & Pohlen, 
1996; Seal et al., 2004; Cullen et al., 1999; Ramos, 2004; Cokins, 1998; Thomson & Gurowka, 
2005; Cokins, 2000; Cokins, 2003; Nicolini et al., 2000; Norek & Pohlen, 2001; Kulmala et al., 
2002; Ellram, 2002b; Thomson & Gurowka, 2005). 

Also, an IOCM approach requires that senior managers of a firm and its suppliers are 
committed to find inter-organizational cost solutions to enhance competitiveness (Stevens, 
1989; Seal et al., 1999; Ellram, 2002a; 2012b; Ellram, 2006; Kajüter & Kulmala, 2005). The 
need for seniors participation in the supply chain management is also claimed by Cooper and 
Slagmulder (2003a), when they argue that an IOCM approach requires to manage costs through 
the firms’ cooperative actions in a supplying network.  

An additional requirement for adopting an IOCM approach is the senior managers’ 
commitment to provide cost information on a timely basis (Milligan, 1999; Ellram, 2002b; 
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Ellram & Siferd, 1998; Cokins, 2003; Shank & Govindarajan, 1989; Cooper & Yoshikawa, 
1994; Axelsson et al., 2002; Seal et al., 1999; Kajüter & Kulmala, 2005). 

Another crucial aspect for adopting IOCM is the importance assigned to cost data in the 
strategic planning. Accordingly, the implementation of a successful IOCM approach is easier 
if senior managers believe that it may bring benefits to the firm (Axelsson et al., 2002; Cokins, 
2000; Zsidisin et al., 2003; Fernie et al., 2001; Ellram, 1994; Cokins, 1998; Ellram & Siferd, 
1998; Lin et al., 2001).  

Finally, another critical aspect of IOCM is the willingness of senior managers to share 
cost information a two-way street (Ellram, 1994; LaLonde, 2003; Shank & Govindarajan, 1989; 
Cooper & Yoshikawa, 1994; LaLonde & Pohlen, 1996; Norek & Pohlen, 2001; Kulmala et al., 
2002; Cooper & Slagmulder, 2003a, 2003b; Kulmala, 2004; Kajüter & Kulmala, 2005). 

Based on these key aspects of the social dimension of an IOCM approach, five questions 
were raised to measure the level of people, i.e. senior managers, commitment to an IOCM 
approach, as illustrated in Table 6. 
 
Table 6 Question to measure people commitment to cost management approach. 

# The key managers of my company... 
P01 They have skills and manage costs in inter-organizational context. 

P02 Exchange information with managers from other areas on the costs of proceedings. 

P03 Are concerned to discus with managers of our suppliers cost management solutions that improve 
competitiveness for both. 

P04 Exchange information on production costs with managers of our main suppliers. 

P05 They believe that the cost management approach in inter-organizational context can bring benefits 
to the company. 

Source: elaborated by the author 
 

1.3.3 Information technology and inter-organizational cost management approach 
Bastl et al. (2010) argue that the IT infrastructure is also crucial for a successful 

implementation of IOCM programs; thus, a poor IT system makes it harder to analyze the 
corporate functionalities and the process overview. Considering this, one of the primary 
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requirements for an IT system is to be process-driven (Ellram, 1994; Smith & Lockamy, 2000; 
Akkermans et al., 2003). 

Another aspect that is key for the success of an IOCM program is that the IT system 
may facilitate the interconnection of internal cost information. Many organizations started by 
introducing an enterprise resource planning (ERP) system, in order to provide common, 
organization-wide information (Davenport et al., 2004; Cokins, 1998; Chenrall, 2008; Bastl et 
al., 2010). 

Since the IT system consolidates the internal cost information, the next step to 
consolidate cost information provided by the main supplier is by using total cost reports and 
cost to serve (LaLonde, 2003; Norek & Pohlen, 2001; Gunasekaran and Ngai, 2004). 

 The accessibility and agility of an IT system needs to be a continued concern, thus the 
IT system needs to be able to quickly trace the cost information on a resource (Gunasekaran & 
Ngai, 2004). 

Finally, as Cullen et al. (1999) and Seal et al. (1999) concluded, the role of cost 
information in an IOCM program is to build trust, so the IT system needs to provide trustworthy 
cost information (Borin & Farris, 1990; Milligan, 1999).  

Based on these aspects of the IT system to support the implementation and adoption of 
an IOCM approach, five questions were raised to measure the level of support by the current 
IT system of companies to the IOCM programs. Table 7 illustrates these questions. 
 
Table 7 Question to measure the level of IT system support to IOCM program. 

# The IT systems of my company... 
T01 Provides reliable cost information. 

T02 Performs integration of internal cost information. 

T03 Provides reports containing operational activities and processes. 

T04 Enables integration (input information) of cost information from main suppliers. 

T05 Tracking information on the origin and consumption of resources. 
Source: elaborated by the author 
Thus, the complete instrument for measuring inter-organizational cost management is 

presented in Appendix 1.   
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2 TRANSACTION COST 

 
 
Williamson and Masten (1990) explain that studies on transaction cost (TC) economics 

began to take shape in the 1970s, but the fundamentals of the theory were provided on an early 
basis. Accordingly, Commons (1925, p. 6) defined that the unit of analysis in the organizational 
governance structure must contain three key elements, i.e. conflicts, mutuality, and orders; the 
author proposes that transaction should be the unit of analysis. 

Coase (1937) advanced the discussion introducing the TC analysis on decisions of 
governance structure according to make-or-buy decisions. As a result, the concept of vertical 
and horizontal interconnection were developed and massively studied. Thus, Williamson 
(1971) contributed to enhance the usefulness of the TC theory on studies of vertical and 
horizontal interconnection, when he declares that a firm is more than a production function, it 
is a governance structure function. Hence, the conditions involving the separable stages of 
production are a special case of contractual incompleteness issue (Williamson, 1971, p. 112). 

Coase (1937, p. 395) explained that firms become larger as additional transactions are 
incorporated to routines, so firms organize additional internal transactions (vertical 
interconnection) until he cost to perform this transaction internally is lower than the cost of 
carrying it out in the open market, with another firm (horizontal interconnection). Therefore, 
vertical and horizontal interconnection involve resource allocation decisions, but a vertically 
integrated firm have greater access to relevant information for allocating resources than a 
horizontally integrated firm, where access to relevant information is more dispersed. 

Williamson (1971, p. 116-17) explains that the issue of access to properties and relevant 
information needs to be tackled by contracts, however, if on the one hand it may be excessively 
expensive, once not infeasible, in order to contractually specify the full range of contingencies, 
on the other hand, when the contract is severely incomplete, the contracting parties are locked 
into a bilateral exchange and the divergent interests between them predictably lead to 
individually opportunistic behavior and joint losses. 

In this way, vertical interconnection has some advances over horizontal interconnection. 
First, there are technological benefits (joint internal flow process), however, the main advantage 
is the opportunity to harmonize interests in the decision process, reducing the impact of 
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contractual incompleteness, and the greater access to ex-post relevant data, which attenuates 
the incentives to opportunistically exploit uncertainties (Williamson, 1971, p. 117).  

Grover and Malhotra (2003) summarize the two key assumptions of the TC theory as: 
a) bounded rationality and b) opportunistic behavior. The first is related to the natural limitation 
of human players in their ability to receive, store, retrieve, and communicate information 
without error, as a consequence, even when the decisions a player make are driven by economic 
rationality, they are limited in their capacity to analyze all contingencies. The second 
assumption indicates that human players in an exchange relationship are driven by self-interest 
considerations with guile. Those key assumptions may be observed in any horizontal 
arrangement, but they are independent assumptions, i.e. bounded rationality can enhance the 
probability that an opportunistic behavior emerge, but this is not the cause of it. 

Coase (1972) explains that traditional economics look to the firm as a production 
function, so decisions are driven by the rationale of production efficiency. In contrast, in the 
TC economics, the firm is seen as an institutional organization, which assumes that significant 
additional costs exist, related to the choice of governance of the production process, such as the 
costs of acquiring information, individual contacts, contract implementation, contract 
monitoring, measurement, and risks of opportunistic behavior. 

Grover and Malhotra (2003) also summarize the three key constructs of the TC theory. 
The first is asset specificities, which refers to the transferability of assets that support a given 
transaction. The second construct is the governance mechanism that refers to coordination cost 
and transaction risks, where coordination cost refers to exchanging information and bringing 
that information to the decision process, and transaction risk concerns the other parties in the 
transaction, which may escape their responsibilities. The third construct of the TC theory is 
uncertainty (both behavioral and environmental), which refers to the unanticipated changes in 
circumstances involved in a transaction.  

 
2.1 Transaction cost in inter-organizational relationship  

Dekker (2003) focuses on the gap in the accounting management research agenda 
regarding an inter-organizational relationship and its “control problem.” Accordingly, the 
author explains that in an inter-organizational relationship there are issues concerning the 
coordination of interdependence and management appropriation. Dekker (2003) defines the 
coordination issue as related to value creation by an inter-organizational relationship and 
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explains that this issue depends on the interdependence and uncertainty degree in the 
relationship, thus the more interdependence and uncertainty, the more coordination efforts are 
required (Dekker, 2003, p. 3). 

The management appropriation issue has been described as a TC, i.e. partners involved 
in an inter-organizational relationship need to safeguard their interest against the potential 
opportunistic behavior of the others (Dekker, 2003, p. 3). Both control problems in an inter-
organizational relationship demand a series of specific information to build and structure a 
relationship grounded in trust. 

Tomkins (2001) describes the information required to create trust as information “type 
1,” and the information required to coordinate the collaborative relationship as “type 2.” 
Accordingly, information type 1 is related to competence and integrity in both action and 
communication, then information type 2 concerns planning what each party in a relationship is 
going to do (Tomkins, 2001, p. 171). 

Tomkins (2001) also describes various forms of inter-organizational collaborative 
alliances and their specific demands for information types 1 and 2. For the purposes of this 
dissertation, a specific way of collaborative alliance is focused, i.e. “strategic alliance,” where 
the IOCM approach may be classified. Hence, Table 8 illustrates the demand of information 
types 1 and 2 at different stages of strategic alliances. 
 
Table 8 Demand for information on different stage of strategic alliance. 

Stage Information type 1 Information type 2 
Exploratory/screening 

Identification of other organizations' 
competencies in similar 
technologies or Products. 

Broad assessment of financial 
possibilities compared to rival 
consortia 

Building commitment 
Technical knowledge gained from 
initial collaborations. 
Willingness to share risks. 
Confidentiality demonstrated. 

Analysis of dimensions for 
collaboration and likely allocation of 
responsibilities. 
Consideration of alternate alliances. 

Long term commitment 
establishment 

Adaptiveness to needs of supply 
chain evident in planning. 
No immediate resort to contract 
terms and legal means if when 
problems occur 
Translucent books on costs and 
revenues and technology. 

Target costing. 
Joint investment appraisal and profit 
sharing analyses 

Later life 
Satisfactory financial results from 
collaborations. 
Open books on costs and revenues 
and technology. 

Analysis of new market possibilities 
Making a cash cow of the project / 
product for remainder of life. 

Source: adapted from Tomkins (2001) 
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Table 8 shows that each stage of alliance development requires a massive amount of 
data and information, something which suggests there is a relevant effort (TC) to obtain this 
information; besides, there is a relevant effort to validate the information acquired and 
incorporating it to the firms’ decision-making model.  

Dekker (2003) highlights the role played by accounting information on support strategic 
relationship development, particularly the importance of value chain analysis. Shank and 
Govindarajan (1992) introduced the value chain cost method and profitability analysis. 
Traditional cost techniques make it more difficult to implement value chain profitability 
analysis, however, some authors suggest the use of activity-based costing (ABC) as a technique 
to perform value chain analysis (Guilding et al., 2000; Mecimore & Bell, 1995).  

Though, a big concern of this dissertation is that most of the literature on management 
accounting that addresses collaborative relationship (such as the IOCM approach) disregards 
the cost of getting information, or it just overlooks the discussion of cost to access the 
information needed, and the effort required to work with such an amount of information. Then, 
only the benefits of an inter-organizational relationship approach are emphasized. This reflects 
the view of Coase (1972) and Williamson (1971) that traditional economic studies focus only 
on the production function. 

However, decisions on establishing a collaborative approach require a trade-off analysis 
of benefits and drawbacks of such practices (Williamson, 1971). Hence, an instrument to 
measure the TC in a collaborative relationship is needed to balance the pros and cons of an 
IOCM approach. 
 
 
2.2 Measuring transaction cost in inter-organizational relationship  

Grover and Malhotra (2003) recognize that it is almost impossible to obtain an accurate 
representation of all TC of an inter-organizational relationship in monetary terms. The authors 
cite the proposition of Strassman (1997), who assumes selling and general administrative 
expenses in the financial statement as a proxy of TC. However, many costs discussed in the 
previous section (e.g. behavioral and environmental uncertainty) cannot be represented in 
financial statements. 

So, Grover and Malhotra (2003) proposed a multidimensional instrument to measure 
TC in an inter-organizational relationship, based on the perceptions of the parties involved. The 
instrument has four dimensions: a) effort required to develop the relationship (developing); b) 
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monitoring the supplier performance (monitoring); c) addressing problems that may arise in the 
relationship with a supplier (problem); and d) likelihood of supplier taking advantage of the 
relationship (opportunism) (Grover & Malhotra, 2003, p. 446). 

These four dimensions represent the constructs of the TC measurement instrument and 
they cover many issues of an inter-organizational relationship, however, they do not include 
TC associated with the governance structure issue or opportunity cost (Grover & Malhotra, 
2003, p. 470). The instrument was validated through an empirical research with 203 
respondents. Most participants were managers who pursue purchasing jobs in the electronic 
manufacturing industry and the computer-related industry.  

 

2.2.1 Effort to develop the relationship 
To access the perception of TC related to the effort to develop the relationship with a 

supplier, Grover and Malhotra (2003) asked five questions to managers and it became clear that 
the TC to develop relationship involves ex-ante and ex-post costs.  

First, they want to know whether the features involved in the relationship were 
understood as an advantage by managers (E01). Second, they asked about the perception of the 
effort required by managers to get information to structure the relationship (E02). Third, they 
want to know how difficult it is to work out the main issues of the relationship (E03). Fourth, 
the authors aimed to capture the perception of significant issues in the relationship that they just 
figure out after the relationship was operating (E04). Firth, they ask about the effort required to 
determine the role played by each part in the relationship (E05). The set of questions about the 
perception of the effort to develop a relationship is shown in Table 9 
Table 9 Question to measure the perception of effort to develop relationship with supplier. 

# Question 
E01 It was understood in advance, what this relationship would involve. 
E02 Significant effort was required to gather the information necessary to outline the working 

relationship with Supplier S. 
E03R It was straightforward and easy to work out the main issues and necessary details of the relationship 

with Supplier S. 
E04 There were many unspecified terms which had to be worked out as the relationship with Supplier S 

developed. 
E05 It required significant effort to determine individual roles to be performed by our firm and Supplier 

S. 
Source: Grover and Malhotra (2003) 
R: Reversed scales 
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2.2.2 Effort to monitoring performance 
To access manager’s perception of the effort required to monitoring the relationship, six 

questions were prepared. Grover and Malhotra (2003) asked about how difficult it is to say 
whether partners are complying with terms agreed in the contract and the perception of 
opportunistic behavior of suppliers, besides, they asked about complications in monitoring their 
performance, considering that they can comply with contract, but have a poor performance.  

First, they asked about the perception of fairness in the treatment by the main supplier 
(M01). The second question concerned the difficulty to determine whether the supplier 
complies with the agreed specifications and quality standards (M02). The third question aimed 
to check whether the company has a mechanism to evaluate the supplier behavior with regard 
to the terms agreed in contract (M03). The fourth question addressed the perception of managers 
about the effort to accurately evaluate a supplier (M04). The firth question concerned the 
perception of opportunistic behavior by a supplier (M05). The sixth question concerns the 
general perception of the effort required to monitoring the performance of a supplier (M06). 
Table 10 illustrates the questions about perception of TC related to the effort to monitoring the 
supplier performance. 
 
Table 10 Question to measure the perception of effort to monitor performance of supplier. 

# Question 
M01 It is costly, in time and effort, to clearly monitor the performance of main suppliers. 

M02R It is easy to tell if we were receiving fair treatment from main suppliers. 

M03 It takes significant effort to detect whether or not Supplier S conforms to specifications and quality 
standards. 

M04R We are in a good position to evaluate how fairly our main suppliers deal with us. 

M05R There is not much concern about our main supplier taking advantage of this Relationship. 

M06 Accurately evaluating our main suppliers requires a lot of effort. 
Source: Grover and Malhotra (2003) 
R: Reversed scales 
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2.2.3 Effort to addressing problems with a supplier 
Four additional questions were formulated to measure the perception of effort when 

addressing problems with a supplier. Grover and Malhotra (2003) believe that, sooner or later, 
in every relationship, problems will arise, however, if the problems are predicted and the 
solutions are also predicted in contracts and turned into an easy thing to deal with, TC is lower. 

First, it was asked whether the company and main supplier are aligned to solve the 
problem (Pr01). Second, it was asked to managers whether there are standardized solutions to 
solve problems that might arise in the relationship (Pr02). The third question concerned the 
complexity of components traded (Pr03). Novak and Eppinger (2001) found a significant 
relationship between product complexity and TC. The fourth question was whether the problem 
solving process requires customized solutions, i.e. each problem has to be addressed as a unique 
problem (Pr04). Table 11 illustrates the questions about perception of the effort required to 
address problems with a supplier. 
 
Table 11 Question to measure the perception of effort to addressing problems with supplier. 

# Question 
Pr01R The approach to solving problems in our relationship with main suppliers clear-cut. 

Pr02R There are standard solutions or approaches to problems that might occur with our main suppliers. 

Pr03 Problem solving is often challenging, due to the nature of our resources. 

Pr04 Although solutions to problems can be achieved, they would often need to be highly customized. 
Source: Grover and Malhotra (2003) 
R: Reversed scales 
 

 
 
2.2.4 Perception of opportunistic behavior 

Finally, other five questions were formulated to access the perception of managers about 
the incentives and likelihood of suppliers to take advantage of the relationship. Opportunism is 
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an assumption of the TC theory, so Grover and Malhotra (2003) assume that the higher is the 
temptation of a supplier to behave opportunistically, the higher is TC. 

First, managers were asked about their perception whether suppliers have incentives to 
behave in self-interest even when it affects the relationship (A01). Second, managers were 
asked about the perception of the difficulty faced by a supplier to manipulate information in 
self-interest (A02). Third, managers were asked whether the supplier is tempted to misrepresent 
and distort information (A03). Fourth, managers were asked about the perception of the difficult 
faced by a supplier to escape its responsibilities (A04). The firth question concerned the 
motivations of a supplier to take advantage of terms not specified in contracts (A05). Table 12 
illustrates the questions concerning the perception of a supplier’s motivations to take advantage 
of the relationship. 
 
Table 12 Question to measure the perception of opportunistic behavior of suppliers. 

# Question 
A01 It is easy for our main supplier to alter the facts in order to get what they wanted. 

A02R It is difficult to main suppliers to promise to do things and get away without actually doing them 
later. 

A03R There are no incentives for our main suppliers to pursue their interests at the expense of our interests. 

A04 There is a strong temptation for main suppliers to withhold or distort information for their benefit. 

A05 There exists, from our main suppliers perspective, a significant motivation to take advantage of 
unspecified or unenforceable contract terms 

Source: Grover and Malhotra (2003) 
R: Reversed scales 
 
The complete instrument for measuring transaction cost in inter-organizational 

relationship is presented in Appendix 2.  
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3 ALLIANCE RISK MANAGEMENT 

 
 
Collaborative alliances became crucial for a successful corporate strategy in the 1990s 

(Stafford, 1994). Pekar and Allio (1994) analyzed alliance formation in the U.S., where over 
20,000 alliances were formed by companies between 1988 and 1992, showing a great increase 
when compared to the period between 1980 and 1987, which had only 5,100 alliances. 

Stafford (1994) explains that a successful alliance depends on three key factors: 1) a 
cooperative strategy; 2) the relationship; and 3) the partner. So, firms can engage in three types 
of corporate strategy: a) a handover strategy; b) a trade strategy; and c) a pool strategy.  

The first type involves transferability of goods between buyer and supplier. An example 
of handover strategy is the just-in-time sales system, which depends on collaboration and 
coordination of the supply chain (Stafford, 1994, p. 65). A trade strategy is a two-way exchange, 
where the partners involved try to explore their key competences and minimize redundancy, 
such as when a better positioned company explores the right to marketing the product of another 
company in a certain region (Stafford, 1994, p. 66). Finally, the pool strategy involves an 
alliance where companies share a common resource and have similar strengths, weaknesses, 
and market goals; e.g. the case of American ABC News and the British Broadcasting 
Corporation (BBC) sharing correspondents, production teams, and broadcasting for radio and 
television news coverage (Stafford, 1994, p. 66). 

Stafford (1994) also explains that these three generic types of alliance may be structured 
by contracts, creative joint ventures, or acquisitive joint ventures. The contract structure is an 
agreement that does not involve equity transferability, while a creative joint venture consists in 
the creation of a new company and an acquisitive joint venture is a way of structuring the 
alliance where one company acquire part of the other, but the partners keep working together 
with a joint management team. 

Pekar and Allio (1994), in turn, add information from a survey realized in 1992 with 
executives and investment bankers about alliance types, accordingly, creative joint ventures 
had a 30%, success rate with regard to acquisition, joint ventures had a 50% success rate, and 
contract collaborative alliances reported a success rate over 60%. This finding contrasts with 
Das and Teng (1999, p. 50), who report that the failure rate in a collaborative contract is much 
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higher than the creative and acquisitive joint ventures, and the failure rate in contract alliances 
can be as high as 50%. 

Nevertheless, all alliance forms have advantages and disadvantages, thus, as alliances 
move from a handover strategy (simpler) to a pool strategy (more complex), the 
interdependence level and the interconnection of activities increase, but the relationship 
becomes progressively more difficult and the exit cost also increases. In short, alliance planners 
must carefully consider the features of a relationship, environmental conditions, and the features 
of a partner to select the most appropriate kind of synergy (Stafford, 1994, p. 68). 

Pekar and Allio (1994) interviewed several senior managers having a large experience 
with collaborative alliances and they listed seven factors for success in order to design an 
effective collaborative alliance (Table 13). 
 
Table 13 Success factors advised by senior managers for effective collaborative alliances. 

Success factors Comments 
1. Anticipation of key 

alliance business risks. 
Senior managers concentrates on understand key risk in an alliance and how 
to deal with then. 

2. Examination of 
business plan. 

Senior managers place heavy emphasis on assumptions and the analytical 
depth of the plan and on translating those issues into operational plan. 

3. Realistic feasibility 
study. 

Senior managers consider each partner strengths and weakness, corporate 
culture, alliance structure and external variables to calculate the success 
probabilities of alliance. 

4. Linkage of budget to 
resources and strategy. 

Senior managers have learned the value of linking budget to strategic 
priorities and resources. 

5. Knowledge of partner 
alliance experience. 

Senior managers prefer to develop new alliances with partner that already 
have some previous experience in the alliance process. 

6. Rigorous resource 
planning. 

Senior managers invest in open communication with partner and clear 
understanding of the terms of alliance. 

7. Continuity and 
performance. 

Senior managers condition the future of alliance to performance metrics. If 
the alliance does not perform as expected, there is no reason to continue. 

Source: Pekar and Allio (1994) 
 
Table 13 shows that six out of seven factors for success indicated by senior managers, 

are related to ex-ante events, which involve getting information about the partner, planning and 
structuring the alliances. Once the alliance is operating, it needs to be consistently evaluated 
and, if it does not perform as expected, a low-cost termination option should be provided. 
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Devlin and Bleackley (1998, p. 20) claim that senior managers must be involved at all 
stages of the collaborative alliance process, but they should pay particular attention to the 
decision of whether forming alliances, the selection of the partner, and the alliance structure. 

Although collaborative alliances have been claimed as a source of competitive 
advantage, this is just one option out of a range of business development routes, as a 
consequence, senior managers must study all options available and identify the advantages and 
disadvantages of collaborative alliances, thus senior managers must ask themselves three 
questions: a) do alliances improve our chances of success? b) should it be a part of our strategy? 
c) is it only a stopgap? (Devlin & Bleackley, 1998, p. 20-21). 

Selecting a partner is key for the success of a collaborative alliance, thus senior 
managers must try to see the alliance from the partner’s perspective. Then, senior managers 
must ask themselves three additional questions: a) what will the partner’s strategic position 
provide as an alliance result in the short and long term? b) why must the partner wish to enter 
into such an alliance? c) what partner’s weakness is likely to be improved through the alliance? 
(Devlin & Bleackley, 1998, p. 21). 

It is not easy to bring two organizations together, because they may have some 
divergence with regard to their culture, style, and decision-making models. Devlin and 
Bleackley (1998) explain that senior managers increase the likelihood of an alliance success 
when they keep a high profile, i.e. it should be seen as a source of competitive advantage for 
the companies involved, and the alliance performance should also be monitored through regular 
reports and, whenever needed, corrective actions should be taken. 

 
3.1 Framework of alliance risk management  

Das and Teng (1999) devised a comprehensive framework of risks in collaborative 
alliances and they proposed an alliance risk management (ARM) process. The authors classified 
collaborative alliances as a “high-risk strategy” and described two kinds of risks involved in 
alliances: a) relational risk and b) performance risk. 

Relational risk refers to the probability of unsatisfactory inter-organizational 
cooperation by the partner due to lack of commitment to the alliance and a probability of 
opportunistic behavior, while performance risk is the probability of alliance failure even if the 
partner is fully committed to the alliance (Das & Teng, 1999, p. 51).  
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Performance risk may be caused by internal or external factors. Internal factors may be, 
e.g. lack of competence in critical areas, while external factors may be related to government 
policy changes, economic recession, demand fluctuation. Relational risk, in turn, may be 
motivated by the self-interest of a partner, which can appropriate resources, distort information, 
and provide an unsatisfactory service or product, therefore relational risk is harder to be 
measured (Das & Teng, 1999, p. 51). 

Considering that the firm’s resources constitute the key driver of competitive advantage, 
in all collaborative alliances partners must create safeguards to protect their resources. Das and 
Teng (1999) explain that there are two primary types of resources that firms may offer in an 
alliance: property and knowledge. Property resources are tangible or intangible rights protected 
by law and they cannot be freely used by others, due to ownership barriers. On the other hand, 
knowledge protection, such as skills and managerial expertise, is more complicated because 
there is a poor legal protection against transferability of expertise or knowledge stealing (Das 
& Teng, 1999, p. 52).  

In short, a firm may contribute to an alliance with property resources (e.g. physical, 
financial assets) or knowledge (e.g. technological or managerial expertise), so the collaborative 
alliance also constitutes an opportunity for relational risk and performance risk. As a 
consequence of this combination, a company involved in a collaborative relationship may have 
four ARM guidelines: a) control; b) flexibility; c) security; and d) productivity (Figure 6). 

 

 Primary risk 
Relational risk Performance risk 

Pri
ma

ry 
res

our
ce Property Control 

guideline 
Flexibility 
guideline 

Knowledge Security 
guideline 

Productivity 
guideline 

Figure 6 Alliance risk management guidelines 
Source: Das and Teng, 1999, p. 53 

 
The control guideline of an ARM emerges when firms contribute mainly with property 

resources to the collaborative alliance (e.g. physical, financial resources) and the key concern 



51 

  

is related to relational risk, i.e. the risk that resources are used in an unintended way (Das & 
Teng, 1999). This guideline of ARM is focused on the probability of opportunistic behavior of 
the partner, so risk management is mainly provided by contractual control and tight managerial 
monitoring control. Contractual control requires detailed specifications of the collaborative 
relationship and managerial monitoring control may be achieved through regular meetings, 
frequent interaction, and effective communication (Das & Teng, 1999, p. 53). 

When firms contributed mainly with property resources and the main concern is 
performance risk, ARM constitutes the flexibility guideline. The latter is characterized by more 
flexible contracts to enable process adaptations to internal or external environmental changes 
(Das & Teng, 1999). The concern of management is creating a mechanism to avoid performance 
failures and reduce the impact of such a failure if it occurs; as examples of this mechanism there 
are short-term contracts, new investment must be conditioned to some agreed performance 
metrics, specifying the alliance termination procedures and related costs, and choose a “less 
engaged” relationship, such as contracts, instead of a creative or acquisitive joint venture, as 
proposed by Pekar and Allio (1994). The flexibility guideline enables firms to minimize sunk 
cost by adapting to new situations and recovering the investment if the alliance fails (Das & 
Teng, 1999, p. 54). 

The security guideline with regard to ARM takes place when a firm contributes mainly 
with knowledge (e.g. managerial or technological expertise), and the main concern is about the 
relational risk, i.e. the probability that a partner engages in a relationship only to acquire the 
other firm’s know-how and use it to increase its bargaining power or use this know-how to 
make other agreements with another firm and this affects the original collaborative alliance 
(Das & Teng, 1999, p. 55). Knowledge transferability is hard to avoid and protect through a 
legal instrument, however, if the firm has a security guideline, it must discourage the relational 
risk with regard to a partner, by making it clear that managers are aware of the relational risk 
and warn their alliance staff to be careful about unauthorized sharing of sensitive knowledge 
and information (Das & Teng, 1999, p. 55-56). 

When a firm contributes to the collaborative alliance mainly with knowledge, but it is 
afraid that this resource may not be effectively used, ARM consists in the productivity guideline 
(Das & Teng, 1999). To tackle this risk, firms need to focus on the way know-how and 
knowledge must be used in the alliance, however, this task requires alignment to the 
organizational culture and increased inter-organizational learning (Das & Teng, 1999, p. 56). 
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Once the firm identifies the major risk in an alliance (relational or performance risk) and 
the major resource involved (property or knowledge), it should apply ARM concepts at all 
stages of the collaborative alliance. Das and Teng (1999) identify four stages in an alliance: a) 
selecting partner; b) structuring the alliance; c) operating the alliance; and d) evaluating the 
alliance performance. 

 
3.2 Instrument to measure the level of alliance risk management practices 

Based on the framework of ARM, as proposed by Das and Teng (1999) and other studies 
(Kanter, 1994; Bleeke & Ernest, 1990; Yoshino & Rangan, 1995; Helfat, 1997; Das & Teng, 
2000; Elmuti et al., 2012), this dissertation proposes an instrument to measure the ARM level 
applied by firms. The instrument consists in a questionnaire about procedures recommended to 
select partners (selecting), structure the alliance (structuring), operate the alliance (operating), 
and evaluate alliance performance (evaluating). 

 
3.2.1 Selecting a partner to the alliance 

Partnership in a collaborative alliance is more than an exchange deal; it offers 
opportunities to add value together (Kanter, 1994). According to Das and Teng (1999), partner 
selection is the first stage of an alliance and it requires caution; the authors named this stage of 
ARM as “risks in achieving partner fit.” 

In order to increase the success probability of collaborative alliances, the firms involved 
must have equivalent power (size), moreover, alliances between large firms are more likely to 
succeed (Bleeke & Ernest, 1990; Das & Teng, 1999). 

Another critical factor at the stage of partner selection is to find a trustworthy partner. 
According to Elmuti et al. (2012), building and establishing trust between alliance partners is 
regarded as one of the most critical requirements to a successful alliance. Das and Teng (1999) 
complement and argue that a key factor for partner selection in a collaborative relationship is a 
high level of trust. 

Also, Helfat (1997) found that complementarity of knowledge and technological 
resources tend to increase the probability of a successful alliance. Das and Tend (1999) suggest 
that partners with complementarity of knowledge (which may be used in research and 
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development projects) or technological resources (which increase the interconnection of 
operations) can increase the effectiveness of a collaborative alliance. 

Das and Teng (1999) also suggest that firms must search for a partner with compatible 
goals. This may enable strategic fit and contributes to the probability of a successful alliance. 
Elmuti et al. (2012) adds that partners in a relationship must align to expectations with regard 
to goals, but also the potential of future alignment in terms of cooperative cultures and 
organizational learning process. 

Based on the propositions of an ARM approach for selecting partners and achieving 
partner fit, four questions were prepared to measure to which extent companies have been 
adopting the concepts of ARM suggested to select a partner. Table 14 illustrated these 
questions. 
Table 14 Question to measure partner fit in selection stage of alliances. 

# Question 
F01 We tend to build alliances with companies that have equivalent power than ours. 
F02 We tend to build alliances with companies we have high level of trust. 
F03 We tend to build alliances with companies we have high level of complementary of knowledge or 

physical resources. 
F04 In developing alliances we source for compatible goals in of companies. 

Source: elaborated by the author 
 

3.2.2 Structuring the alliance 
According to Das and Teng (1999), the dilemma of structuring the alliance concerns the 

definition of the flexibility and rigidity level of a collaborative relationship. When performance 
risk is the main concern, perhaps the firm will choose a contract relationship, something which 
makes it easier to terminate the alliance. On the other hand, when commitment is the main 
concern, firms will probably choose a more strict association type, such as a creative or 
acquisition joint venture, which have a strong legal enforcement. Thus, the first task of senior 
managers is stressing the importance to have the most appropriate alliance structure type 
(Yoshino & Rangan, 1995; Das & Teng, 1999). 

Bleeke and Ernst (1990, p. 133) claim that most alliances terminate, even the successful 
ones, often the collaborative relationship comes to an end when a party acquires the other. 
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Hence, terminating alliances must not be an avoidable theme in the senior managers’ meeting 
to structure the alliance, in fact, in all alliances the termination procedures should be clearly 
defined by contract (Bleeke & Ernst, 1990; Das & Teng, 1999). 

A collaborative relationship may not involve sharing physical resources, however, it 
always involves sharing knowledge and know-how. In order to avoid future problems related 
to increased bargaining power, especially when the primary resource of a firm is knowledge, 
when structuring the alliance, senior managers must stipulate contractual control to specify in 
detail the use of resources in the alliance (Das & Teng, 1999). 

Whatever the alliance type adopted, the risk of opportunistic behavior will always exist 
in a collaborative alliance, in both creative and acquisition joint ventures the risk is higher due 
to the involvement of asset specificities, however, contract arrangements also involve some risk 
of inappropriate use of resources. Accordingly, senior managers must clearly agree with regard 
to the investment level and access to the resources involved in the alliance (Das & Teng, 1999). 

Therefore, considering suggestions by the mentioned above, other four questions were 
prepared to measure practices to structure alliances (Table 15). 
 
Table 15 Question to measure procedures for structuring alliances. 

# Question 
S01 Key managers of the alliance stress the importance of having the most appropriate type of alliance 

structure. 
S02 The dissolution of alliances with partners are always practices established by contract. 
S03 Contractual points specify in the detail the use of resources of alliances. 
S04 The level of investment and access to resources involved in alliances are clearly defined in the 

contract. 
Source: elaborated by the author  
 

3.2.3 Operating the alliance 
When operating alliances, the great challenge is controlling the cooperation level, but 

also keeping a certain competition level between partners. Cooperation is the foundation of a 
successful alliance, i.e. firms have a mutual interest in the relationship; on the other hand, 
competition means protecting resources not involved in the alliance, in order to preserve 
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individual interests. Consequently, there is a need to devise mechanisms to systematically 
monitor the cooperation and competition level in the alliance (Das & Teng, 1999). 

Still, overemphasizing cooperation and ignoring competition may also affect the 
alliance (Das & Teng, 1999). Competition is a market rule; it means that every company has 
interests of its own, and it does not necessarily constitute an opportunistic behavior. 
Competition means protecting self-interest on behalf of the alliance, e.g. creating barriers to 
prevent appropriation of resources not agreed in contract by a partner; such an appropriation 
may even trigger the agreement dissolution, thus some competition level must be maintained in 
the alliance (Das & Teng, 1999). Therefore, both cooperation and competition should be 
preserved in the alliance as dynamic and continued conditions (Das & Teng, 1999; Das & Teng, 
2000).  

Sometimes, in order to maintain the cooperation level in alliances, a firm has to give up 
from opportunities from which it might achieve self-benefits, but the latter could affect the 
collaborative alliance (Das & Teng, 1999). Sacrificing opportunities in favor of the alliance 
strengthens the relationship, increases trust, and creates a “collaborative advantage” (Kanter, 
1994). Hence, other four questions were designed to measure the perception of control over the 
collaboration and competition level (Table 16). 
 
Table 16 Question to measure procedures for operating alliances. 

# Question 
O01 Some level of competition practices is allowed in alliances in order to protect the individual 

interests of companies. 
O02 Both the level of cooperation and competition in alliances is preserved, as dynamic and permanent 

conditions. 
O03 There are specific mechanisms to systematically monitor the level of cooperation of our partners 

with the agreed objectives. 
O04 My company, sometimes, avoid activities that could benefit us but that could harm our relationship 

with partners. 
Source: elaborated by the author  

 

3.2.4 Evaluating alliance performance 
The final ARM stage involves the procedures to evaluate the alliance performance. This 

task is subjective, since there is no rule to establish a performance metrics; it depends on the 
partners’ interest. Basically, there are short-term performance indicators (e.g. financial and 
operational indicators) and long-term performance indicators (e.g. trust and customer 
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satisfaction levels). Consequently, if a partner firm demands quick results, short-term 
performance indicators must be closely monitored, otherwise, the partner firms may lose focus 
and increase the risk of alliance failure (Das & Teng, 1999). 

In contrast, when partners view the alliance as a ‘permanent’ relationship, the long-term 
performance indicator must be carefully defined (Das & Teng, 1999). Adopting a long-term 
metrics to evaluate the alliance performance indicates to partner firms that the goal of the 
alliance is achieving further collaborative advantages, even at the expense of short-term 
financial results. 

However, both short-term and long-term performance are important in the process of 
evaluating alliance performance, they need to be interconnected; also, the indicators need to be 
aligned to the goals of the partner firms at each stage of the alliance (Das & Teng, 1999, p. 60). 

Finally, effective performance procedures must provide timely feedback and enable 
quick adjustments to the relationship (Das & Teng, 1999). Four questions were prepared to 
measure the alliance evaluation procedures (Table 17). 
 
Table 17 Question to measure procedures for evaluate alliances performance. 

# Question 
Ev01 Rapid feedback and conduct adjustments are common practices in our alliances. 

Ev02 The performance indicators are aligned with the goals of the partnership. 

Ev03 Short-term performance indicators are always defined to evaluate alliances. 

Ev04 Long-term performance indicators are always defined to evaluate alliances. 
Source: elaborated by the author  
The complete Instrument to measure the level of alliance risk management practices is 

presented in Appendix 3. 
Practices of alliance risk management connect to inter-organizational cost management 

approach and perceived level of transaction cost, that is, firms may adopt ARM practices to 
enhance the IOCM approach as well as to reduce risks and perceived TC. Next section 
demonstrates the methodological procedures to study these three variables and the relationship 
between them.  
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4 METHODOLOGICAL PROCEDURES 

 
 

The methodological framework of this dissertation may be categorized as exploratory, 
since there is a lack on the management literature about IOCM and TC and it has an empirical 
and positivistic approach. Martins and Theóphilo (2009) explain that an empirical method 
consists in observations of factors in the real life and a positivistic approach supports the 
empirical method, however, the investigation of evidence in real life must be guided by theories.  

Considering this, this dissertation adopts economics perspective of transaction cost 
theory as the based theory. Additionally, the research adds the concept of inter-organizational 
cost management (IOCM), grounded in a collaborative approach to cost management in a 
supplying chain network, and the alliance risk management (ARM) framework, which is a 
conjecture of procedures to mitigate relational and performance risks in alliances.  

This chapter is devoted to introducing the methodological process. It starts with a critical 
review of the research method applied to previous studies on IOCM (case study and survey). 
Next, it presents the collecting instrument (questionnaire). Then, a description of the target 
sample is provided, as well as a description of the main procedures for data analysis. 

 
4.1 Selecting the method of investigation 

Decision-making with regard to the research method was a big concern of this 
dissertation. Most empirical studies on IOCM have adopted case or multiple case study methods 
(Cooper & Yoshikawa, 1994; Cullen et al., 1999; Dekker, 2003, Kulmala, 2004; Cooper & 
Slagmulder, 2004; Seal et al., 2004; Kajüter & Kulmala, 2005); however, some authors also 
have adopted survey method (Milligan, 1999; Ferrin & Plank, 2002; Zsidisin, Ellram & Ogden, 
2003; Dekker & Smidt, 2003). 

Kulmala (2004) conducted a case study to investigate the IOCM development project 
in a manufacturing firm (an equipment provider) and three of its major suppliers. The study 
approach focused on the buyer’s perspective. Data collection was based on interviews with top 
managers in each supplier, but also public and private documentary analysis, participative 
observation, and the analysis of a questionnaire with 42 closed questions and 8 open-ended 



58 

  

questions answered by those executives. The author argues that the research was explorative 
and focused on understanding and conceptualizing the phenomena, however, he recognizes that, 
due to methodological limitations, it is impossible to make any generalization about his 
findings. So, the result strongly depends on the experience and opinions of each respondent, as 
a consequence, findings may be biased, as it is not possible to balance the researcher’s impact 
on it. 

Dekker (2003) developed a single case study on the use of cost models by a UK retail 
firm. The selection of this firm was based on convenience, because the author had contacted 
some of the firm’s members during a presentation of its logistics model. His approach also 
focused on the buyer’s perspective and the main source of information was the company’s 
logistic manager, and information from public and private documents of the firm was also 
considered. The author explained that case studies constitute an appropriate approach when 
little empirical evidence about the phenomena is available, but he also recognized that the 
results are limited to company and to the specific time period of investigation. 

The case study by Cooper and Slagmulder (2004) analyzed three large Japanese 
manufacturing firms and its first and second-tier suppliers. The investigation focus lied on the 
the relational context and the adoption of IOCM practices, especially at the phase of designing 
new products. Data collection was based on interviews with managers, design and 
manufacturing engineers, of each firm involved in the study. The authors argue that case studies 
make it is possible to develop a rich description and analysis; however, they also mention that 
there are limitations, such as lack of external validity; findings may not be generalized and the 
observations and results tend to be biased. 

Otherwise, Ferrin and Plank (2002) accessed procurement managers by using a survey 
methodology. The authors sent a questionnaire to 990 members of the Institute of Supply 
Management (ISM) and they received 146 valid answers. The study aimed to identify whether 
companies have been using total cost of ownership (TCO) to improve decision-making in an 
inter-organizational context. The authors described the study as exploratory and they 
highlighted there is not a generic TCO model for every company, as it depends on contextual 
factors. The main limitations of the study were its small sample size and the fact that having a 
single respondent from each firm tend to bias their answers. 

Zsidisin et al. (2003) investigated the relationship between perceived values of 
purchasing and supply managers (PSM) and the use of cost management tools, such as TCO, 
supplier cost structure analysis, and target costing. The authors randomly selected 1,000 
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professionals with positions at the executive and board levels from the institute of supply 
management database. They found that using cost management tools influenced the perceived 
values of PSM. As a limitation of the survey method, the authors emphasized that other factors 
may influence the perceived values of PSM, but was not within the scope of analysis and they 
observed that case studies can provide an in-depth approach to the issue. 

Dekker and Smidt (2003) carried out a survey study on the use of cost management 
practices similar to target costing. The sample included all manufacturing companies listed on 
the Amsterdam stock exchange; however, non-manufacturing firms were also included in the 
survey, to test the assumption that target costing is not applicable outside the manufacturing 
sector. The key findings were high use of cost management practices similar to target costing 
by manufacturing firms and the absence of such a practice in non-manufacturing companies. 
The main limitations were the small sample size and the difficulty to compare the results to 
those obtained by other studies. 

These few examples highlight that decision-making about the best investigation method 
is always a problem, since each method has benefits and drawbacks. Case studies have the risk 
of bias both by the researcher and the respondent, besides, the findings are limited to the 
company and the period under study, then, no generalization can be made. On the other hand, 
case studies enable the researcher to conduct an in-depth investigation of the phenomena. 
Alternatively, the survey methodology reduces the risk of individual respondent bias and it 
allows some generalization of findings and also the use of various statistical instruments to 
address collected data, however, there is always some difficulty related to the sample size and 
bias is not completely eliminated from the findings. 

According to Pinsonneault and Kraemer (1993), the survey methodology, in contrast to 
case studies, is appropriate when the researcher has clearly defined independent and dependent 
variables and a specific model of the expected relationship which is tested against observation 
of the phenomenon. Considering this fact, in order to design of this dissertation, it was took into 
account that the survey method is more aligned to the purposes of the study. Thus, a survey 
method was selected for this dissertation. 

According to a survey method, a questionnaire was prepared. Chapters 1, 2, and 3 
illustrate the questions with regard to the main investigation variables (IOCM, TC, and ARM). 
Then, appropriate techniques must be considered to analyze data. 
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Pinsonneault and Kenneth (1993) point out three distinct features of a survey method. 
First, a survey method aims to produce quantitative description of some aspects under study. 
Second, the main data collecting way is by asking structured and predefined questions to the 
participants. Third, the data collected often represents a fraction of the population, in order to 
generalize the findings to that particular population (e.g. a manufacturing organization).  

The subsequent sections address the target population and the sample and discuss the 
methodological procedures for devising a questionnaire, as well as the appropriate way to select 
techniques to analyze collected data. 

 
4.2 Selecting and accessing the sample 

Initially, it was carefully discussed whether IOCM practices are more likely to be 
applied. Bastl et al. (2010) studied 42 papers in almost 30 years of publications on IOCM, and 
in their paper around 60% of the empirical studies were applied to the manufacturing industry. 

Cullen et al. (1999) argue that manufacturing managers are often sourcing for cost 
reduction opportunities. Wayetens and Bruggeman (1994) add that they are always interested 
in increasing awareness of production cost, especially the cost of inputs from suppliers, which 
represent a significant share of the production cost. 

Kajüter and Kulmala (2005) explain that the organizational boundaries of individual 
firms have increasingly been blurred and this provides opportunities to study manufacturing 
networks, which provides platforms for IOCM. Accordingly, the manufacturing industry is 
more likely to apply IOCM, since a significant part of the production costs come from outside 
the company and new concepts, such as open book accounting (OBA), have been devised to 
improve collaborative cost management in a supply chain (Kajüter & Kulmala, 2005). 
Considering this, the target population of this dissertation consists in manufacturing companies. 

Hence, the target sample of this dissertation consists in managers of manufacturing firms 
that operate in Brazil. More precisely, purchasing and supplying managers (PSM) of those 
firms. Zsidisin et al. (2003, p. 129) explain that PSMs “generally has the greatest degree of 
supplier contact, particularly related to pricing and cost management. Thus, a PSM is the leader 
of the organization's supplier cost management efforts.” Other studies on the IOCM practices 
also focused on PSMs to investigate collaborative cost approaches (Ellram, 1994; Milligan, 
1999; Axelsson et al., 2002; Ferrin & Plank, 2002; Dekker, 2003). 
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It is also believed that some of the target firms do not have any PSM position; in this 
case, it was contacted managers who make decisions about supply chain contracts, they may be 
the logistics managers, supply chain managers, or any person pursuing a similar position. 

Furthermore, this study aims to investigate large firms. Zsidisin et al. (2003) found that 
when firms become larger, there is a tendency to focus on strategic cost management, since 
they have more resources available and it is possible to implement contemporary cost 
management tools. Then, a PSM from a large firm in the manufacturing industry was contacted. 

Finally, only PSMs from firms operating in Brazil were be contacted. McGorry (2000) 
advises that every country has its behavioral and cultural particularities and cross-national 
studies should adapt to these specific features, thus this dissertation focuses on the Brazilian 
context. In short, the target population and sample may be defined as: PSMs (or any similar 
position) from large firms in the manufacturing industry that operate in Brazil. 

To access the biggest manufacturing companies operating in Brazil, the Anuário 
Maiores e Melhores [Biggest and Best Yearbook] companies in Brazil, published by the Exame 
magazine was selected. This database provides an annual ranking of the 1,000 biggest and best 
companies operating in Brazil in various industries.  

Regarding the manufacturing industry, the database for 2014 had 840 companies 
distributed into more than 20 sectors. In this universe 15 sectors or 473 firms were eliminated 
for various reasons, because it was too regulated such as electric sector (104 firms), or because 
the main products is commodities such as agribusiness (80 firms), yet other 289 firms were 
eliminated due to small number of firm per sector or heterogeneity of firms within the industry. 

Consequently, 5 sectors were selected for this research: a) automotive; b) consumer 
goods; c) electronics; d) chemical; and e) metallurgy industries. A total of 367 companies were 
selected for the sample from the original database. 

In the early analysis of the sample, it was identified that several companies were 
duplicated (subsidiaries); sometimes, a company operates under different names, but it has the 
same PSM. After eliminating the duplicated companies, the final sample has 344 companies. 
The sectors and the respective number of companies selected are: automotive (56), consumer 
goods (115), electronics (35), chemical (74), and metallurgy (64) industries. 

After defining the sample, every company received a first call to identify the most 
appropriated manager to participate in this research (sometimes the contact did not succeed). 
Once the managers were identified, they were invited through a phone call to participate in the 
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research. If a PSM was interested to participate, she/he received an email message with the link 
to access the electronic form, where they could input information. 

 The data collection period was from October 2014 to December 2014. A total of 85 
complete and valid answers were received, representing a 25% return rate. Chapter 5 explore 
in more detail the features of responses. 

 
4.3 Questionnaire development 

The three main variables under study are IOCM, TC, and ARM; they are latent variables 
and the primary concern is how they should be measured. Diamantopoulos (1999) explains that 
the key feature of latent variables is that they are not directly observable. Hair, Anderson, 
Tatham and Black (2009, p. 7) suggest that most of the latent variables in social science are 
nonmetric (qualitative), thus they are claimed to provide a limited use in most statistical models. 
Nonmetric variables may be revealed through attributes, features, or categorical properties that 
identify or describe a subject. 

However, Bollen (2002) argues that many definitions of latent variables are feasible, i.e. 
defining latent variables as properties or features of an object with theories as a basis enables 
modeling a relationship between latent variables. Moreover, being latent, they “are random 
variable[s] for which there is no simple realization for at least some observation in a given 
sample” (Bollen, 2002, p. 612). Therefore, Bollen (2002) advocates for the use of latent 
variables in statistical models, because they can assume any value for a given sample, 
something which is also a feature of a metric variable. Nevertheless, the use of latent variables 
in statistical models is still controversial. 

Another concern was devising an instrument to collect data. Except regarding the 
questionnaire of perceived TC, which was designed by Grover and Malhotra (2003), the 
instruments to measure the perceived IOCM and ARM levels had to be developed by this 
research. The first step to build a questionnaire for both IOCM and ARM consisted in an 
extensive literature review on the variables under analysis.  

The second step was defining the main constructs for each variable and their indicators, 
which are provided in chapters 1 and 3, respectively. A comprehensive analysis on the adequate 
indicator type (reflective or formative) was also performed and the questions proposed for each 
constructs of IOCM and ARM were grounded in literature review. Appendices 1 to 3 illustrate 
the original questionnaires proposed to measure IOCM, TC, and ARM, respectively. 
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The primary versions of the questionnaire were discussed with senior professors in 
accounting management. After some meetings and debates, several adjustments were made 
until the definitive questionnaire was obtained. This procedure is named by Martins and 
Theóphilo (2009) as “apparent validation,” which consists in a subjective assessment by senior 
scholars to check whether the questions are adequate to meet their goals.  

Another concern when devising the questionnaire consisted in language use. The 
literature review was mainly based on publications in English and the questionnaire proposed 
herein was also written in English. However, considering that the sample consists of Brazilian 
practitioners, a form in Portuguese should be provided to them. 

McGorry (2000, p. 74) argues that often surveys are adapted to various languages 
without considering culture, but the scales and constructs created in one culture may not 
describe the experience of individuals in another culture. Therefore, the translation criteria 
should consider the cultural aspects of the target sample; verbatim translation should be 
avoided. 

Several translation procedures are recommended by McGorry (2000), such as one-way 
translation, double translation, translation by a committee and ‘decentering.’ One-way 
translation is the simplest procedure and it consists in a translation done by the researcher 
her/himself. Double translation (also named as ‘back translation’) consists in translating a text 
to one language and then translating it back to the original language by two independent 
individuals. Committee translation consists in independent individuals who are familiar with 
both languages translating a text. Decentering is a translation type that allows adapting the 
original version of a text, in order to produce a culturally and linguistically more accurate 
instrument. Double translation and decentering are the procedures recommended when carrying 
out a cross-cultural research (McGorry, 2000, p. 74). 

 As the investigation was conducted only in the Brazilian context, the translation method 
selected was committee translation. Accordingly, the questions in the questionnaire proposed 
herein were translated by four independent individuals who are familiar with both English and 
Portuguese languages and they are also familiar with the accounting management terminology. 
A comparative analysis of translations was made, contributions of the four translators were 
taken into account, and feedback on the analysis was sent to them before preparing the final 
version of the questionnaire in Portuguese. A comparative translation analysis is provided in 
Appendix 4. 
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The next step was pre-testing the Portuguese version of the questionnaire. Pinsonneault 
and Kenneth (1993) argue that pre-test is a major aspect regarding the quality of a survey 
method and the authors explain that this must be done by using a subsample of the target sample. 
Therefore, the questionnaire was pre-tested in a group of 10 practitioners (the pre-test group 
does not comprise the final sample).  

After pre-testing several adjustments were made to the Portuguese version of the 
questionnaire, in order to make it shorter and simpler, according to the professionals’ 
suggestions. After all, the final version of the Portuguese version of the questionnaire was 
discussed with a group of scholars and practitioners. It is provided in Appendix 5. 

 
4.4 Questionnaire development: control variables 

Several controls variables were included to help analyzing the influence of the perceived 
IOCM and ARM levels on TC. Becker (2005) argues that control variables are “factors that 
researchers include in their work to rule out alternative explanations for their findings”, and the 
author believes that it is as important as dependent and independent variables. 

Gujarati (2003) states that some control variables are nonmetric (qualitative) and other 
are metric (quantitative), so he explains that the function of control variables is showing the 
presence or absence of attributes and a feasible way to quantify the control variables is using 
dummy variables, where one (1) assumes the presence of the attribute and zero (0) its absence. 

In total, eleven control variables were used to clarify the main variables. Becker (2005) 
claims that authors must always provide a better explanation for the inclusion of control 
variables in their research models. Considering this, the justification to include each control 
variable is provided in following sections. 

 
4.4.1 Managers’ experience 

The first control variable is managers’ experience (exp), which is represented by the 
length of professional experience (measured in years). Nicolini et al. (2000) found a relevant 
influence of managers’ experience on firms and the adoption of contemporary cost techniques. 
Accordingly, a positive association between the IOCM level and the managers’ length of time 
working at the companies is expected. Expert managers may increase trust in a supplying 
network and contribute to reduce TC (Tomkins, 2001). 
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This variable is measured by using three dummy variables (exp1, exp2, exp3, and exp4), 
where exp1 represent less than 5 years of experience, exp2 represents between 5 and 10 years 
of experience, exp3 represents between 10 and 20 years of experience, and exp4 represents 
over 20 years of experience. The question sent to the respondents is illustrated in Table 18. 
 
Table 18 Question to measure experience of managers. 

Code 
Question 

Less 
than 5 
years 

Between 
5 to 10 
years 

Between 
10 to 20 

years 
More 

than 20 
years 

exp How many years of professional experience do you have?     

Source: elaborated by the author  
 

4.4.2 Company size 
Company size (size) is a control variable that may influence the three main variables 

(TC, IOCM, and ARM). Kajüter and Kulmala (2005) found that firm size is a conditional factor 
that contributes to a successful implementation of IOCM programs, such as OBA. Thus, a 
positive association between company size and IOCM level is expected. Coase (1937) 
explained that company size influences on its TC and it may be measured by the number of 
employees (emp) and its annual gross revenues (rev). 

Due to data sensibility, both emp and rev were addressed as a categorical variable and 
they were measured as a dummy variable, too. The analysis of databases (information regarding 
the number of employees and annual gross revenues were available for many companies) 
enabled researchers to create size ranges. Tables 19 and 20 illustrate the questions about 
companies’ size.  

 
Table 19 Question to measure the company size by number of employees. 

Code Question 
Less 
than 
100 

Between 
100 and 

499 
Between 
500 and 

2.000 
More 
than 
2.000 

emp How many employees work in your actual company?     

Source: elaborated by the author 
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The number of employees is measured through three dummy variables. The dummy 
variable emp1 represents companies with less than 100 employees, emp2 represents companies 
having between 100 and 499 employees, emp3 represents companies having between 500 and 
2,000 employees, and exp4 represents firms having over 2,000 employees. 

 
Table 20 Question to measure the company size by annual revenue. 

Code Question Less than 
R$250mi 

Between 
R$250mi and 

R$499mi 
Between 
R$500mi  

and R$999mi 
More than 

R$ 1.000 mi 
rev What is the annual revenue in your 

actual company? 
    

Source: elaborated by the author 
 
Annual gross revenues are also measured by using three dummy variables. The dummy 

variable rev1 represents companies having annual revenues lower than R$ 250 million, rev2 
represents companies having annual revenues between R$ 250 million and R$ 499 million, rev3 
represents companies having annual revenues between R$ 500 million and R$ 999 million, and 
rev4 represents firms having revenues higher than R$ 1 billion. 

 
4.4.3 Strategic orientation of the organization  

Another control variable are the strategic orientation of the firm (str). Thus, according 
to Porter (1980), companies have to select one out of two generic strategies1. The first is cost 
leadership, characterized by efficiency in production costs, where firms gain competitive 
advantage by selling their product for a lower price than its competitors. The second is 
differentiation, where the source of competitive advantage is not price, but the unique attributes 
and higher quality of its products (Porter, 1980). A positive association between cost leadership 
strategy and perceived IOCM level is expected. 

Based on the characteristics of the generic strategy proposed by Michael Porter, another 
dummy variable was developed to capture the strategic orientation of the firm, where one (1) 
represents the presence of cost leadership strategy and zero (0) represents a differential strategy. 

                                                 
1 Actually, Porter (1980) proposed three generic strategies, however, this dissertation adopts only cost leadership 
and differentiation, because it is believed that the focus strategy is also a kind of differentiation. 
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Participants were asked to select the strategic orientation that best describes the focus of their 
company, as illustrated by Table 21. 
 
Table 21 Question to measure the strategic orientation of the firm. 

Code Which scenario best describes the strategic orientation of your company Answer 
str1 Our products have competitive prices compared to the competitors. (    ) 

str2 Our products are more expensive because they have differentiated attributes of quality. (    ) 
Source: elaborated by the author 
 

4.4.4 Organizational life cycle stage 
The organizational life cycle (olc) stage was also considered; it influences the IOCM, 

TC, and ARM levels of a company. According to many authors, OLC causes changes to a firm 
priorities, strategy, decision-making model, and organizational structure (Quim & Cameron, 
1983; Miller & Friesen, 1984; Lester et al., 2003).  

The OLC model proposed by Lester et al. (2003) consists of five stages. At the first 
stage, existence (olc1), firms are mainly concerned with business viability and focus on building 
a solid customer basis. The second, survival (olc2), where it is expected that the firm already 
has a consistent customer basis, the focus lies on increasing the company’s profitability. The 
third stage, success (olc3), is characterized by growth bureaucratization and increased internal 
control. At the fourth stage, renewal (olc4), which is the most advanced, where companies are 
already big, old, and complex, the emphasis lies on returning to growth based on innovation 
and new marketing or products. Finally, the fifth stage, decline (olc5), is characterized by 
increased internal conflicts and lost organizational focus (Lester et al., 2003). 

Based on the features of OLC exposed, four dummy variables were included in this 
study to determine at which stage the companies are more likely to be. Participants were asked 
to select the most likely actual scenario of their company, according to Table 22. It is expected 
that firms at stages olc2 and olc3 have higher levels of IOCM and ARM, since at these stages 
firms are sourcing for growth and they may achieve it by allying with suppliers. 
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Table 22 Question to measure actual organizational life cycle of the firm. 
Code Which scenario best describes the actual focus of your company Answer 
olc1 Increase customer base. (    ) 

olc2 Increase the profitability of operations. (    ) 

olc3 Investing in structuring and internal controls. (    ) 

olc4 Explore new markets and/or new products. (    ) 

olc5 We do not have a focus due to our internal conflicts. (    ) 
Source: elaborated by the author 
 

4.4.5 Number of suppliers  
The number of main suppliers (nsup) is another control variable. It is assumed that the 

higher the number of suppliers, the higher TC, because the diversity of suppliers demand more 
effort to control and monitor them. Furthermore, a negative relationship between the number 
of suppliers and the IOCM level is expected. Bhimani et al. (2011) argue that a reduced number 
of suppliers increase interdependence and, as a consequence, it helps in the IOCM development. 
The number of main suppliers is determined by asking how many suppliers provide 80% of the 
total production inputs (Table 23). 

 
Table 23 Question to measure the number of main supplier. 

Code Question Only 
one 

Between 
2 to 10  

Between 
11 to 20  

More 
than 20  

nsup How many suppliers provide 80% of production inputs?     

Source: elaborated by the author 
 
The control variable number of suppliers was represented by four dummy variables, 

where nsup1 is assumed when only one supplier provides 80% of the production inputs, nsup2 
when 2 to 10 suppliers provide 80% of the production inputs, nsup3 when 11 to 20 suppliers 
divide this task, and nsup4 when the firms have more than 20 suppliers providing 80% of the 
production inputs. It is expected that the lower the number of suppliers, the higher the IOCM 
level (Bhimani et al., 2011). 
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4.4.6 Time of relationship 
Another control variable is the relationship time between the company and the main 

suppliers (time). Lyons (1994, p. 2763) argues that trust between members of a supplying chain 
is expected to be built over the years and to increase while the companies trade together. 
Bhimani et al. (2011) believe that an IOCM approach is more likely to be implemented when 
there is a higher trust level between partners. Thus, a positive association between the IOCM 
level and the relationship time between the company and its main supplier is expected. 

Besides, considering that trust is built over the years (Lyons, 1994), a negative 
association between relationship time and TC is also expected. Andrade et al. (2011) found that 
trust reduces a part of TC in a dyadic relationship. Again, this control variable is measured as a 
non-metric variable (Table 24). 

 
Table 24 Question to measure time of relationship with suppliers. 

Code Question 
Less 

than 2 
years 

Between 
2 to 5 
years 

Between 
5 to 10 
years 

More 
than 10 
years 

time On average, which the length of relationship with these 
suppliers? 

    

Source: elaborated by the author 
Accordingly, time is represented by categorical dummy variables, where time1 

represents firms with a relationship with suppliers for less than 2 years, time2 between 2 to 5 
years, time3 between 5 to 10 years, and time4 for over 10 years. 

 
4.4.7 Size difference between the firm and its main supplier 

Size difference between the firm and its main supplier is another control variable of this 
study. Stafford (1994) argues that firms tend to develop alliances with partners that have a 
similar size and power; Kulmala (2004) states that the success of an IOCM approach depends 
on the power balance between firms. Also, Dyer and Chu (2003) found that the perceived TC 
of small firms is higher when they make alliances with larger firms (they used annual revenues 
as a proxy of firm size). 
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Consequently, when a firm declares that its main suppliers are bigger, a higher TC is 
expected (Dyer & Chu, 2003). Besides, a higher IOCM level is expected when the firm has a 
size equivalent to its suppliers (Kulmala, 2004). 

Size difference was measured by comparing the number of employees and annual gross 
revenues. Two questions were asked to measure suppliers size, in order to compare with firms 
size, as illustrated by tables 25 and 26. 

 
Table 25 Question to measure the main supplier size by number of employees. 

Code Question 
Less 
than 
100 

Between 
100 and 

499 
Between 
500 and 

2.000 
More 
than 
2.000 

empsizecomp On average, how many employees does your main 
supplier have?  

    

Source: elaborated by the author 
 
Based on the answer, three variables were generated, where empsizecomp1 represents 

firms bigger than suppliers, empsizecomp2 represents firms smaller than suppliers, and 
empsizecomp3 represents firms with a size equivalent to their suppliers.   
 
Table 26 Question to measure the main supplier size by annual revenue. 

Code 
Question Less than 

R$250mi 
Between 
R$250mi 

and 
R$499mi 

Between 
R$500mi  

and 
R$999mi 

More than 
R$ 1.000 mi 

revsizecomp On average, what is the annual 
revenue in your main supplier? 

    

Source: elaborated by the author 
Having the answer as a basis, three additional dummy variables were generated, where 

revsizecomp1 represents firms bigger than suppliers, revsizecomp2 represents firms smaller 
than suppliers, and revsizecomp3 represents firms with a size equivalent to their suppliers.   

 
4.4.8 Resource sharing 

The presence of resource sharing (rshare) is another control variable that represents 
asset specificity in the relationship. According to Williamson (1971), asset specificity involves 
resource sharing in a relationship, which means that the resources have low value outside of it, 
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as a consequence, asset specificity may lead to sunk cost and increased perceived TC. It is 
believed that the presence of asset specificities in a relationship is also a source of supplier’s 
bargaining power. Thus, a positive association between asset specificities and perceived TC is 
expected. 

Pilling, Crosby and Jackson (1994) point out that the presence of asset specificities 
increases the likelihood of opportunistic behavior and bargaining power. This variable is a 
dummy where one (1) assumes the presence of resource sharing and zero (0) its absence. To 
access the presence or absence of this feature, a single question was asked (Table 27). 

 
Table 27 Question to measure the presence resource sharing. 

Code Question Answer 
rshare We share some resources with our main supplier (physical resources, human etc.)? (   ) Yes 

(   )  No 
Source: elaborated by the author 
 

4.4.9 Cost management tools 
Managers were asked whether firms use cost management tools (tools) as a proxy of the 

disciplinary mechanism. Cooper and Slagmulder (1999) and Bhimani et al. (2011) argue that a 
“disciplinary mechanism” increases the successfulness when implementing IOCM. 
Accordingly, the function of the disciplinary mechanism is to pressure a supplier to manage the 
costs of its own. As examples of disciplinary mechanism, the authors suggest ABC, target 
costing, and the inter-organizational budget. A single question was prepared to measure the 
presence or absence of this feature (Table 28). 
 
Table 28 Question to measure the presence of cost management tools. 

Code Question Answer 
tools We have mechanisms help our main supplier to manage his costs? (   ) Yes 

(   )  No 
Source: elaborated by the author 
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4.4.10 Training  
Another control variable is the practice of training a supplier (training), as a proxy of 

the capacitors mechanism. Cooper and Slagmulder (1999) and Bhimani et al. (2011) argue that 
a capacitors mechanism increases the successfulness when implementing IOCM. They explain 
that a capacitors mechanism increases the supplier capabilities in cost management. 
Accordingly, some examples of capacitors mechanisms are training a supplier and qualifying a 
supplier. A single question was asked to check the presence of this feature (Table 29). 
 
Table 29 Question to measure the presence of supplier training. 

Code Question Answer 
training We offer training to our main suppliers in order to enable them to manage costs. (   ) Yes 

(   )  No 
Source: elaborated by the author 
 

4.4.11 Gain sharing  
The final control variable is the presence of gain sharing in the relationship (gainshare), 

as a proxy for the encouraging mechanism. Cooper and Slagmulder (1999) and Bhimani et al. 
(2011) argue that an encouraging mechanism also increases the successfulness when 
implementing IOCM, because it enhances the motivation of suppliers to participate in an IOCM 
program. Accordingly, examples of encouraging mechanisms include gain sharing of benefits 
(net profits) from IOCM programs. A single dichotomy question was developed to measure the 
presence of this feature (Table 30). 

 
Table 30 Question to measure the presence of gain sharing. 

Code Question Answer 
gainshare Gains from cost savings are shared with the main supplier? (   ) Yes 

(   )  No 
Source: elaborated by the author 
All questions related to control variables were asked in the parts A and B of the 

questionnaire. The Part A of the questionnaire asks questions about the professional and 
company profile, while part B asks questions about the relationship of the company with its 
main supplier. The complete translated questionnaire to be applied, with all control variables 
and the main variables, is provided in Appendix 5.  
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4.5 Analysis of the collected data 

Initially, all the descriptive statistics is introduced, regarding the sample characteristics. 
In doing so, it is possible to highlight some general impressions about the collected data, e.g. 
which sector has the highest perceived TC, IOCM, and ARM levels. Descriptive statistics is 
followed by reliability test, inference statistics, and regressions. 

The reliability test represents internal consistence of the questionnaire. Since all 
constructs were designed as reflective model, the reliability test may be applied through the 
Cronbach’s Alpha test (Bisbe et al., 2007). The test evaluates correlations between two random 
sample items from a pool of items (Cronbach, 1951), i.e. the score of individual items with the 
instrument’s total score. Important to note that Cronbach Alfa test should be performed in each 
of the 11 constructs, where the internal consistence is expected. According to Hair et al. (2014), 
values greater than 0.60 are regarded as appropriate for an exploratory research. Importantly,  

Following the descriptive statistics and reliability tests, multiple regression models are 
introduced, in order to analyze which control variable is related to IOCM, TC, and ARM. 
Gujarati (2003) classifies regression models and regression analysis as the main techniques to 
obtain estimates and they are largely used to test hypotheses in the positivistic paradigm.  

Regression models were designed to test theoretical assumptions, e.g. Kajüter & 
Kulmala (2005) argue that the size of a firm is important to implement management tools in an 
IOCM approach, thus it is expected a positive association between IOCM score and size of a 
firm and use of cost management tools. Also, Lyons (1994) and Bhimani et al. (2011) believe 
that relationship time with suppliers also may increase trust and create opportunities to 
implement IOCM programs, thus, a positive association between relationship time with a 
supplier and  IOCM score is expected. 

Nicolini et al. (2000) argue that the higher the manager experience (exp), the higher the 
chances to implement contemporary cost management programs, such as IOCM, thus a positive 
association of the IOCM level and managers experience is expected. Munday (1992) argues 
that collaborative practices, such as IOCM, are structured to reduce costs and increase firm 
competitiveness, therefore a positive association between IOCM and strategic orientation (str) 
of “cost leadership” is expected (Porter, 1980). 

Bhimani et al. (2011) argue that interdependence between a firm and its supplier is a 
conditional factor to IOCM, moreover, they argue that interdependence may increase when the 
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firm has fewer suppliers, thus a negative association between IOCM and the number of 
suppliers (nsup) is expected. Cooper and Slagmulder (1999) and Bhimani et al. (2011) agree 
that disciplinary mechanisms (tools), capacitors mechanism (training) and encouraging 
mechanisms (rshare) are positively associated with IOCM implementation. Considering these 
factors, multiple regression models shown in appendices 6 to 8 were proposed to test theoretical 
assumptions on IOCM as well as TC and ARM. 

Accordingly, the multiple regression model shown in Appendix 6 aims to indicate which 
control variables could significantly influence IOCM. The regression model shown in 
Appendix 7 tries to explain which control variable influences TC. And Appendix 8 shows the 
model used to explain the ARM level. 

  
4.6 Structural equation model 

For simultaneously investigating the relationship between IOCM, TC, and ARM, the 
structural equation model (SEM) was employed with partial least square (PLS). According to 
Hair et al. (2009), SEM and PLS may be used to estimate an inter-relationship between 
variables not observed (latent variables). 

Hair et al. (2009) explain that the process of building and analyzing SEM and PLS must 
follow seven steps: 1) developing a theoretical model; 2) Drawing a path diagram; 3) specifying 
the measurement model; 4) selecting the SEM type (correlations/covariance); 5) evaluating the 
SEM; 6) analyzing the outputs; and 7) modifying the SEM, if needed, and returning to step 5. 

It must be taken into account that this theoretical model (step 1) was built from chapters 
1 to 3. The path diagram (step 2) having the hypothesized relationship was drawn in 
introduction section. The measurement model (step 3) was exposed in this chapter. The selected 
type of SEM (step 4) was PLS, because it allows empirical testing of reflective measurement 
models (Hair, Ringle & Sarstedt, 2011). The next chapter “Results” presents the other three 
steps (evaluating, analyzing and modifying the SEM). 

The PLS approach was selected due to its power in theory confirmation and testing of 
possible relationships, also this approach is suitable for prediction, as it assumes that all the 
variance measured may be explained in a study (Newman, Gamble, Chin & Murray, 2013). 
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4.7 Limitation of the research 
This study has several limitations, but perhaps the most important is the fact that the 

variables under analysis (IOCM, TC and ARM) could not be directly observed and measured. 
Hair et al. (2009) and Bollen (2002) recall that this problem is frequently observed in social 
sciences. 

The selected research approach also has some limitations; as mentioned by Zsidisin et 
al. (2003), the survey method is unable to capture all factors that influence the object under 
analysis and Dekker and Smidt (2003) state that survey strongly depends on sample quality and 
size. 

Furthermore, many researchers criticize the use of nonmetric variables in interdepend 
statistical models, such as multiple regressions (Hair et al., 2009). However, Bollen (2002) 
argues that it is not acceptable that those who criticize nonmetric variables also use them in 
their models. Bollen (2002) claims that all statistical models have an error component that is 
non-observable, as a consequence, all models have a nonmetric element, thus the author 
advocates for the use of latent variable in statistical models, with some caution, obviously. 

Finally, when researchers are modeling a problem under analysis, they believe a few 
variables can explain the phenomena, but, actually, they are simplifying the problem and 
assuming that another factor that influences the phenomena remains constant.  
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5 RESULTS 

 
 

5.1 Descriptive statistics 
This section is devoted to describe the sample characteristics, especially concerning the 

main variables IOCM, TC, and ARM. Moreover, responses on control variables are shown and 
discussed. 

 
5.1.1 Sample characteristics  

First, the main sample characteristics are introduced. The total return rate of the research 
was 25%, however, it was ≥ 20% at each sector. The sector having the highest return rate was 
the automotive industry (38%). The balance of number of respondents is significant to avoid 
biased results. Table 31 displays the return rate at each sector researched. 
 
Table 31 Return rate per segment. 

Segment Universe Sample Return %  
Automotive 56 21 38% 
Consumer goods 115 23 20% 
Electronics 35 11 31% 
Chemical 74 17 23% 
Metallurgy 64 13 20% 
TOTAL 344 85 25% 

Source: elaborated by the author 
 

The respondents were purchasing and supplying managers (PSMs) (or pursued 
equivalent positions) from large firms operating in Brazil. Most respondents have more than 10 
years of professional experience and 41% of them have over 20 years of professional 
experience. This result was regarded as satisfactory, because it is expected that the more 
experienced the managers, the more knowledge they have about the firms and their relationship 
with suppliers. Table 32 illustrates the professional experience categories in the sample. 
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Table 32 Experience of respondents. 

Range Sample % 
Less than 5 years 5 6% 
Between 5 to 10 years 17 20% 
Between 10 to 20 years 28 33% 
More than 20 years 35 41% 

Source: elaborated by the author 
 
Regarding company size, participants were asked about the number of employees and 

the annual gross revenues of their firms, as a metric for company size. The results indicate that 
most of the researched firms have over 500 employees and 33% have over 2,000 employees. 
Besides, considering the annual revenues, the results indicate that most firms have revenues 
over R$ 500 million per year (about US$ 150 million, for June of 2015). These results were 
also regarded as satisfactory, since the bigger the firm, the greater its opportunities to implement 
management programs such as IOCM and ARM. Tables 33 and 34 show the effects of firm size 
on the number of employees and annual gross revenues. 
Table 33 Number of employees of the firms. 

Number of employees Sample % 
Less than 100 2 2% 
Between 100 and 499 17 20% 
Between 500 and 2.000 38 45% 
More than 2.000 28 33% 

Source: elaborated by the author 
 
Table 34 Annual revenue of the firms. 

Annual revenue Sample % 
Less than R$ 250mi 8 9% 
Between R$ 250mi and R$ 499mi 27 32% 
Between R$ 500mi  and R$ 999mi 22 26% 
More than R$ 1.000mi 28 33% 

Source: elaborated by the author 
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5.1.2 Results on the strategic orientation 
Regarding the strategic orientation of the firm, 69% of the respondents indicate that their 

firms have a cost leadership strategy, i.e. their products compete on price. These results are of 
paramount interest for this study, because firms competing on price must be aware of cost 
reduction opportunities, so collaborative practices with suppliers should occur more frequently. 
Table 35 illustrates the results of the strategic guideline. 
 
Table 35 Strategic orientation of the firms. 

Strategic orientation of the firm Sample % 
Differentiation 26 31% 
Cost leadership 59 69% 

Source: elaborated by the author 
 

5.1.3 Results of the organizational life cycle 
For measuring the maturity of companies, managers were asked about the main features 

that define the firm at the research period. According to Lester et al. (2003), companies have 
different features according to their stage in organizational life cycle. 

The results indicate that 45% of the firms have as their main features the emphasis on 
increased profitability of operations, which lead to the survival stage. Other 35% of the 
respondents indicate that the main actual priorities are growing through increased diversity of 
markets and products, these answers are more aligned to the renewal stage. 

These results were regarded as satisfactory for this study, since IOCM is seen as an 
approach to manage cost to increase competitiveness, thus IOCM may be indicated to 
companies that seek growth and increased profitability through cost reduction. Table 36 
illustrates the results concerning the organizational life cycle.  
 
Table 36 Stage of organizational life cycle of the firms. 

Stage n. % 
Existence 11 13% 
Survival 38 45% 
Success 6 7% 
Renewal 30 35% 
Decline 0 0% 

Source: elaborated by the author 
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5.1.4 Results on the number of suppliers 
Participants were asked how many suppliers participate in 80% of the total inputs of the 

production process. According to Bhimani et al. (2011), the less suppliers, the more 
interdependence between firm and supplier and, as a consequence, increased opportunities to 
implement IOCM. 

Results indicate that 39% of the firms have over 20 suppliers that participate in 80% of 
the production inputs, thus a decentralized production process must be considered. Other 32 
companies (38%) indicated that they have between 2 and 10 suppliers. Table 37 illustrates the 
results concerning supplier concentration.  
 
Table 37 Number of suppliers on 80% of the production inputs. 

Number of suppliers sample % 
Only one 1 1% 
Between 2 to 10  32 38% 
Between 11 to 20  19 22% 
More than 20  33 39% 

Source: elaborated by the author 
Based on Bhimani et al. (2011), it was expected that the group of companies with fewer 

suppliers enjoyed higher interdependence between firm and supplier and have higher IOCM 
score. Nevertheless, the results obtained by using the Kruskal-Wallis test showed that there is 
no significant difference in the IOCM score between groups of companies. Consequently, this 
study does not evidence that the number of suppliers itself can influence the IOCM score. 

   
5.1.5 Results of relationship time with suppliers 

Regarding the relationship time with main suppliers (those who participate in 80% of 
the production inputs), the results indicate that all firms under analysis have a relationship with 
their main suppliers for at least 2 years and 47% of the respondents indicate that their firms 
have a relationship with their main suppliers for over 10 years. Table 38 illustrates the results 
of the relationship time categories between the firms under study and their main suppliers. 
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Table 38 Time of relationship with main suppliers 

Time sample % 
Less than 2 years 0 0% 
Between 2 to 5 years 15 18% 
Between 5 to 10 years 30 35% 
More than 10 years 40 47% 

Source: elaborated by the author 
 

Bhimani et al. (2011) argue that the longer the relationship with suppliers, the greater 
the opportunities to implement IOCM. Also, Lyons (1994) argues that the longer the 
relationship time, the higher the trust between firms and, as a consequence, the lower 
transaction costs (TC). So, Kruskal-Wallis test was applied to compare the IOCM and TC scores 
between relationship time groups, but no significant difference with regard to the IOCM and 
TC scores was found. As a result, this study does not evidence that the relationship time with 
suppliers itself can influence the IOCM or TC levels. 

 
5.1.6 Size comparison between firms and suppliers based on number of employees 

Suppliers size with regard to number of employees and annual revenues was also 
investigated, in order to compare it to the focal firms, i.e. buyers size. Considering the number 
of employees, the results indicated that 51% of suppliers have between 100 and 499 employees. 
Table 39 displays the range of suppliers number of employees. 

   
Table 39 Supplier's number of employees 

Categories sample % 
Less than 100 3 4% 
Between 100 and 499 43 51% 
Between 500 and 2.000 24 28% 
More than 2.000 15 18% 

Source: elaborated by the author 
 
Subsequently, the difference of size between firms and suppliers was compared having 

the answers of PSMs as a basis. The results indicate that only 14% of the firms are smaller than 
suppliers. Table 40 illustrates the results of size comparison based on number of employees. 
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Table 40 Comparison of size based on number of employees 

Description (variable code) sample % 
Firm is bigger than suppliers (empsizecomp1) 42 49% 
Firm is smaller than suppliers (empsizecomp2) 12 14% 
Firm have equivalent size of supplier (empsizecomp3) 31 36% 

 Source: elaborated by the author 
 
Das and Teng (1999) recommend that firms align to smaller or similarly sized suppliers, 

in order to reduce alliance risks. Kajüter and Kulmala (2005) found that size is a conditional 
factor to implement IOCM tools.  

Kruskal-Wallis test was applied to check whether there are significant differences in the 
ARM, IOCM, and TC scores concerning the three size categories, based on the number of 
employees. The results indicate no significant difference in the IOCM and TC scores at a 5% 
significance level; however, it does influence IOCM score at 10% significant level. 

A significant difference was found in the ARM score between the categories. Thus, there 
was evidence that companies tend to invest more in ARM programs when they deal with a 
bigger or similarly sized supplier. This finding is aligned to Das and Teng (1999). 

 
5.1.7 Size comparison between firms and suppliers based on annual revenues 

The comparison between the firms and suppliers size was also based on the supplier 
annual revenues as perceived by PMS’s. The results indicate an equivalent distribution in the 
range of supplier’s size. The group with higher representation was suppliers with annual 
revenues between R$ 500 and R$ 999 million, representing 28% of the observations. Table 41 
shows the results concerning size of suppliers based on its annual revenue.  
 
Table 41 Supplier’ annual revenue 

Categories n. % 
Less than R$250mi 21 25% 
Between R$250mi and R$499mi 20 24% 
Between R$500mi  and R$999mi 24 28% 
More than R$ 1.000mi 20 24% 

Source: elaborated by the author 
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Then, the supplier and firm annual revenues were compared. It was found that 39% of 
the firms are bigger than suppliers and other 22 firms (26%) declared to be smaller. Table 42 
illustrates the results of this analysis. 

 
Table 42 Comparison of size based on annual revenue 

Description (variable code) n. % 
Firm is bigger than suppliers (revsizecomp1). 33 39% 
Firm is smaller than suppliers (revsizecomp2). 22 26% 
Firm have equivalent size of supplier (revsizecomp3). 30 35% 

Source: elaborated by the author 
 
Kruskal-Wallis test was also applied to check whether there are significant differences 

between the ARM, IOCM, and TC scores regarding the three size categories based on annual 
revenues. However, based on the annual revenue criteria, no difference was found between the 
ARM, IOCM, or TC scores concerning size categories in terms of annual revenue. 
 
 
5.1.8 Results on resources sharing 

PSMs were asked whether they believe their firms share resources with main suppliers. 
It was explained that some shared resources may be physical, human, or technological, and they 
are shared when specifically allocated to improve the relationship with suppliers. The results 
indicated that 62% of the firms declared to share some resources with suppliers. 

It is expected that resource sharing increases the interdependence between firms, so it 
also increases opportunities to implement IOCM (Cooper & Slagmulder, 1999; Bhimani et al., 
2011)). For verifying if the PSMs who declared to share resources have higher IOCM, TC, and 
ARM scores, Mann-Whitney test was applied. 

Test results indicate, at a 5% significance level, no difference in the IOCM, TC, or ARM 
scores between the PSMs who declare to share resources. Accordingly, this study does not have 
any evidence that the resource sharing itself or asset specificities influence the IOCM, TC, and 
ARM scores. 
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5.1.9 Results of adopting cost management tools 
PSMs were also asked whether the firms have management tools to help cost 

management in a supplying chain, such as ABC, target costing, or any other instrument that 
allow firms to horizontally identify costs. As a result, 68% of the firms declare they do not have 
such management tools. 

Cooper and Slagmulder (1999), as well as Bhimani et al. (2011), argue that cost 
management tools works as “disciplinary mechanisms,” and this may increase opportunities for 
a successful implementation of IOCM. So, Mann-Whitney test was applied to compare the 
IOCM, TC, and ARM scores between the two PSM groups. 

The results of this test indicate, at a 95% confidence level, the firms that apply cost 
management tools in a supplying chain network have a higher IOCM score, corroborating 
Cooper and Slagmulder (1999) and Bhimani et al. (2011). 

Also, the results indicate the firms with disciplinary mechanisms also have a higher 
ARM score. This evidences that disciplinary mechanisms may increase opportunities to 
implement IOCM and it also increases the ARM score. However, no evidence was found that 
the disciplinary mechanism increases the TC score.  

 
5.1.10 Results of training suppliers 

PSMs were asked whether their firms have any program to train and develop cost 
management abilities among the main suppliers (proxy for “capacitors mechanisms”). As a 
result, 80% declared that their firms do not have any training program for suppliers, so 17 PSMs 
(20%) declared to have contact with some program like this. 

Cooper and Slagmulder (1999) and Bhimani et al. (2011) state that capacitors 
mechanisms also can increase opportunities for the successful implementation of an IOCM 
program. Mann-Whitney test was applied to check whether the group that declares to have 
capacitors mechanisms achieve higher IOCM, TC, and ARM scores. 

The statistical test shows that, at a 95% confidence level, there is no difference in the 
IOCM, TC, or ARM scores between those firms that apply capacitors mechanisms and those 
that do not apply them. Therefore, this study found no evidence that capacitors mechanisms can 
influence IOCM, TC, or ARM scores. 
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5.1.11 Results of gain sharing 

Finally, PSMs were asked whether the firms that share gains with suppliers through cost 
reduction in the value chain. As a result, 54% declared that, somehow, firms share their gains 
with suppliers this way. 

According to Cooper and Slagmulder (1999) and Bhimani et al. (2011), gain sharing 
through cost reduction in the value chain work as an “encouraging mechanisms” and it 
contributes to a successful implementation of IOCM programs. Thus, Mann-Whitney test was  
applied to check whether the group of firms declaring to share gains with suppliers have higher 
IOCM, TC, and ARM scores. 

Test results revealed, at a 95% confidence level, there is no difference in the IOCM and 
TC score when encouraging mechanisms are applied. However, it was found that the group of 
firms declaring to share gains with suppliers also has a higher ARM score. These results 
evidence that this practice is associated with increased ARM practices.  
 
5.2 Analysis of inter-organizational cost management results  

It was measured the score of IOCM, that is, a percentage of a maximum score, 
considering 15 questions with 5 points and 85 respondents, the maximum score were 6.375 
(e.g.: 15 x 5 x 85). Generally, the IOCM score was regarded as very high, since it reaches 
70.6%. Therefore, PSMs believe that firm characteristics contribute to implement an IOCM 
program, however, it may not be assumed that the firms actually apply IOCM to practice. 

For investigating the application of IOCM in real life, a different analysis is needed, 
perhaps the case study method is the technique of choice to address the issue. Yet, the results 
obtained were regarded as appropriate for the purposes of this study, i.e. investigating the 
relationship between perceived IOCM, TC, and ARM levels. 

The electronics industry had the highest IOCM score (77.1%), followed by the 
consumer goods industry (70.7%). Surprisingly, the automotive industry, which traditionally 
emphasizes collaborative practices with suppliers (Kajüter & Kulmala, 2005), had the lowest 
IOCM score. Graph 1 illustrates the IOCM score per industry. 
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Graphic 1 - Score on IOCM per industry 

 Source: elaborated by the author 
 
Considering the three attributes required to implement an IOCM approach, i.e. a) cost 

management process design, b) support of the information technology (IT) system to implement 
an IOCM program, and c) key people commitment to inter-organizational relationship, the 
outcomes are also very interesting. 

The results indicate that the strongest attribute of an IOCM approach is its IT system, 
which achieve 74.3%, and the weakest attribute was people commitment (68.7%). Graph 2 
illustrates the score per attributes. 

Graphic 2 - Score per aspect of IOCM 

 Source: elaborated by the author 
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The results indicate that PSMs perceive that firms have the technology needed to 
implement an IOCM approach, something which, according to Ellram (1994), Smith and 
Lockamy (2000), and Akkermans et al. (2003), is critical for a process-driven approach. The 
subsequent sections provide a detailed analysis per attribute.  

 
5.2.1 Results of support from information technology systems 

According to PSMs, the strongest attribute to implement IOCM is support from IT 
systems, which reached 74.3% (Graph 2). However, not all aspects of an IT system were 
regarded as robust for an IOCM approach. The weakest aspect is related to interconnections 
with suppliers (question T04). Table 43 shows the scores with regard to this attribute. 
 
Table 43 Results on support of IT systems to IOCM 
Code Description Score 

T01 Provides reliable cost information. 79,8% 
T02 Performs integration of internal cost information. 79,5% 
T03 Provides reports containing operational activities and processes. 76,9% 
T04 Enables integration (input information) of cost information from main suppliers. 59,5% 
T05 Tracking information on the origin and consumption of resources. 71,3% 

Source: elaborated by the author 
 
As indicated by the results, PSMs seem to be comfortable with the performance and 

reliability of internal cost information (questions T01 and T02). On the other hand, 
interconnection of cost information between suppliers (question T04) has the lowest score in 
the group of questions. 

According to Bastl et al. (2010), the execution of IOCM programs depends on 
interchangeable information in the supplying chain. Therefore, the results suggest that firms 
need to pursue collaborative practices to apply an IOCM program. 

Considering the results per industry, electronics was found to have the user-friendliest 
IT system with regard to an IOCM approach, since it reaches 82.9%. The results also indicate 
that IT systems in the automotive industry are the less adapted to IOCM implementation. Graph 
4 illustrates the scores of IT systems per industry. 
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Graphic 3 - Score on support of IT system to IOCM approach per industry 

 Source: elaborated by the author 
 

 
5.2.2 Results of cost management program design 

Cost management program design reached 68.9%, however, not all aspects of this 
IOCM attribute was regarded as high. Thus, questions that measure this attribute reflect 
differences in the internal and external aspects of cost management program design. 

All internal aspects were very well assessed by PSMs, such as “control of internal costs” 
and “use of contemporary cost management tools.” However, the results demonstrate that firms 
do not apply collaborative practices to manage inter-organizational costs, since the questions 
reflecting the involvement of main suppliers in cost management programs was below average. 
Table 44 shows the results concerning cost management programs design. 

  
Table 44 Results on design of cost management process 
Code Description Score 

D01 We control the cost of internal process and activities. 85.4% 
D02 We have information of the cost of process and activities of the main suppliers 58.1% 
D03 We have work team with people from my company and people from suppliers. 51.1% 
D04 We have information about product attributes that are valued by customers. 79.5% 
D05 We use intensely contemporary instruments of cost management (e.g. ABC, TCO). 67.5% 

Source: elaborated by the author 
 
 

The results of external aspects of cost management design (questions D02 and D03) are 
aligned to the score of question T04, which suggests that firms do not exchange cost information 
in a supplying chain network intensively. 
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LaLonde and Pohlen (1996) argue that supplying chain costs offer many opportunities 
to increase efficiency and effectiveness, but they require costing activities to grasp where and 
how resources are used. Thus, supply chain costs require cost information concerning the 
actions taken by suppliers. Ellram (2002a) claims that a cross-functional team approach and 
cost information sharing across the supply chain is crucial for successful IOCM programs. 
 This results shown in Table 44 indicate that cost management design in the firms is 
aimed at adopting IOCM techniques, but the firm needs improved collaborative practices to 
advance in cost management across the supply chain. 

Analyzing the cost management program design scores per industry, it was found that 
the electronics industry shows up as the most adherent to IOCM, followed by the chemical and 
automotive industries. Consumer goods firms, on the other hand, have the lowest scores in this 
regard, from the IOCM perspective (Graph 4). 

 
Graphic 4 - Score on design of cost management process per industry 

 Source: elaborated by the author 
 
Interestingly, considering only the aspect of collaborative practices with suppliers 

(question D2 and D3), the automotive industry is above average, just behind electronics firms, 
which are the most developed also in this aspect. Thus, the results corroborate Kajüter and 
Kulmala (2005), i.e. the automotive industry has a long tradition in collaborative practices. 

Although the electronics industry has the highest score in cost management program 
design, it has the lowest score in questions D4 and D5, i.e. PSMs perceived their firms do not 
meet customer needs by using contemporary cost management tools, such as ABC or TCO. 
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5.2.3 Results of key people commitment 
Although the people commitment score was high (68.7%), it was the lowest among the 

three IOCM attributes. Once again, the internal aspects were well assessed by PSMs, while the 
skills and ability to manage costs in an inter-organizational context (questions P03 and P04) 
require improvement. Table 45 shows the results of key people commitment to IOCM.  

 
Table 45 Results on key people commitment to IOCM approach. 

Code Description Score 
P01 They have skills and manage costs in inter-organizational context. 72.7% 
P02 Exchange information with managers from other areas on the costs of proceedings. 72.7% 
P03 Are concerned to discus with managers of our suppliers cost management solutions that 

improve competitiveness for both. 63.8% 
P04 Exchange information on production costs with managers of our main suppliers. 55.1% 
P05 They believe that the cost management approach in inter-organizational context can 

bring benefits to the company. 76.9% 
Source: elaborated by the author 

 
Cookins (1998) suggests that managers inability to increase suppliers commitment to 

the cost management program is derived from traditional cost accounting techniques; the 
implementation of ABC/M may improve the horizontal analysis of procedures and activities 
across the supplying chain.  

Cross-sector analysis of people commitment reveals that managers from the automotive 
industry have the lowest commitment rates. On the other hand, key managers from the 
electronics and consumer goods industries are more open to establish IOCM programs. Graph 
5 illustrates the scores of people commitment to an IOCM program per industry. 
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Graphic 5 - Score on people commitment to IOCM approach per industry 

 
Source: elaborated by the author 

 
In the automotive industry, the lowest score refers to question T4 (49%), i.e. PSMs 

declare that they do not exchange information with managers from their main suppliers. 
Nevertheless, it was not possible to identify to which extent these managers do not exchange 
information, indeed, it is not clear whether they receive cost information from suppliers and do 
not provide cost information for people outside the company  

 
5.2.4 Regression analysis of inter-organizational cost management 

After showing and analyzing the results of control variables and the main aspects of the 
IOCM score, it is worth discussing which control variable may be associated with the IOCM 
score. Multiple regression analysis was adopted to address this task. 

According to Gujarati (2003), regression analysis addresses the dependence of a 
variable (dependent variable) in relation to another variable or other variables (explanatory 
variables). Thus, there is a need to investigate which variable can influence the IOCM score in 
the firms under analysis. All the control variables described in Chapter 4 was tested as a possible 
explanatory variable of the IOCM score. A variable having a binary predictor is named as 
dummy (Doane & Seward, 2005). 

Regarding the questions that have more than one binary answer (e.g. “How many 
employees work in your company? a) less than 100; b) between 100 and 499; c) between 500 
and 2,000; and d) over 2,000”), categorical variables were included. Each category is processed 
as a binary answer and, in a regression analysis, we need only c-1 categories, omitting one of 
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the binary answers (Doane & Seward, 2005). The model devised to test the IOCM score is 
provided in Appendix 6. 

Since there is too many explanatory variables, a forward stepwise regression method 
was adopted to automatically select the significant variables in the final model. Perhaps, the 
forward stepwise regression method is the automatic search method more frequently used and, 
essentially, it consists in adding or deleting an explanatory variable according to a predefined 
criterion (Kutner, Nachtsheim & Neter, 2005). The forward stepwise regression method added 
only four control variables to the model, as illustrated in Figure 7. 

 

 
Figure 7 Output for regression model of IOCM score 

 
The final model explains 24.0% of variation in the IOCM score. There is interesting 

evidence of the relationship between the IOCM approach and some control variables. 
Accordingly, firms from the electronics industry (segm3) have a significant and positive 

association with the IOCM score, i.e. these firms have a higher IOCM score.  
A positive influence of empsizecomp3 was also found, i.e. in this study, the IOCM score 

is higher between firms with an equivalent size2. Thus, the results suggest that firms tend to 
adopt an IOCM approach when suppliers have an equivalent size. 

                                                 
2 When size is measured through the number of employees of the focal company and its main suppliers. 
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Also, a positive association between the IOCM score and the adoption of cost 
management tools, such as ABC, target costing, and the inter-organizational budget. Thus, 
deploying such tools increases the opportunities to adopt IOCM.  

Finally, a negative association between the IOCM score and variable nsup3 was found, 
which represents firms with 10 to 20 suppliers participating in 80% of the production inputs 
(main suppliers). Interestingly, the highest IOCM score was found among firms that declared 
to have over 20 main suppliers, contradicting Bhimani et al. (2011), who stated that the less 
suppliers, the more opportunities to implement IOCM. Therefore, the final model to explain the 
IOCM score was: 

= 48.76 + 7.99 3 + 5.98 3 + 4.83 − 4.55 3 +                 (1) 
 
Subsequently, the assumption of the regression model was tested. Specifically, the 

normality and homoscedasticity of residuals and the presence of multicollinearity between 
independent variables were tested, as recommended by Gujarati (2003). Another assumption 
recommended by Gujarati (2003) is testing autocorrelation, however, this test is only applied 
for observation series ordered in time; that is not the case in this study. 

The Shapiro-Francia test (prob. 0.026) showed that residuals do not have a normal 
distribution, while the Breusch-Pagan test (prob. 0.782) indicated variation in residual 
homoscedasticity. Finally, the VIF statistics (VIF = 1.03) confirmed that there is no 
multicollinearity between independent variables. Accordingly, except for normality 
distribution, the assumptions of the model were successful tested. However, Gujarati (2003) 
explains that quality of normality test depends on sample size. 

 
5.3 Analysis of transaction costs results  

On average, the results concerning the TC score were also significant (63.7%). This 
suggests that PSMs perceived they spend a lot of effort in the relationship with their main 
suppliers. 

Analyzing the cross-sector results of the TC score, perceived TC is relatively at the same 
level between industries, the highest score referred to consumer goods and electronics firms 
(64.8% and 64.7%, respectively), and the lowest is related to metallurgy and automotive 
industry (62.7%). Graph 6 illustrates the results per industry. 
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Graphic 6 - Score on TC per industry 

 Source: elaborated by the author 
 
Interestingly, a firm from the electronics industry, which achieved the highest IOCM 

score, now achieves the second highest TC score, while the automotive industry have the lowest 
IOCM score as well as TC, however, it does not mean that firms with a higher IOCM level have 
a higher TC score, since additional tests should be applied. 

The TC score is based on four aspects: i) effort to develop relationship; ii) effort to 
monitor relationship; iii) effort to address problems in the relationship; and iv) perception of 
opportunistic behavior in a relationship. Graph 7 illustrates the score in each TC dimension. 
 

Graphic 7 – Scores per dimension of TC 

 Source: elaborated by the author 
 
The highest perceived TC refers to the effort to develop relationship with a supplier 

(72.6%). On the other hand, the lowest perceived TC is related to the possibility of opportunistic 
advantage by the main supplier (55.1%), and the effort to monitor relationship (58.3%). 
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These results suggest that the big issues in the inter-organizational context are related to 
developing the relationship with suppliers and solving problems that may arise from it, 
however, since the relationship is established, it seems that trust is not the biggest problem, due 
to the lower score of the monitoring effort and the risk of opportunistic behavior. 

Cokins (2001) claims that IOCM is a part of the solution to increase inter-firm trust. 
According to Baricevic (2005), the higher inter-organizational relationship level, the higher the 
trust level; Andrade et al. (2001) add that the trust level between firm and suppliers reduces TC 
in the relationship. 

Williamson (1971) describes the cost to access information and structure relationship as 
an ex-ante cost and the cost to operate the relationship as an ex-post cost. Accordingly, it could 
be considered that effort to develop relationship could be classified as mainly an ex-ante cost, 
while all the other three aspects are ex-post, yet, some developing effort should occur ex-post. 

So, ex-ante costs were regarded by PSMs as higher than ex-post costs. Except for the 
cost of solving problems that may arise from the relationship (ex-post), all the aspects related 
to coordinating the relationship have the TC score below average. Then, the results of each 
aspect in the TC score are examined in more detail.  
 
5.3.1 Results of effort to develop the relationship 

According to PSMs, the greater effort to establish a collaborative relationship with the 
supplier is related to understanding in advance the alliance purposes (question E01). This issue 
requires many meetings with the main suppliers and often negotiating the relationship structure. 

Another huge effort is required to gather all information needed to build the relationship 
with supplier (question E02) and to work out terms not specified in the contract (question E03). 
However, the results indicate that efforts to determine individual roles in the relationship 
(question E05) were considered the smallest problem to develop the relationship with a supplier. 
Table 46 summarizes the results concerning the effort to develop relationship. 
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Table 46 Results on effort to develop relationship with supplier 
Code Description Score 
E01 It was understood in advance what this relationship would involve. 84.2% 
E02 

Significant effort was required to gather the information necessary to outline the working 
relationship with Supplier S. 71.3% 

E03 
It was straightforward and easy to work out the main issues and necessary details of the 
relationship with Supplier S. 66.1% 

E04 
There were many unspecified terms which had to be worked out as the relationship with 
Supplier S developed. 73.6% 

E05 
It required significant effort to determine individual roles to be performed by our firm and 
Supplier S. 65.2% 
Source: elaborated by the author 
Analyzing the results per industry in terms of TC to develop relationship, PSMs from 

the electronics industry reported the greatest efforts (with 76.4%). Interestingly, in the 
electronics industry the highest IOCM score was found, something which may suggest that an 
IOCM approach reflects on the TC score to develop relationship. In contrast, PSMs from 
consumer goods companies reported less effort to develop relationship. Graph 8 illustrates the 
results of developing relationship per industry. 

Graphic 8 - Score on developing relationship with supplier per industry 

 Source: elaborated by the author 
 
5.3.2 Results of effort to monitor the relationship 

TC related to monitoring the relationship with a supplier, according to PSMs, was not 
the biggest issue, nevertheless, respondents were concerned about the suppliers taking 
advantage of the relationship (question M05).  

Nevertheless, most PSMs declared to be at a good position to evaluate suppliers 
behavior (question M4). Table 47 shows the results per item to monitor the relationship. 
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Table 47 Results on effort to monitoring relationship with supplier 
Code Description Score 
M01 It is costly, in time and effort, to clearly monitor the performance of main suppliers. 66.4% 
M02 It is easy to tell if we were receiving fair treatment from main suppliers. 61.6% 
M03 It takes significant effort to detect whether or not Supplier conforms to specifications and quality standards. 59.5% 
M04 We are in a good position to evaluate how fairly our main suppliers deal with us. 40.5% 
M05 There is not much concern about our main supplier taking advantage of this Relationship. 72.0% 
M06 Accurately evaluating our main suppliers requires a lot of effort. 52.2% 

Source: elaborated by the author 
Analyzing the TC score to monitor the relationship per industry, chemical and 

electronics firms showed the lowest scores (55.9% and 57.6%, respectively). This suggests that 
in these industries the trust level between firm and supplier is higher. Graph 9 illustrates the 
score of monitoring the relationship per industry. 
 
 

Graphic 9 - Score on monitoring relationship with supplier per industry 

 Source: elaborated by the author 
 
 
5.3.3 Results of effort to tackle problems that arise in the relationship 

Addressing problems that may arise in the relationship with a supplier was pointed out 
as something that requires a lot of effort by PSMs, especially because solutions to these 
problems often need to be customized (question Pr04).  

Most respondents agree that there is no standardized solution to tackle problems with 
suppliers (question Pr02) and that the nature of resources also make problem-solving a 
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challenge (question Pr03). Table 48 shows the score per item related to the effort to address 
problems in the relationship with a supplier. 
 Table 48 Results on effort to addressing problem with supplier 
Code Description Score 
Pr01 The approach to solving problems in our relationship with main suppliers clear-cut. 60.7% 
Pr02 

There are standard solutions or approaches to problems that might occur with our main 
suppliers. 66.4% 

Pr03 Problem solving is often challenging, due to the nature of our resources. 64.7% 
Pr04 

Although solutions to problems can be achieved, they would often need to be highly 
customized. 84.2% 

Source: elaborated by the author 
 

Interestingly, the automotive industry, which has the lowest IOCM score, also has the 
lowest score concerning the effort to solve problems with suppliers. This results suggests that 
the lower the IOCM level, the lower the effort to solve problems with suppliers. Graph 10 
illustrates the results per industry.  

 
Graphic 10 - Score on effort to addressing problem with suppliers per industry 

 Source: elaborated by the author 
 
 
5.3.4 Results of perception of the opportunistic behavior by supplier 

The TC score regarding perception of the opportunistic behavior was the lowest 
(55.1%). Generally, PSMs do not demonstrate much concern about the supplier temptation to 
behave opportunistically (question A04).  
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Nevertheless, respondents showed some worry about the capability of suppliers to get 
away from responsibilities (question A02) and they believe that, somehow, suppliers can pursue 
their own interest instead of the relationship interest (question A3).  

 Yet, PSMs indicated they do not believe that suppliers have great motivation to take 
advantage of terms not specified in the relationship (question A05). Table 49 illustrates the 
opportunistic behavior score per item. 
 
Table 49 Results on perception of opportunistic behavior with supplier 
Code Description Score 
A01 It is easy for our main supplier to alter the facts in order to get what they wanted. 46.6% 
A02 

It is difficult to main suppliers to promise to do things and get away without actually doing 
them later. 68.9% 

A03 
There are no incentives for our main suppliers to pursue their interests at the expense of our 
interests. 67.3% 

A04 
There is a strong temptation for main suppliers to withhold or distort information for their 
benefit. 47.1% 

A05 
There exists, from our main suppliers perspective, a significant motivation to take advantage of 
unspecified or unenforceable contract terms. 45.9% 
Source: elaborated by the author 
Analyzing the results with regard to perception of the opportunistic behavior per 

industry, they show nearly the same low rates of worry about the possibility of a supplier 
behaving opportunistically. Again, the automotive industry, which has the lowest IOCM score, 
also has the lowest score concerning perception of the opportunistic behavior by suppliers. 
Graph 11 illustrates the results per industry.   

 
Graphic 11 - Score on perception of opportunistically behavior per industry 

 Source: elaborated by the author 
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5.3.5 Regression analysis of the results of transaction costs 
Previously, a regression analysis was performed to understand which variables could 

explain the IOCM score, then, a similar procedure was adopted to grasp which control variables 
may be associated with variation in the TC score. 

Again, as recommended by Kutner et al. (2005), and due to the amount of explanatory 
variables, forward stepwise regression methods were used to pre select the significant variables. 
The original regression model for the TC score is provided in Appendix 7.  

As a result, forward stepwise regression methods added only two control variables to 
the final model, as illustrated in Figure 8. 

 

 
Figure 8 Output for regression model of TC score 

Only two variables are significantly associated with the TC score. Primarily, firms with 
annual gross revenues between R$ 250 and R$ 499 million (rev2) are associated to higher TC. 
Perhaps, firms with this size have greater TC because they are neither too small to be simpler 
organizations or too big to be at a good position to negotiate with greater suppliers. 

It was also found that when PSMs have 10 to 20 years of experience (exp3) the firm has 
greater TC. Interestingly, it was observed that firms whose managers have over 20 years of 
experience (variable exp4) showed a lower TC score. 

These results enable some insights about the influence of managers experience on the 
perceived TC score in the sense that senior managers (over 20 years’ experience) contribute do 
reduce TC, however, further studies are need to clarify this relationship. Therefore, the final 
regression model for TC may be designed as: 
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= 60.71 + 4.07 2 + 3.69 3 +                                                        (2) 
 
Again, the assumption of regression models suggested by Gujarati (2003) was tested, 

and Shapiro-Francia test (prob. 0.207) showed that residuals have a normal distribution, 
Breusch-Pagan test (prob. 0.569) pointed out that the variation of residuals is homoscedastic 
and VIF statistics (VIF = 1.01) confirmed there is no multicollinearity between rev2 and exp3. 

Thus, for this sample, it was found that firms having revenues between R$ 250 and 
R$ 499 million (middle companies) and those having managers between 10 and 20 years of 
experience are associated to a higher TC score. 
 
5.4 Analysis of ARM results  

On average, the results with regard to the ARM score were also high (73.1%). This 
means that PSMs believe their firms intensively apply many aspects of the ARM framework. 
Interestingly, the results show that consumer goods companies, having the higher TC score, 
also have the higher ARM score. Graph 12 displays the results of the ARM score per industry. 

  
Graphic 12 - Score of ARM per industry 

 Source: elaborated by the author 
 
The electronics industry showed the lowest ARM score and the highest IOCM score, 

however, so far there is a negative relationship between ARM and IOCM in this industry. 
Nonetheless, association between the main variables is the subject of the next section. 
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Furthermore, firms tend to apply the ARM framework more intensively at the stage of 
supplier selection. On the other hand, PSMs declared they apply the ARM framework less 
intensively at the operating stage. Graph 13 shows the results per stage of ARM program. 
 

Graphic 13 – Scores per stage of ARM 

 Source: elaborated by the author 
 
5.4.1 Results of selecting a partner to the alliance 

The results show that firms are putting more emphasis on managing risk when selecting 
suppliers. More precisely, firms tend to build alliances only with suppliers having a high trust 
level (question F02). Also, for establishes relationship in a supply network, PSM’s sources for 
suppliers with high level of complementarity of resource (question F03) and have compatible 
goals (question F04). Table 50 illustrates the results of selection score. 
 
Table 50 Results of selecting partner to alliance per item 

Code Description Score 
F01 We tend to build alliances with companies that have equivalent power than ours. 70.1% 
F02 We tend to build alliances with companies we have high level of trust. 90.8% 
F03 We tend to build alliances with companies we have high level of complementary of 

knowledge or physical resources. 69.6% 
F04 In developing alliances we source for compatible goals in of companies. 80.0% 

Source: elaborated by the author 
 
In selecting partners to alliance, metallurgy firms reveled to apply more intensively the 

ARM framework than any other industry. This characteristic might suggest that the metallurgy 
industry firms are more stringent to select its suppliers. On the other hand, electronics industry 
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appears to have the less severe selection criteria for suppliers. Graph 14 presents the score of 
selecting partners to alliance per industry. 
 
 
 

Graphic 14 – Scores of selecting partner per industry 

 Source: elaborated by the author 
 

5.4.2 Results on structuring the alliance 
After selecting partners, the results demonstrates that firms apply more intensively the 

framework of ARM in structuring relationship, especially, the framework is applied to clearly 
define the terms and conditions in the case of dissolution of the alliance (question S02) and to 
define the required investments and the access to the resources involved in the alliance (question 
S04). Table 51 demonstrates the results of score of structuring alliance per item. 
 
Table 51 Results on structuring the alliance per item 

Code Description Score 
S01 Key managers of the alliance stress the importance of having the most appropriate type of 

alliance structure. 73.4% 
S02 The dissolution of alliances with partners are always practices established by contract. 76.5% 
S03 Contractual points specify in the detail the use of resources of alliances. 73.6% 
S04 The level of investment and access to resources involved in alliances are clearly defined in the 

contract. 76.0% 
Source: elaborated by the author 

 
Analyzing the score of structuring alliances per industry, consumer goods and chemical 

firms apply more intensively the ARM framework (79.8% and 79.7%, respectively). Curiously, 
metallurgy firms, which showed the highest score at the phase of selecting partners, now show 
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the lowest score at the phase of structuring the alliance. Graph 15 illustrates the results per 
industry. 

 
 

Graphic 15 – Scores of structuring alliance per industry 

 Source: elaborated by the author 
 
5.4.3 Results of operating the alliance 

The results of the ARM score showed that firms put more emphasis on selecting 
partners, structuring and evaluating the alliance, but they do not stress risks at the stage of 
operating the alliance. Usually, firms are concerned to preserve some competition and 
cooperation level in the alliance (question O2), and they have some mechanisms to monitor the 
level of cooperation between partners (question O3), but firms also apply the ARM framework 
to protect the company’s individual interest (question O1). Table 52 illustrates the 
characteristics of ARM outcomes to operate the alliances. 
 
Table 52 Results on operating the alliance per item 
Code Description Score 
O01 Some level of competition practices is allowed in alliances in order to protect the individual 

interests of companies. 68.9% 
O02 Both the level of cooperation and competition in alliances is preserved, as dynamic and 

permanent conditions. 73.2% 
O03 There are specific mechanisms to systematically monitor the level of cooperation of our partners 

with the agreed objectives. 62.4% 
O04 My company, sometimes, avoid activities that could benefit us but that could harm our 

relationship with partners. 67.5% 
Source: elaborated by the author 
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Comparing the score of operating an alliance per industry indicate that every industry 
has nearly the same level. Chemical firms have the lowest score and metallurgy firms the higher. 
Graph 16 illustrates the results of operating score per industry.  
 
 
 

Graphic 16 – Scores of operating alliance per industry 

 Source: elaborated by the author 
 

5.4.4 Results of evaluating the alliance 
Finally, the results of evaluating an alliance showed that firms are more concerned to 

provide a quick feedback to suppliers (question Ev01) and linking the performance indicators 
with the goals of the relationship (question Ev02), but they are less concerned in defining the 
long term indicators (question Ev04). Table 53 shows the score of evaluating the alliance per 
item.  
Table 53 Results on evaluating the alliance per item 

Code Description Score 
Ev01 Rapid feedback and conduct adjustments are common practices in our alliances. 79.8% 
Ev02 The performance indicators are aligned with the goals of the partnership. 77.6% 
Ev03 Short-term performance indicators are always defined to evaluate alliances. 68.2% 
Ev04 Long-term performance indicators are always defined to evaluate alliances. 67.5% 

Source: elaborated by the author 
The electronics firms put more emphasis on this ARM aspect (79.9%). Less emphasis 

lies on chemical and metallurgy firms (70%). Graph 17 illustrates the results per industry. 
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Graphic 17 – Scores of evaluating alliance per industry 

 
Source: elaborated by the author 

 
 

5.4.5 Regression analysis of the results of alliance risk management 
Regression analysis was performed to grasp which variables can help explaining the 

ARM score. The same procedures described for IOCM and TC were adopted and the original 
regression model to test the ARM score is provided in Appendix 8. 

Based on a stepwise method, only three control variables remained in the final model, 
as illustrated in Figure 9. 

 

 
Figure 9 Output for regression model of ARM score 
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Initially, gainshare was positively associated with the ARM score, i.e. firms tend to 
adopt more intensively the ARM framework when they apply some method for sharing gains 
with suppliers through a cost management program.  

Then, there was also a positive association between ARM and empizecomp3, which 
represents firms having an equivalent size to suppliers3. Consequently, firms that have main 
suppliers with equivalent size apply more intensively the ARM framework.  

Lastly, it was found that ARM is applied more intensively to the consumer goods 
industry (segm2). As a result, the final model for the ARM score was: 

 
= 54.03 + 4.48 ℎ + 4.41 3 + 3.94 2 +          (3) 

 
Again, the assumptions of the regression model were tested. Shapiro-Francia test (prob. 

0.341) showed that residuals have a normal distribution, Breusch-Pagan test (prob. 0.447) 
indicated that the variation of residuals is homoscedastic and the VIF statistics (VIF = 1.04) 
confirmed that there is no multicollinearity. 
 
 
5.5 Relationship between inter-organizational cost management, transaction costs, and 

alliance risk management 
For investigating the relationship between IOCM, TC, and ARM simultaneously, the 

structural equation model (SEM) was employed along with the partial least square (PLS). 
According to Hair et al. (2009), SEM and PLS may be used to estimate the inter-relationship 
between variables not observed (latent variables).  

Hair et al. (2009) explain that the process of building and analyzing SEM must take 7 
steps: 1) developing a theoretical model; 2)  drawing a path diagram; 3) specifying the 
measurement mode; 4) selecting the of SEM type (correlation/covariance); 5) evaluating SEM; 
6) analyzing the outputs; and 7) modifying SEM. If needed, return to step 5.  

Step 1 was developed from chapter 2 to 4. Steps 2 and 3 were developed in the 
introduction (Figure 4). The selection of SEM type was introduced in methodology chapter. 

                                                 
3 Considering the number of employees as proxy for size. 
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Then, evaluating SEM consists in assessing the measurement and structural models, so the 
analysis of outputs is provided and discussed. 
 

 
5.5.1 Evaluating the measurement model 

Initially, the measurement model was examined, which corresponds to the correlation 
between observable indicators (questions in a questionnaire) and the latent variables 
(constructs) (Ringle, Silva & Bido, 2014). Accordingly, average variance extracted (AVE), 
composite reliability (CR), and Cronbach’s alpha (CA) were analyzed.  

Ringle et al. (2014) explain that AVE demonstrates how the indicators are correlated to 
their latent variables. Hair et al. (2009) explain that CA and CR measure the internal consistency 
between indicators of each construct and, while CA is the most frequently used metric for 
internal consistency, CR is more indicated to measure the SEM reliability. Table 54 illustrates 
results of first-order latent variables.  
 
Table 54 Main results on the original SEM 

First order latent 
variables AVE Composite Reliability Cronbach’s 

Alpha 
IOCM - People 0.63* 0.89 0.85 
IOCM - Process 0.43 0.78 0.68 
IOCM - IT 0.55* 0.85 0.77 
ARM - Selecting 0.48 0.78 0.64 
ARM - Structuring 0.56* 0.83 0.72 
ARM - Operating 0.38 0.67 0.53 
ARM - Evaluating 0.69* 0.90 0.84 
TC - Developing 0.36 0.65 0.49 
TC - Monitoring 0.34 0.67 0.55 
TC - Problems 0.33 0.19 0.37 
TC - Opportunism 0.43 0.57 0.36 

Source: elaborated by the author 
* Significant at the level of 0.50. 
 
To be considered satisfactory, AVE must be greater than 0.50, however, when this is 

not the case, researchers should exclude observable indicators with a lower load (Hair et al., 
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2009; Ringle et al., 2014). Thus, as Table 54 shows, several latent variables have an AVE lower 
than 0.50. Consequently, after examining the load of each indicator, 11 were eliminated from 
the original model, and 40 observable indicators remain. Table 55 shows the indicators 
eliminated. 
Table 55 Indicators eliminated from original SEM 

First order latent variables Indicators eliminated 
Process (IOCM) D03 

IT (IOCM) T04 
Operating (ARM) O04 
Developing (TC) E01 
Monitoring (TC) M02, M04 e M05 
Problems (TC) Pr01 e Pr02 

Opportunism (TC) A02 e A03 
Source: elaborated by the author 
 
After eliminating the indicators with lower loads, the measurement model was 

reanalyzed and the new outputs are illustrated in Table 56. 
 

Table 56 Main results on adjusted SEM 
First order latent variables AVE CR CA 

People 0.63* 0.89** 0.85*** 
Process 0.50* 0.80** 0.67*** 

IT 0.66* 0.89** 0.83*** 
Selecting 0.48 0.78** 0.64*** 

Structuring 0.56* 0.83** 0.72*** 
Operating 0.50* 0.74**            0.55 
Evaluating 0.69* 0.90** 0.84*** 
Developing 0.46 0.76**            0.59     
Monitoring 0.64* 0.84** 0.71*** 
Problems 0.65* 0.78**            0.53 

Opportunism 0.69* 0.87** 0.78*** 
Source: elaborated by the author 
* Significant at the level of 0.50. 
** Significant at the level of 0.70. 
*** Significant at the level of 0.60. 
After excluding those 11 indicators, most of the latent variables now have an AVE over 

0.50, demonstrating that the measurement model converge to a satisfactory model (Fornell & 
Larcker, 1981). However, according to Table 56, AVE in the constructs “selecting” and 
“developing” was still below 0.50, although, it was decided to accept those results to preserve 
as much indicators as possible in the final model. Accordingly, “estimates will approach the 
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‘true’ latent variable score, as both the number of indicators per block and sample size increase” 
(Chin & Newsted, 1999, p. 329). 

The next step was assessing the internal consistency of data through CA and CR. Hair 
et al. (2009) explain that CR over 0.70 and CA over 0.60 may be regarded as satisfactory in an 
exploratory research.  

Table 56 shows that all constructs have a CR over 0.70, something which indicates 
internal consistency between indicators of each construct, nevertheless, three constructs have a 
CA below 0.60.  

However, Ringle et al. (2014) argue that CR is more indicated to evaluate the internal 
consistency of SEM, since it prioritizes variables according to reliability, while CA is very 
sensitive to the number of variables in each construct. Thus, the internal consistency of the first-
order latent variable is acceptable. 

Subsequently, the metrics for the second-order latent variables was evaluated (IOCM, 
TC and ARM). Since the smart PLS program does not provide a reliable output for AVE and 
CR at the second-order latent variable level, this must be separately calculated. AVE must be 
calculated as the average of the square path coefficient in each related constructs (Wetzels, 
Odekerken-Schröder & Van Oppen, 2009). Equation 4 defines AVE for second-order latent 
variable. 

=  ∑ (   )
  ( )                                                 (4) 

CR is calculated as the square of the sum of path coefficients, divided by the square of 
the sum of path coefficients plus square error, as indicated by Equation 5: 

=  ∑(   )
∑(   ) ∑(  )                                (5) 

The results of AVE and CC for the second-order latent variables are demonstrated in 
Table 57. 
Table 57 AVE and CC for first order latent variable 
Panel A: Calculation of AVE and CR for IOCM second-order variables  

Second-order LV:  IOCM Path Coefficient 1-Path Coeficient^2 
People 0,898 0,19395516 
Process 0,832 0,30711024 
IT 0,851 0,27528831 
AVE 0,741*  
CR 0,896**  
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Panel B: Calculation of AVE and CR for TC second-order variables 
Second-order LV: TC Path Coefficient 1-Path Coeficient^2 

Developing 0,695 0,51725296 
Monitoring 0,806 0,35068636 
Problems 0,720 0,48188796 
Opportunism 0,756 0,4284640 
AVE 0,555*  
CR 0,833**  
   
Panel C: Calculation of AVE and CR for ARM second-order variables 

Second-order LV: ARM Path Coefficient 1-Path Coeficient^2 
Selecting 0,646 0,58281319 
Structuring 0,715 0,48863199 
Operating 0,722 0,47943775 
Evaluating 0,840 0,29523975 
AVE 0,538*  
CR 0,822**  

Source: elaborated by the author 
* Significant at the level of 0.50. 
** Significant at the level of 0.70. 
The results indicate that the main variables of the model (second-order latent variables) 

have AVE over 0.50 and CR over 0.70, which indicate that the measurement model is 
satisfactory also at the level of second-order latent variable. 

Lastly, in order to validate measurement model, cross loading and latent variable 
correlation matrix were tested. The cross loading test is based on the correlation between 
indicators and their latent variables, basically the correlation between an indicator and its 
original latent variable must be higher than the correlation with other variables (Chin, 1998). 

After applying the cross loading test, the results indicate that the correlation of all 
observable indicators is higher in the original latent variable than in other variable, 
consequently, the measurement model have a discriminant validity.  

Ringle et al. (2014) explain that the correlation matrix test consists in comparing the 
AVE square of each latent variable to Pearson’s correlation between latent variable and the 
AVE square value must be greater than the correlation between latent variables (Fornell & 
Larcker, 1991). Yet, the test indicated a satisfactory discriminant validity. 

 
5.5.2 Evaluating the structural model 

After validating the measurement model, the structural model was evaluated, i.e. the 
relationship between latent variables. In this regard, Ringle et al. (2014) explain that, initially, 
R², redundancy, and communality must be evaluated. 
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Accordingly, R² measures the variance portion of the latent variables explained by the 
structural model, while redundancy measures the structural model quality, and communality 
measures the relevance of each latent variable for the structural model (Ringle et al., 2014). All 
measures should have a reference value of their own.  

Regarding R², according to Cohen (1988), results over 26% may be regarded as a big 
effect, 13% a medium effect, and 2% a small effect. For measuring redundancy, Hair et al. 
(2009) suggest that results over 0 may be regarded as satisfactory. The reference values for 
communality are 0.02, 0.13, and 0.26, corresponding to low, medium, and high values, 
respectively. Table 58 illustrates the results of these quality measures in the structural model. 
 
Table 58 Results of quality measure of structural model 

Latent Variable R Square Redundancy  Communality 
(ARM) Selecting 0.417 0.192 0.479 
(ARM) Structuring 0.511 0.272 0.561 
(ARM) Operating 0.521 0.240 0.501 
(ARM) Evaluating 0.705 0.456 0.685 

(TC) Developing 0.483 0.190 0.459 
(TC) Monitoring 0.649 0.345 0.636 
(TC) Problems 0.518 0.302 0.647 
(TC) Opportunism 0.572 0.336 0.689 

(IOCM) People 0.806 0.477 0.630 
(IOCM) Process 0.693 0.350 0.499 
(IOCM) IT 0.725 0.482 0.660 
 IOCM N/A N/A 0.436 
 ARM 0.171 0.051 0.302 
 TC 0.007 0.003 0.333 
Source: elaborated by the author 
The results of R² are big in all first-order latent variables, however, they are medium in 

ARM and very small in TC. R² and redundancy for IOCM cannot be measured, because this is 
an exogenous latent variable (Tenenhaus, Vinzi, Chatelin & Lauro, 2005). 

Results of redundancy are over 0 in all latent variables, indicating the structural model 
quality. Again, the lowest values for redundancy were found in the second-order latent variables 
(TC and ARM); however, it is still over 0. 

Results of communality of all latent variables were over 0.26, indicating that all latent 
variables have a great relevance for the structural model. 
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Furthermore, Tenenhaus et al. (2005) suggest using a global criteria of goodness-of-fit 
(GoF), which is computed as the geometric mean of average communality and average R². By 
using data from Table 58, the result for GoF is 0.53. 

Based on an AVE equal to 0.50 and communality equal to 0.26 (large), Wetzels et al. 
(2009) proposes that a GoF measure over 0.36 is satisfactory. Consequently, the global criteria 
of GoF for the structural model (0.53) may be regarded as very satisfactory. 

Overall, the results of the structural model quality are good to measure first-order latent 
variables, nevertheless, low R² and redundancy of TC indicate a problem in the relationship 
between second-order latent variables. 

The path coefficient of the relationship between latent variables and the significance of 
relationships were analyzed. The path coefficient must be seen as the beta coefficient of 
multiple regression models and significance should be below 5% at a 95% confidence level  
(Ringle et al., 2014). Figure 10 illustrates the results of path coefficients and the structural 
model significance.  

 Figure 10 Final PLS model relationship 
Most of the relationships in the structural model are positive and statistically significant, 

except for the relationship between IOCM and TC and the relationship between ARM and TC, 
which are negative and non-significant. Thus, the relationship must be analyzed per bloc. 
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The first bloc consists in the IOCM constructs, the results shows that adoption of IOCM 
approach positively influence on the key people commitment, cost management process design 
and on integration of IT systems. 

Furthermore, it was found that the main impacts of the IOCM approach are on key 
people commitment (0.90), then IT integration systems (0,85) and cost management process 
design (0.83). This result indicates that key people commitment is strongly influenced by 
adoption of IOCM approach by a firm. 

 In addition, a significant relationship between the IOCM and ARM scores was found. 
This finding indicates that firms applying IOCM tend to adopt the ARM framework. 
Accordingly, the results provide some evidence to support the second hypothesis of this 
dissertation: There is a positive association between adopting the ARM framework and an 
IOCM approach. 

Nevertheless, it was not found a significant relationship between IOCM and TC (sig. 
0.92). This result does not provide evidence to support the first research hypothesis: There is a 
positive association between perceived level of the IOCM approach and perceived level of 
transaction costs. Accordingly, it may be assumed that adopting an IOCM approach does not 
significantly influence perceived TC in a firm. 

The second bloc of relationship analysis consists of the constructs of ARM. Hence, a 
positive and significant association between the ARM score and the selecting, structuring, 
operating, and evaluating scores was found. Likewise, path coefficient analysis indicates that 
adoption of ARM framework influence strongly the way firms “evaluate” its suppliers. 

However, regarding of relationship between ARM and TC no support was found for the 
third research hypothesis (sig: 0.60): There is a negative association between adopting the ARM 
framework and perceived TC. The results indicate that adopting an ARM framework is 
associated with an adoption of IOCM approach but not with perception of TC. 

Finally, the third bloc of analysis has the TC latent variables. Accordingly, a positive 
and significant association between the TC score and cost of developing, monitoring, solving 
problems, and risk of opportunistic behavior was found. Particularly, the results indicate that 
effort to monitoring relationship with suppliers is strongest influenced by perception of TC. 
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5.6 Discussion of the results 
Given the increasing interest in collaborative practices on a supplying chain network 

since the decade of 1980 (Munday, 1992), this dissertation brings interesting results concerning 
the inter-organizational cost management approach (IOCM) and transaction costs (TC) in a 
buyer-supplier relationship. Several conceptual assumption were tested and the analyses of 
results provided evidence to support some of them, but also to reject others. 

Accordingly, the assumption by Kulmala (2004) that the balance of power between 
buyer and supplier contributes to the success of collaborative cost management approach still 
holds, since it was find that the IOCM score is higher when firm and main suppliers have an 
equivalent size (empsizecomp3). This finding is also aligned to Stafford (1994) and Kajüter and 
Kulmala (2005), when they argue that size of supplier increases its bargaining power and, 
therefore, it reduces the attractiveness of an IOCM approach. In addition, it was found that the 
number of suppliers also influences on the IOCM score. 

Hence, the statistical analysis showed that a group of firms with a larger supplying basis 
has a higher IOCM score. This result contrast with Bhimani et al. (2011), who argued that the 
less suppliers, the higher IOCM. Particularly, firms declaring to have from 10 to 20 suppliers 
that participate in 80% of the production inputs (nsup3) have a lower IOCM score, and the 
group of firms declaring to have over 20 main suppliers had a higher collaborative cost level, 
thus the more suppliers, the more opportunities for IOCM approach. It was found that as greater 
the number of supplier as greater is the interaction of managers and IT systems with suppliers. 

Yet, the analysis of results evidenced that adopting cost management tools (tools) 
increases the IOCM score. As examples of such tools, there are activity-based costing (ABC), 
target costing, and inter-organizational budget. This result is aligned to the assumption by 
Cooper and Slagmulder (1999) and Bhimani et al. (2011) that cost management tools, defined 
as a “disciplinary mechanism”, helps implementing an IOCM approach. This finding is 
particularly important for management accounting literature because it reinforces the value of 
accounting based information (e.g. from ABC) for strategic decisions (e.g. IOCM approach).   

Another factor that influences the IOCM score is the industry where the firms operate. 
Accordingly, firms from the electronics industry (segm3) have a higher level of collaborative 
cost approach. Interestingly, the automotive firms, well-known for their sophisticated cost 
practices (Kajuter & Kulmala, 2005), show the lowest IOCM score. This result might reflect a 
feature of Brazilian automotive industry of not being open to collaborative cost approach, 
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therefore, there is opportunities increase investigations on Brazilian automotive industry in 
order to figure out the motivations for the industry remain less open collaborative cost practices. 

However, no evidence was found that time of relationship with suppliers (time) can 
increase the IOCM opportunities. This contrasts with the assumption by Lyons (1994) and 
Bhimani et al. (2011), who argued that relationship time increases trust and interdependency 
between buyer and supplier and this helps in IOCM implementation. The level of trust between 
buyer and suppliers was not object of analysis on this study; however, studies on determinants 
of trust between buyer and suppliers and relationship of trust and level of IOCM are welcome.  

Another finding of paramount interest is that the IOCM score is not associated with the 
general strategic orientation of a firm (stra). Hence, firms were categorized into two groups, 
“cost leadership strategy” and “differentiation strategy”, according to the definition by Porter 
(1980). It was believed that a firm aligned to cost leadership strategy resorted to a collaborative 
cost management approach in a more intensive way, however, the results showed that there is 
no difference in the IOCM score between the two groups of firms. Therefore, regardless of the 
general strategy orientation, firms may adopt a collaborative practice to manage their costs in 
an inter-organizational context. 

Furthermore, it was believed that manager’s experience (exp) could positively influence 
the IOCM score, based on the assumption by Nicolini et al. (2000), who found a relevant 
influence of manager’s experience on the firms and the adoption of contemporary cost 
techniques. However, the group of most experienced managers (over 20 years of experience) 
had the lowest IOCM score, likewise, the group of least experienced managers (below 5 years 
of experience) had the second lowest score. Thus, although statistically not significant, a higher 
IOCM score was found in the group of managers with medium experienced managers (over 5 
and below 20 years of experience), something which leads to the conclusion that mangers are 
rather open to adopt a collaborative cost management approach when they are neither very 
young nor very experienced. 

However, manager’s experience does influence TC in the relationship with suppliers. 
Accordingly, it was found that the group of most experienced managers has the lowest TC 
score, while medium experienced managers (exp3) have a higher TC. Thus, manager’s 
experience, although not influencing on the adoption of collaborative cost management, does 
influence the perceived TC level with suppliers. This result is aligned with the assumption by 
Tomkins (2001) that expert managers could increase trust in a supplying network and contribute 
to reduce TC. 
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Yet, company size also influences on the perceived TC level with supplier. Accordingly, 
it was found that smaller firms (annual gross revenues below R$ 250 million) have the lowest 
TC score, however the biggest firms (annual gross revenues over R$ 1 billion) do not have the 
greatest TC score, but medium-sized firms (rev2), with annual gross revenues between R$ 250 
million and R$ 500 million, do have the highest TC score.  

These results lead to the conclusion that small firms have lower TC since it is less 
complex, but when firms are growing, they need to establish new transactions with suppliers 
and this increases the perceived TC, however, when firms are big, adding new transactions with 
suppliers does not increase the perceived TC. 

Interestingly, no evidence was found that resource sharing (technological, physical or 
human) increases perceived TC. This results contrast with Williamson (1971), where resource 
sharing may create asset specificities, with lower value outside the relationship, which increase 
TC. Likewise, no relationship between resource sharing and IOCM was observed, thus this 
result challenges the assumption by Cooper and Slagmulder (1999) and Bhimani et al. (2011) 
that resource sharing contributes to increase interdependence and enhance opportunities to 
implement an IOCM approach. 

Regarding the adoption of the ARM framework, it was found that, when firms have a 
gain sharing agreement with suppliers (gainshare), they use more intensively the ARM 
procedures recommended by Das and Teng (1999). This result was expected by a theoretical 
review and they were confirmed through statistical analysis. 

However, firms trading with bigger suppliers were expected to use the ARM framework 
more frequently, but the ARM score was higher when firms trade with equivalent sized 
suppliers (empsizecomp3). When firms trade with equivalent sized suppliers, they tend to apply 
collaborative cost practices more intensively, as well as to resort to the ARM framework. 

Overall, the results of the ARM score were very high (73.1% of maximum score). 
Interestingly, the results demonstrate that PSMs apply greater efforts to select a partner and 
evaluate the relationship. Also, the adoption of ARM is significantly higher in the consumer 
goods industry (segm2).  

Finally, Table 59 summarizing the significant impact of each control variable on main 
variables IOCM, TC and ARM. 
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Table 59 Summary of the impact of control variables 

Variable code Variable description IOCM TC ARM 
segm2* consumer goods industry   ( + ) 
segm3* electronics industry ( + )   
rev2* firms with R$250 to R$499mi annual revenue  ( + )  
exp3* PSM’s with 10 to 20 years’ experience  ( + )  
nsup3* firm with 10 to 20 main suppliers participating 

on 80% of production inputs ( - )   
empsizecomp3* firms with equivalent size than suppliers in 

number of employees ( + )  ( + ) 
tools* firms declare to use contemporary cost 

management tools (e.g. ABC, target costing) ( + )   
gainshare* firms declare to share with suppliers gains 

from IOCM program   ( + ) 
Source: elaborated by the author 
* significant at 95% confidence level 
 

Regarding the relationship between IOCM, TC, and ARM, several remarkable findings 
may be highlighted. First, the final structural equation model showed that adoption of IOCM 
approach significantly influence on the people (managers) commitment, design of the cost 
management process and  integration of IT systems. However, descriptive statistics showed that 
all internal aspects of cost management approach are well-designed, but external aspects need 
improvements, such as developing inter-organizational work teams to manage cost or exchange 
cost information with suppliers; these external aspects had the lowest scores. 

Accordingly, the IOCM approach must be grounded in internal and external cost 
information (LaLonde, 2003) and the participation of an inter-organizational team, where key 
managers can exchange ideas and look for cost solutions (Cullen et al., 1999; Ellram, 2002a, 
2002b; Ramos, 2004). This find might expose a stage of development of collaborative cost 
approach, that is, initially firms structure all internal aspects of cost management program then 
later they share resources and cost information with suppliers.  

There are several motivations to engage in a collaborative cost practice, such as improve 
production efficiency (Cooper & Yoshikawa, 1994), decreased total supplying chain cost 
(Cooper & Slagmulder, 2003a), or increased competitiveness (Kajüter & Kulmala, 2005). 
However, due to these different motivations, many firms may be encouraged to quickly apply 
a collaborative approach and, many times, this practice leads to increased risks and TC (Bartlett, 
Ghoshal & Bearmish, 2008). 
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Seemingly, firms are aware of these risks, since the results of the structural equation 
model showed a positive and significant relationship between IOCM and ARM, supporting the 
second hypothesis. Thus, when an inter-organizational cost management practice is applied 
more intensively, firms also apply the ARM framework more intensively. 

Literature review allowed building research hypotheses that IOCM increase TC and 
ARM reduce it. However, results demonstrated that the adoption of an IOCM approach and an 
ARM framework does not significantly increase the perceive level of TC on the relationship 
with suppliers. These results refutes the first and third research hypotheses.  

Measurement of TC with a supplier was based on the manager’s perception of efforts 
and risks in an inter-organizational relationship, so it may imply that the benefits of adopting 
an IOCM approach associated with an implementation of ARM framework more than 
compensate the perceived TC. This conclusion was reinforced after additional test. 

A multiple regression model for IOCM of the Appendix 06 was run again including the 
TC variable. The results showed that, at 10% significant level, TC does influence positively 
IOCM score, as proposed by hypothesis 1. Thus, it could be concluded that  firms who adopt 
horizontal approach to manage cost in the value chain perceive higher transaction cost, 
however, including ARM variable on the model makes TC impact not significant.  
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FINAL REMARKS 
 
The major motivation for this dissertation was bringing empirical evidence of the 

relationship between inter-organizational cost management (IOCM) and transaction cost (TC). 
Hence, a comprehensive analysis of the literature on cost management was undertaken and an 
instrument to measure the IOCM level was proposed. Based on Bastl et al. (2010), three key 
aspects of a collaborative cost approach were identified: horizontal design of a cost 
management process, commitment of key managers, and interconnection of information 
technology (IT) systems. The instrument to measure the IOCM level is provided in Appendix1. 

For measuring perceived TC in a buyer-supplier relationship, an instrument developed 
by Grover and Malhotra (2003) was applied. Accordingly, the main aspects of TC in a dyadic 
relationship are effort to develop the relationship, effort to monitor performance in a 
relationship, problem complexity, and risk of opportunistic behavior by a partner. The 
instrument to measure the TC level is provided in Appendix 2. 

Also, the role of alliance risk management (ARM) was introduced with regard to the 
relationship between IOCM and TC. According to Das and Teng (1999), there are two main 
risks in any relationship building: relational risk and performance risk. Thus, the four main 
aspects of an ARM framework consist in selecting a partner to the alliance; structuring the 
alliance; operating the alliance; and evaluating the alliance. The instrument proposed to 
measure the ARM level is provided in Appendix 3 

Since the variable ARM was expected to influence both the IOCM as TC levels, it was 
introduced in the research model as a mediating variable (Baron & Kenny, 1986). Furthermore, 
based on Diamantopoulos (1999), Babbie (2001), Bisbie et al. (2007), and Coltman et al. 
(2008), a discussion of the measurement instrument was raised and it was concluded that all 
indicators and constructs should be designed according to a reflective model. 

In addition, a target industry and population were discussed for this study. According to 
Kajüter and Kulmala (2005), the manufacturing industry may be approached by IOCM studies, 
because a significant part of production costs come from outside the company. Based on 
convenience, five industries were selected: a) automotive; b) consumer goods; c) electronics; 
d) chemical; and e) metallurgy. The target respondents were purchasing and supplying 
managers (PSM), as they contact suppliers more frequently (Zsidisin et al., 2003).  
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Finally, the adequate instruments to analyze collected data were discussed. Several 
statistical analyses were made to understand which control variables could influence the IOCM, 
TC, and ARM scores. For testing the relationship between the three main variables of the study, 
a structural equation model (SEM) was applied. According to Hair et al. (2009), SEM is 
adequate to estimate the relationship between latent variables. 

It is worth highlighting there is a positive association between the IOCM and ARM 
scores. However, there was no association between the TC score neither with IOCM or ARM. 
This outcome does not corroborate the thesis proposed, i.e. IOCM and ARM influence the TC 
level. Actually, this investigation concludes that implementing an IOCM or ARM approach has 
no significant impact on TC.  

This study contributes to the literature on management accounting by providing 
empirical evidence adopting IOCM approach does not influence the perception of TC, besides, 
the results demonstrates that applying contemporary costing techniques, such as ABC or target 
costing contributes to adopting IOCM approach. 

Hence, IOCM is not a new costing technique, but it is defined as an approach to manage 
costs in an inter-organizational context, especially in a buyer-supplier relationship. This costing 
approach enables firms to analyze cost horizontally in a supplying chain.  

These findings may motivate practitioners to adopt an IOCM approach to manage 
production costs, associated to implementation of ARM practices, that is, adoption of IOCM 
might be associated to practices of selecting suppliers, structuring, monitoring and evaluate 
relationship. Also it should be emphasized that IOCM approach reflects in people commitment, 
design of cost management process and on integration of IT systems. 

Finally, the dissertation achieved its objectives of investigating the relationship between 
IOCM, TC and ARM, however, after presenting results, the declared thesis should be 
reformulated (maybe simplified) as: 

Companies adopting an Inter-Organizational Cost Management approach to increase 
cost efficiency and competitiveness, and simultaneous adopting ARM framework will 
not perceived any influence on Transaction Cost of the relationship with suppliers. 
This research has several limitations. One of them regards sample size. This study was 

based on 85 valid answers, which represents a 25% return rate, and the test of sample size for 
SEM regarded it as adequate, however, 85 valid answers still may not be considered as a big 
sample. Also, the PMS might have limited perception of all risk involving relationship with 



123 

  

supplier. Another limitation inherent to the research method is that all variable scores are 
measured having respondents’ perception as a basis and, although the reliability of 
questionnaires showed up as satisfactory, there is always a risk for respondent overestimation 
of benefits and underestimation of drawbacks. 

At last, for further research, it is recommended applying the model introduced herein to 
a different sample or industry, by using a larger sample. Alternatively, researchers may invest 
in a different research method, particularly a case study with interview with PMSs, in order to 
seek in-depth understanding of the relationship between IOCM, ARM and TC. Researchers are 
also suggested to invest some effort in trying to devise objective measures for TC in an inter-
organizational relationship. Adapted ABC, focusing on inter-organizational transactions, may 
be used to measure TC in monetary terms. 
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Appendix 01 – Questionnaire development for IOCM level 
 

COD Key managers of my company… Reference 

P01 They have skills and manage costs in inter-
organizational context. 

LaLonde & Pohlen (1996); Cokins 
(1998, 2000, 2003); Cullen et al.(1999); 

Seal et al. (2004); Ramos (2004); 
Ellram (2002b); Thomson&Gurowka 
(2005); Nicolini et al(2000); Norek & 
Pohlen (2001); Kulmala et al.(2002). 

P02 Exchange information with managers from 
other areas on the costs of proceedings. Ellram (2002a, 2002b); Ellram (2006); 

Seal et al. (2004) 

P03 Are concerned to discus with managers of our 
suppliers cost management solutions that 
improve competitiveness for both. 

Milligan (1999); Ellram (2002b); 
Ellram&Siferd (1998); Cokins (2003); 
Shank &Govindarajan (1989); Cooper 

& Yoshikawa (1994); Axelssonet 
al.(2002); Seal et al.(2004); 

Kajuter&Kulmala (2005) 

P04 They believe that the cost management 
approach in inter-organizational context can 
bring benefits to the company. 

Axelsson et al.(2002); Cokins (1998, 
2000); Zsidisin et al.(2003); Fernie et 
al.(2001); Ellram (1994); Ellram & 

Siferd (1998); Lin et al.(2001) 

P05 Exchange information on production costs with 
managers of our main suppliers. 

Ellram (1994); LaLonde (2003); Shank 
&Govindarajan (1989); Cooper & 

Yoshikawa (1994); LaLonde&Pohlen 
(1996); Norek&Pohlen (2001); 
Kulmalaet al.(2002); Cooper 

&Slagmulder (2003a, b); Kulmala 
(2004); Kajuter&Kulmala (2005). 

 COD In our cost management design… Reference 

D01 We control the cost of internal process and activities. 
LaLonde&Pohlen (1996); Cokins 

(1998); Kaplan & Anderson 
(2004); Waeytens&Bruggeman 

(1994); 

D02 We have information of the cost of process and activities 
of the main suppliers 

Borin & Farris (1990); Milligan 
(1999); Nicolini et al.(2000); 

LaLonde & Pohlen (1996); Kajuter 
& Kulmala (2005) 

D03 We have information about product attributes that are 
valued by customers. 

LaLonde (2003); Ramos (2004); 
Cokins (1998); Munday (1992); 
Nicolini et al. (2000); Borin and 

Farris (1990); LaLonde and Pohlen 
(1996); Lin et al. (2001); Milligan 

(1999); Kulmala et al. (2002) 
D04 We have work team with people from my company and 

people from suppliers. 
Cullen et al. (1999); Ellram 
(2002a, b); Ramos (2004). 

D05 We use intensely contemporary instruments of cost 
management (e.g. target costing or ABC). 

Smith and Lockamy (2000); Lin et 
al. (2001). 

 

COD IT Systems Reference 
T01 Provides reliable cost information. Ellram (1994). 
T02 Performs integration of internal cost information. Chenrall (2008); Cokins (1998). 
T03 Provides reports containing operational activities and 

processes. LaLonde (2003). 
T04 Enables integration (input information) of cost 

information from main suppliers. 
LaLonde and Pohlen (1996); Borin 

and Farris (1990). 
T05 Tracking information on the origin and consumption of 

resources. 
Milligan (1999); Borin and Farris 

(1990). 
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Appendix 02 – Questionnaire Development for perceived TC 
 (source: Grover & Malhotra, 2003) 
 

COD Effort to develop relationship 
E01 It was understood in advance what this relationship would involve. 
E02 Significant effort was required to gather the information necessary to outline the working 

relationship with key partner. 
E03 It was straightforward and easy to work out the main issues and necessary details of the 

relationship with key partner. 
E04 There were many unspecified terms which had to be worked out as the relationship with key 

partner developed. 
E05 It required significant effort to determine individual roles to be performed by our firm and key 

partner. 
 

COD Monitoring performance 
M01 It is easy to tell if we were receiving fair treatment from key partner. 
M02 It takes significant effort to detect whether or not key partner conforms to specifications and 

quality standards. 
M03 We are in a good position to evaluate how fairly our key partner deals with us. 
M04 Accurately evaluating key partner requires a lot of effort. 
M05 There is not much concern about key partner taking advantage of this Relationship. 
M06 It is costly, in time and effort, to clearly monitor the performance of Supplier S. 

 
COD Problem complexity 
Pr01 The approach to solving problems in our relationship with key partner is clear-cut. 
Pr02 There are standard solutions or approaches to problems that might occur with key partner. 
Pr03 Problem solving is often challenging, due to the nature of the goods purchased/sold.  
Pr04 Although solutions to problems can be achieved, they would often need to be highly 

customized. 
 

COD Opportunistic advantage 
A01 There are no incentives for key partner to pursue their interests at the expense of our interests. 
A02 It is easy for key partner to alter the facts in order to get what they wanted. 
A03 There is a strong temptation for key partner to withhold or distort information for their 

benefit. 
A04 It is difficult for key partner to promise to do things and get away without actually doing them 

later. 
A05 There exists, from key partner’s perspective, a significant motivation to take advantage of 

unspecified or unenforceable contract terms. 
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Appendix 03 – Questionnaire development for ARM practice 
 

COD Selecting Partner to Alliances (Strategic fit). Reference 
F01 We tend to build alliances with companies that have equivalent 

power than ours. 
Bleeke& Ernst (1990); Das 

&Teng (1999). 
F02 We tend to build alliances with companies we have high level of 

trust. 
Kanter, R. M. (1994); Das 

&Teng (1998b). 
F03 We tend to build alliances with companies we have high level of 

complementary of knowledge or physical resources. Das &Teng (1999). 

F04 In developing alliances we source for compatible goals in of 
companies. Das &Teng (1999). 

 COD Structuring Alliances (Level of flexibility). Reference 
S01 Key managers of the alliance stress the importance of having the 

most appropriate type of alliance structure. 
Yoshino &Rangan (1995); 

Das &Teng (1999). 
S02 The dissolution of alliances with partners are always practices 

established by contract. Das &Teng (1999). 

S03 Contractual points specify in the detail the use of resources of 
alliances. Das &Teng (1999). 

S04 The level of investment and access to resources involved in alliances 
are clearly defined in the contract. Das &Teng (1999). 

 COD Operating Alliances (Collaboration and competition). Reference 
O01 Some level of competition practices is allowed in alliances in order 

to protect the individual interests of companies. Das &Teng (1999). 
O02 Both the level of cooperation and competition in alliances is 

preserved, as dynamic and permanent conditions. Das &Teng (1999). 
O03 There are specific mechanisms to systematically monitor the level of 

cooperation of our partners with the agreed objectives. Das &Teng (1999). 
O04 My company, sometimes, avoid activities that could benefit us but 

that could harm our relationship with partners. 
Das &Teng (1999); Das 

&Teng (1999b). 
 COD Evaluating and Maintaining the Alliances (Planning for the future). Reference 

Ev01 Rapid feedback and conduct adjustments are common practices in 
our alliances. Das &Teng (1999). 

Ev02 The performance indicators are aligned with the goals of the 
partnership. Das &Teng (1999). 

Ev03 Short-term performance indicators are always defined to evaluate 
alliances. Das &Teng (1999). 

Ev04 Long-term performance indicators are always defined to evaluate 
alliances. Das &Teng (1999). 
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Appendix 04 – Comparative translation of the questionnaire  
 
The original questions were translated from English to Portuguese for four independent 
individuals identified in this section by their initials (RPS, PTR, MJM and SAC). This 
procedure is defined by McGorry (2000) as the committee translation. 
Translation procedures for IOCM questions: Construct People 

Original 
question P01 - They have skills and manage costs in inter-organizational context. 

T.01 RPS: Nossos gestores têm conhecimento suficiente para gerenciar os custos em um contexto 
inter-organizacional. 

T.02 PTR: Nossos gestores têm conhecimento suficiente para gerenciar os custos em um contexto 
inter-organizacional. 

T.03 MJM: Nossos gestores tem conhecimento suficiente para gerencial custos no contexto inter 
organizacional. 

T.04 SAC: Nossos gestores tem conhecimento suficiente para gerenciar custos em um contexto entre 
empresas. 

Translated 
question 

P01: Nossos gestores têm conhecimento suficiente para gerenciar os custos em um contexto 
inter-organizacional. 

 
Original 
question P02 - Exchange information with managers from other areas on the costs of proceedings. 

T.01 RPS: Nossos gerentes e principal fornecedor são empenhados em encontrar soluções de custos 
no contexto inter-organizacional a fim de aumentar a competitividade da cadeia. 

T.02 PTR: Nossos gerentes e principal fornecedor estão empenhados em encontrar soluções de custos 
inter-organizacionais para aumentar a competitividade. 

T.03 MJM: Nossos gestores e principais fornecedores estão comprometidos a encontrar soluções 
sobre custos inter-organizacionais que melhorem a competitividade. 

T.04 SAC: Nossos gestores e fornecedor principal são comprometidos a encontrar soluções de custos 
entre empresas para aumentar a competitividade. 

Translated 
question 

P02: Nossos gestores e principal fornecedor são empenhados em encontrar soluções de 
custos no contexto inter-organizacional que melhorem a nossa competitividade 

 
Original 
question 

P03 - Are concerned to discus with managers of our suppliers cost management solutions 
that improve competitiveness for both. 

T.01 RPS: Nossos gerentes são comprometidos em fornecer informações de custos em tempo hábil. 
T.02 PTR: Nossos gerentes estão empenhados em fornecer informações de custos em tempo hábil. 
T.03 MJM: Nossos gestores estão comprometidos a prover informações oportunas sobre custos. 
T.04 SAC: Nossos gestores são comprometidos a providenciar informação de custos em tempo hábil. 

Translated 
question 

P03: Nossos gestores são comprometidos em fornecer informações de custos em tempo 
hábil. 

 
Original 
question P04 - Exchange information on production costs with managers of our main suppliers. 

T.01 RPS: Nossos gerentes acreditam que a abordagem de gerenciamento de custos no contexto inter-
organizacional pode trazer benefícios para a empresa. 

T.02 PTR: Nossos gerentes acreditam que a abordagem de gerenciamento de custo inter-
organizacional pode trazer benefícios para a empresa. 

T.03 MJM: Nossos gestores acreditam que a abordagem de custos inter-organizacionais pode trazer 
benefícios a empresa. 

T.04 SAC: Nossos gestores acreditam que a abordagem de gestão de custos entre empresas pode 
trazer benefícios para a instituição. 

Translated 
question 

P04: Nossos gestores acreditam que a abordagem de gestão de custos no contexto inter-
organizacional pode trazer benefícios para a empresa. 
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Original 
question 

P05  - They believe that the cost management approach in inter-organizational context can 
bring benefits to the company. 

T.01 RPS: Existe uma boa vontade de nossos gerentes e principal fornecedor em compartilhar suas 
informações de custos. 

T.02 PTR: Existe uma vontade de nossos gerentes e fornecedor principal de compartilhar informações 
sobre o custo de duas maneiras. 

T.03 MJM: Existe uma boa vontade de nossos gestores e principal fornecedor em compartilhar 
informações sobre custos nas duas direções. 

T.04 SAC: Existe uma disposição de nossos gestores e fornecedor principal em compartilhar 
informação de custos de ambas as partes. 

Translated 
question 

P05: Existe uma disposição de nossos gestores e principal fornecedor em compartilhar 
informações sobre custos nas duas direções. 

 
Translation procedures for IOCM questions: Construct Design 

Original 
question D01 - We control the cost of internal process and activities. 

T.01 RPS: O desenho do processo de gestão de custos na minha empresa contempla análise dos custos 
internos, bem como dos custos do fornecedor principal. 

T.02 PTR: O projeto do processo de gestão de custos na minha empresa engloba os custos internos, 
bem como os custos do fornecedor principal. 

T.03 MJM: O desenho do processo de gerenciamento de custos em minha empresa engloba custos 
internos bem como os custos do fornecedor. 

T.04 SAC: O desenho do processo de gestão de custos em minha empresa engloba tanto custos 
internos quanto custos do fornecedor principal. 

Translated 
question 

D01: O desenho do processo de gestão de custos na minha empresa contempla análise dos 
custos internos, bem como dos custos do principal fornecedor. 

 
Original 
question D02 - We have information of the cost of process and activities of the main suppliers 

T.01 RPS: O desenho do processo de gestão de custos na minha empresa contempla uso de 
ferramentas de gestão de custos (por exemplo, ABC, Custeio alvo, Custo para servir etc.). 

T.02 PTR: O projeto do processo de gestão de custos em minha empresa usa ferramentas de gestão de 
custos (por exemplo, ABC, alvo de custeio, livro aberto contabilidade etc.). 

T.03 MJM: O desenho do processo de gerenciamento de custos em minha empresa utiliza ferramentas 
de gerenciamento de custos (ex.: ABC, target costing, open book accounting etc.). 

T.04 SAC: O desenho do processo de gestão de custos em minha empresa usa ferramentas de gestão 
de custos (por exemplo: ABC, Custeio Alvo, Contabilidade de livro aberto etc.). 

Translated 
question 

D02: O desenho do processo de gestão de custos na minha empresa contempla uso de 
ferramentas de gestão de custos (por exemplo, ABC, Custeio alvo, Custo para servir etc.). 

 
Original 
question D03 - We have work team with people from my company and people from suppliers. 

T.01 RPS: O processo de gestão de custos na minha empresa facilita a análise do custo total (interno e 
externo). 

T.02 PTR: O processo de gestão de custos na minha organização facilita a análise do custo total 
(interna e externa). 

T.03 MJM: O processo de gerenciamento de custos na minha organização facilita a análise do custo 
total (interno e externo). 

T.04 SAC: O processo de gestão de custos em minha empresa facilita a análise do custo total (interno 
e externo). 

Translated 
question 

D03: O processo de gestão de custos na minha empresa facilita a análise do custo total 
(interno e externo). 
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Original 
question D04 - We have information about product attributes that are valued by customers. 

T.01 RPS: O processo de gestão de custos na minha empresa envolve equipes de trabalho inter-
organizacionais. 

T.02 PTR: O processo de gestão de custos na minha organização envolve equipes inter-
organizacionais. 

T.03 MJM: O processo de gerenciamento de custos na minha organização envolve equipes inter-
organizacionais. 

T.04 SAC: O processo de gestão de custos em minha empresa envolve equipes entre empresas. 
Translated 

question 
D04: O processo de gestão de custos na minha empresa envolve equipes de trabalho inter-
organizacionais. 

 
Original 
question 

D05 - We use intensely contemporary instruments of cost management (e.g. target costing 
or ABC). 

T.01 RPS: O processo de gestão de custos na minha empresa considera as necessidades dos clientes. 
T.02 PTR: O processo de gestão de custos na minha empresa considera as necessidades do cliente. 
T.03 MJM: O processo de gerenciamento de custos na minha organização considera a necessidade do 

consumidor. 
T.04 SAC: O processo de gestão de custos em minha empresa considera as necessidades dos clientes. 

Translated 
question 

D05: O processo de gestão de custos em minha empresa considera as necessidades dos 
clientes. 

 
Translation procedures for IOCM questions: Construct IT support 

Original 
question T01 - Provides reliable cost information. 

T.01 RPS: O sistema de TI na minha empresa possuiu uma orientação por processo. 
T.02 PTR: O sistema de TI na minha empresa é orientado a processo. 
T.03 MJM: O sistema de TI na minha empresa é orientado para o processo. 
T.04 SAC: O sistema de Tecnologia da Informação em minha empresa é orientado a processos. 

Translated 
question T01: O sistema de TI na minha empresa é orientado para o processo. 

  
Original 
question T02 - Performs integration of internal cost information. 

T.01 RPS: O sistema de TI na minha empresa facilita a integração das informações de custos internos. 
T.02 PTR: O sistema de TI facilita a integração das informações internas de custo. 
T.03 MJM: O sistema de TI facilita a integração da informação de custos internos. 
T.04 SAC: O sistema de Tecnologia da Informação facilita a informação de custo interno. 

Translated 
question 

T02: O sistema de TI na minha empresa facilita a integração das informações internas de 
custo. 

 
Original 
question T03 - Provides reports containing operational activities and processes. 

T.01 RPS: O sistema de TI na minha empresa facilita a integração das informações de custos do nosso 
fornecedor principal. 

T.02 PTR: O sistema de TI facilita a integração das informações de custo do fornecedor principal. 
T.03 MJM: O sistema de TI facilita a integração das informações de custos do principal fornecedor. 
T.04 SAC: O sistema de Tecnologia da Informação facilita a integração da informação de custos do 

fornecedor principal. 
Translated 

question 
T03: O sistema de TI na minha empresa facilita a integração das informações de custos do 
principal fornecedor. 
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Original 
question T04 - Enables integration (input information) of cost information from main suppliers. 

T.01 RPS: O sistema de TI na minha empresa é capaz de rastrear rapidamente as informações de 
consumo de recursos. 

T.02 PTR: O sistema de TI é capaz de rastrear rapidamente as informações de custo do recurso. 
T.03 MJM: O sistema de TI é capaz de rastrear rapidamente as informações de custos dos recursos. 
T.04 SAC: O sistema de Tecnologia da Informação é capaz de rastrear rapidamente a informação de 

custos dos recursos. 
Translated 

question 
T04: O sistema de TI na minha empresa é capaz de rastrear rapidamente as informações 
de consumo de recursos. 

 
Original 
question T05 - Tracking information on the origin and consumption of resources. 

T.01 RPS: O sistema de TI na minha empresa fornece informações de custos com confiabilidade. 
T.02 PTR: O sistema de TI fornece informações de custos confiáveis. 
T.03 MJM: O sistema de TI fornece informações de custos com confiabilidade. 
T.04 SAC: O sistema de Tecnologia da Informação fornece informação de custos confiáveis. 

Translated 
question T05: O sistema de TI na minha empresa fornece informações de custos confiáveis. 

 
Translation procedures for TC questions:  Construct Developing relationship 

Original 
question E01 - It was understood in advance what this relationship would involve. 

T.01 RPS: Os aspectos relacionados ao relacionamento com o principal fornecedor são entendidos 
antes de iniciar qualquer novo tipo de relacionamento comercial com o principal fornecedor. 

T.02 PTR: Entendia-se de antemão o que esta relação envolveria. 
T.03 MJM: Havia um entendimento prévio sobre o que este relacionamento envolveria. 
T.04 SAC: Foi compreendido previamente o que esta relação poderia envolver. 

Translated 
question 

E01: Foi compreendido previamente o que esta relação com o principal fornecedor poderia 
envolver. 

 
Original 
question 

E02 - Significant effort was required to gather the information necessary to outline the 
working relationship with Supplier S. 

T.01 RPS: Um esforço significativo é necessário para reunir todas as informações para descrever a 
relação de trabalho com o principal fornecedor. 

T.02 PTR: Esforço significativo foi necessário para reunir as informações necessárias para descrever a 
relação de trabalho com o fornecedor-chave. 

T.03 MJM: Foi necessário um esforço significativo a fim de reunir as informações necessárias para 
construir o relacionamento com o fornecedor principal.  

T.04 SAC: Esforços significantes foram requeridos para conseguir a informação necessária para 
desenvolver a relação de trabalho com o fornecedor-chave. 

Translated 
question 

E02: Foi necessário um esforço significativo para reunir as informações para construir o 
relacionamento com o fornecedor principal. 
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Original 
question 

E03 - It was straightforward and easy to work out the main issues and necessary details of 
the relationship with Supplier S. 

T.01 RPS: É sempre simples e fácil de trabalhar as principais questões e detalhes necessários relativos 
ao relacionamento com o principal fornecedor. 

T.02 PTR: Foi simples e fácil de trabalhar as principais questões e detalhes necessários do 
relacionamento com o fornecedor-chave. 

T.03 MJM: Foi simples e fácil de trabalhar as principais questões e detalhes necessários do 
relacionamento com o principal fornecedor. 

T.04 SAC: Foi simples e fácil trabalhar as questões principais e os detalhes necessários para a relação 
com o fornecedor-chave. 

Translated 
question 

E03: Foi simples e fácil trabalhar as questões principais e os detalhes necessários para a 
relação com o principal fornecedor. 

 
Original 
question 

E04 - There were many unspecified terms which had to be worked out as the relationship 
with Supplier S developed. 

T.01 RPS: Existem muitos termos não especificados que devem ser trabalhados junto ao fornecedor 
principal assim que nosso relacionamento for se desenvolvendo. 

T.02 PTR: Havia muitos termos não específicos que tiveram de ser trabalhados como o 
relacionamento com o parceiro-chave desenvolvido. 

T.03 MJM: Havia muitos termos não especificados que tiveram que ser trabalhados no 
desenvolvimento do relacionamento com o fornecedor principal. 

T.04 SAC: Havia muitos termos não especificados que precisavam ser trabalhados como o 
relacionamento desenvolvido com o fornecedor-chave. 

Translated 
question 

E04: Havia muitos termos não especificados que tiveram que ser trabalhados no 
desenvolvimento do relacionamento com o fornecedor principal. 

 
Original 
question 

E05 - It required significant effort to determine individual roles to be performed by our 
firm and Supplier S. 

T.01 RPS: É necessário um esforço significativo para determinar os papéis individuais a serem 
realizadas por nossa empresa e pelo principal fornecedor. 

T.02 PTR: É requerido um esforço significativo para determinar papéis individuais a serem realizados 
por nossa empresa e parceiro-chave. 

T.03 MJM: É requerido um esforço significante para determinar papeis individuais a serem 
desempenhados pela nossa empresa e pelo fornecedor principal. 

T.04 SAC: Foi requerido esforço significativo para determinar papéis individuais a serem 
desempenhados pela nossa empresa e pelo fornecedor-chave. 

Translated 
question 

E05: Foi requerido esforço significativo para determinar papéis individuais a serem 
desempenhados pela nossa empresa e pelo principal fornecedor. 

 
Translation procedures for TC questions: Construct Monitoring relationship 

Original 
question M01 - It is costly, in time and effort, to clearly monitor the performance of main suppliers. 

T.01 RPS: É fácil dizer se estamos recebendo um tratamento justo do nosso principal fornecedor. 
T.02 PTR: É fácil dizer se estavam recebendo tratamento justo do parceiro-chave. 
T.03 MJM: É fácil de dizer se estamos recebendo um tratamento justo do nosso parceiro chave. 
T.04 SAC: É fácil falar se nós recebemos tratamento justo do parceiro-chave. 

Translated 
question 

M01: É fácil dizer se estamos recebendo um tratamento justo do nosso principal 
fornecedor. 
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Original 
question M02 - It is easy to tell if we were receiving fair treatment from main suppliers. 

T.01 RPS: É preciso um esforço significativo para detectar se o nosso principal fornecedor está em 
conformidade com as especificações e padrões de qualidade acordados. 

T.02 PTR: É preciso um esforço significativo para detectar ou não parceiro-chave está em 
conformidade com as especificações e padrões de qualidade. 

T.03 MJM: É preciso um esforço significativo para detectar se o nosso parceiro chave está ou não em 
conformidade com as especificações de padrão de qualidade. 

T.04 SAC: É necessário um esforço significativo para detectar se o parceiro-chave está ou não em 
conformidade com as especificações e os padrões de qualidade. 

Translated 
question 

M02: É preciso um esforço significativo para detectar se o nosso principal fornecedor está 
em conformidade com as especificações e padrões de qualidade acordados.  

Original 
question 

M03 - It takes significant effort to detect whether or not Supplier S conforms to 
specifications and quality standards. 

T.01 RPS: Estamos em uma boa posição para avaliar se o nosso principal fornecedor está sendo justo 
com a gente. 

T.02 PTR: Estamos em uma boa posição para avaliar quão justamente o nosso principal parceiro lida 
com a gente. 

T.03 MJM: Nós estamos numa boa posição para avaliar o quão justo é o tratamento dispensado a nós 
pelo parceiro chave. 

T.04 SAC: Nós estamos em uma boa posição para avaliar de forma justa como nosso parceiro-chave 
lida conosco. 

Translated 
question 

M03: Nós estamos em uma boa posição para avaliar se o nosso principal fornecedor está 
sendo justo com a gente. 

 
Original 
question M04 - We are in a good position to evaluate how fairly our main suppliers deal with us. 

T.01 RPS: É necessário bastante esforço para avaliar o desempenho do nosso principal fornecedor. 
T.02 PTR: Avaliar parceiro-chave com precisão requer muito esforço. 
T.03 MJM: Uma avaliação precisa sobre o parceiro chave requer muito esforço. 
T.04 SAC: Avaliar com precisão o parceiro-chave requer muito esforço. 

Translated 
question 

M04: É necessário bastante esforço para avaliar o desempenho do nosso principal 
fornecedor. 

 
Original 
question 

M05 - There is not much concern about our main supplier taking advantage of this 
Relationship. 

T.01 RPS: Não há muita preocupação sobre o fato de o nosso principal fornecedor está se tirando 
vantagem própria do nosso relacionamento. 

T.02 PTR: Não há muita preocupação com o parceiro-chave tomando vantagem desse relacionamento. 
T.03 MJM: Não há muita preocupação sobre o fato de o parceiro chave tirar alguma vantagem deste 

relacionamento. 
T.04 SAC: Não há muita preocupação se o parceiro-chave tira vantagem dessa relação. 

Translated 
question 

M05: Não há muita preocupação sobre o fato de o nosso principal fornecedor está se 
tirando vantagem própria do nosso relacionamento. 
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Original 
question M06 - Accurately evaluating our main suppliers requires a lot of effort. 

T.01 RPS: Monitorar o desempenho do nosso principal fornecedor é oneroso e consome muito 
esforço. 

T.02 PTR: É custoso, em tempo e esforço, monitorar claramente o desempenho do nosso principal 
fornecedor. 

T.03 MJM:  
T.04 SAC: É muito custoso, em tempo e esforço, monitorar de forma clara o desempenho do nosso 

principal fornecedor. 
Translated 

question 
M06: Monitorar o desempenho do nosso principal fornecedor é oneroso e consome muito 
tempo e esforço. 

 
Translation procedures for TC questions: Construct: Problems complexity 

Original 
question Pr01 - The approach to solving problems in our relationship with main suppliers clear-cut. 

T.01 RPS: A abordagem para a resolução de problemas em nosso relacionamento com o principal 
fornecedor é clara. 

T.02 PTR: A abordagem para a resolução de problemas em nosso relacionamento com o parceiro-
chave é curta e clara. 

T.03 MJM: A abordagem para a resolução de problemas em nosso relacionamento com o parceiro-
chave é clara. 

T.04 SAC: A abordagem para resolver problemas em nosso relacionamento com o parceiro-chave é 
clara. 

Translated 
question 

Pr01: A abordagem para a resolução de problemas em nosso relacionamento com o 
principal fornecedor é clara. 

 
Original 
question 

Pr02 - There are standard solutions or approaches to problems that might occur with our 
main suppliers. 

T.01 RPS: Existem soluções padrão para os problemas que possam ocorrer no relacionamento com o 
nosso principal fornecedor. 

T.02 PTR: Existem soluções padrão ou abordagens para os problemas que possam ocorrer com o 
parceiro-chave. 

T.03 MJM: Existem soluções padronizadas ou abordagens para os problemas que possam ocorrer com 
o parceiro-chave. 

T.04 SAC: Há soluções padrão ou abordagens para problemas que poderiam ocorrer com o parceiro-
chave. 

Translated 
question 

Pr02: Existem soluções padrão para os problemas que possam ocorrer no relacionamento 
com o nosso principal fornecedor. 

 
Original 
question Pr03 - Problem solving is often challenging, due to the nature of our resources. 

T.01 RPS: A resolução de problemas é muitas vezes um desafio, devido à natureza dos bens 
adquiridos / vendidos. 

T.02 PTR: A resolução de problemas é frequentemente um desafio, devido à natureza dos produtos 
adquiridos / vendidos. 

T.03 MJM: A resolução de problemas é muitas vezes um desafio, devido à natureza dos bens 
adquiridos / vendidos. 

T.04 SAC: A solução de problemas é às vezes um desafio, devido à natureza dos bens 
comprados/vendidos. 

Translated 
question 

Pr03: A resolução de problemas é muitas vezes um desafio, devido à natureza dos bens 
adquiridos / vendidos. 
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Original 
question 

Pr04 - Although solutions to problems can be achieved, they would often need to be highly 
customized. 

T.01 RPS: Embora possam ser alcançadas soluções para os problemas, muitas vezes elas precisam ser 
altamente personalizadas. 

T.02 PTR: Embora pode ser alcançado soluções para os problemas, elas muitas vezes precisam ser 
altamente personalizadas. 

T.03 MJM: Embora as soluções para os problemas possam ser alcançadas, elas muitas vezes precisam 
ser altamente personalizadas. 

T.04 SAC: Apesar de soluções para problemas poderem ser alcançadas, elas podem às vezes 
necessitam ser altamente personalizadas. 

Translated 
question 

Pr04: Embora as soluções para os problemas possam ser alcançadas, muitas vezes elas 
precisam ser altamente personalizadas. 

 
Translation procedures for TC questions: Construct: Opportunistic Behavior 

Original 
question A01 - It is easy for our main supplier to alter the facts in order to get what they wanted. 

T.01 RPS: Não há incentivos para o nosso principal fornecedor colocar os seus interesses em 
detrimento de nossos interesses. 

T.02 PTR: Não há incentivos para o parceiro-chave perseguir seus interesses em detrimento dos 
nossos interesses. 

T.03 MJM: Não há incentivos para que o parceiro chave persiga os seus interesses em detrimento de 
nossos interesses.  

T.04 SAC: Não há incentivos para o parceiro-chave perseguir seus interesses em detrimento aos 
nossos interesses. 

Translated 
question 

A01: Não há incentivos para o nosso principal fornecedor perseguir seus interesses em 
detrimento dos nossos. 

 
Original 
question 

A02 - It is difficult to main suppliers to promise to do things and get away without actually 
doing them later. 

T.01 RPS: É fácil para nosso principal fornecedor alterar os fatos, a fim de conseguir o que queira. 
T.02 PTR: É fácil para parceiro-chave alterar os fatos, a fim de conseguir o que queria. 
T.03 MJM: É fácil para parceiro-chave alterar os fatos, a fim de conseguir o que queria.  
T.04 SAC: É fácil para o parceiro-chave alterar os fatos, a fim de conseguir o que deseja. 

Translated 
question 

A02: É fácil para nosso principal fornecedor alterar os fatos, a fim de conseguir o que 
queira. 

 
Original 
question 

A03 - There are no incentives for our main suppliers to pursue their interests at the 
expense of our interests. 

T.01 RPS: Há uma forte tentação para nosso principal fornecedor em reter ou distorcer informações 
para seu benefício. 

T.02 PTR: Há uma forte tentação para o parceiro-chave em reter ou distorcer informações para seu 
benefício. 

T.03 MJM: Há uma forte tentação para o parceiro-chave para reter ou distorcer informações para seu 
benefício próprio. 

T.04 SAC: Há uma tentação forte para o parceiro-chave em reter ou distorcer informações para seu 
benefício. 

Translated 
question 

A03: Há uma forte tentação para nosso principal fornecedor em reter ou distorcer 
informações para seu benefício. 
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Original 
question 

A04 - There is a strong temptation for main suppliers to withhold or distort information 
for their benefit. 

T.01 RPS: Há dificuldades para nosso fornecedor principal deixar de cumprir uma promessa ou 
atribuição. 

T.02 PTR: É difícil para o parceiro-chave prometer fazer coisas e ir embora sem realmente fazê-los 
mais tarde. 

T.03 MJM: É difícil para parceiro-chave fazer promessas e ir embora sem realmente cumpri-las em 
algum momento. 

T.04 SAC: É difícil para o parceiro-chave prometer fazer coisas e ir embora sem realmente faze-las 
mais tarde. 

Translated 
question 

A04: É difícil para nosso principal fornecedor deixar de cumprir uma promessa ou 
atribuição. 

 
Original 
question 

A05 - There exists, from our main suppliers perspective, a significant motivation to take 
advantage of unspecified or unenforceable contract terms. 

T.01 RPS: Existe, na perspectiva do nosso principal fornecedor, motivação para tirar proveito de 
cláusulas não especificadas em contrato. 

T.02 PTR: Existe, do ponto de vista do parceiro-chave, uma motivação importante para tirar proveito 
de cláusulas contratuais não especificas ou inexequíveis. 

T.03 MJM: Não existe, do ponto de vista do parceiro-chave, uma motivação importante para tirar 
proveito de cláusulas contratuais não especificadas ou inexequíveis. 

T.04 SAC: Existe, da perspectiva do parceiro-chave, uma motivação significativa para tirar vantagem 
de termos do contrato não especificados ou inexequíveis. 

Translated 
question 

A04: Existe, na perspectiva do nosso principal fornecedor, motivação para tirar proveito 
de cláusulas não especificadas em contrato. 

 
 
Translation procedures for ARM questions: Construct Selecting partners 

Original 
question F01 - We tend to build alliances with companies that have equivalent power than ours. 

T.01 RPS: Temos a tendência de construir alianças com empresas que têm poder equivalente ao 
nosso. 

T.02 PTR: Temos a tendência de construir alianças com empresas que têm poder equivalente ao 
nosso. 

T.03 MJM: Temos a tendência de construir alianças com empresas que têm poder equivalente ao 
nosso. 

T.04 SAC: Nós tendemos a construir alianças com empresas que tem poder equivalente ao nosso. 
Translated 

question 
F01: Temos a tendência de construir alianças com empresas que têm poder equivalente ao 
nosso. 

 
Original 
question F02 - We tend to build alliances with companies we have high level of trust. 

T.01 RPS: Temos a tendência de construir alianças com empresas que têm alto nível de confiança. 
T.02 PTR: Temos a tendência de construir alianças com empresas que têm alto nível de confiança e 

complementaridade dos recursos. 
T.03 MJM: Temos a tendência de construir alianças com empresas que têm alto nível de confiança e 

complementaridade dos recursos. 
T.04 SAC: Nós tendemos a construir alianças com empresas com quem nós temos alto nível de 

confiança e complementaridade de recursos. 
Translated 

question 
F02: Temos a tendência de construir alianças com empresas com quem nós temos alto nível 
de confiança. 
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Original 
question 

F03 - We tend to build alliances with companies we have high level of complementary of 
knowledge or physical resources. 

T.01 RPS: Temos a tendência de construir alianças com empresas que tenham alto nível de 
complementaridade de recursos (físicos ou de conhecimento). 

T.02 PTR:  
T.03 MJM:  
T.04 SAC:  

Translated 
question 

F03: Temos a tendência de construir alianças com empresas com quem nós temos alto nível 
de complementariedade de recursos. 

 
Original 
question F04 - In developing alliances we source for compatible goals in of companies. 

T.01 RPS: No desenvolvimento de alianças nós buscamos estabelecer metas compatíveis com as 
empresas envolvidas. 

T.02 PTR: No desenvolvimento de alianças nós procuramos por metas compatíveis em??  de 
empresas. 

T.03 MJM: No desenvolvimento de alianças nós buscamos empresas que tenham metas compatíveis. 
T.04 SAC: No desenvolvimento de alianças nós buscamos por metas compatíveis em nossas 

empresas. 
Translated 

question 
F04: No desenvolvimento de alianças nós buscamos estabelecer metas compatíveis com as 
empresas envolvidas. 

 
Translation procedures for ARM questions: Construct: Structuring alliances 

Original 
question 

S01 - Key managers of the alliance stress the importance of having the most appropriate 
type of alliance structure. 

T.01 RPS: Os gestores seniores estressam a importância de ter o tipo mais adequado de estrutura de 
aliança. 

T.02 PTR: Principais dirigentes da aliança salientam a importância de ter o tipo mais adequado de 
estrutura da aliança. 

T.03 MJM: Os gestores chave salientam a importância de ter o tipo mais adequado para a estrutura da 
aliança. 

T.04 SAC: Gestores-chave de alianças salientam a importância de ter o mais apropriado tipo de 
estrutura de aliança. 

Translated 
question 

S01: Os gestores seniores estressam a importância de ter o tipo mais adequado de estrutura 
de aliança. 

 
Original 
question 

S02 - The dissolution of alliances with partners are always practices established by 
contract. 

T.01 RPS: Os investimentos e o acesso aos recursos envolvidos nas alianças são claramente acordados 
entre os parceiros. 

T.02 PTR: Investimentos e o acesso aos recursos envolvidos em alianças são claramente acordado 
entre parceiros. 

T.03 MJM: Os investimentos e o acesso aos recursos envolvidos em alianças são claramente acordado 
entre parceiros. 

T.04 SAC: Investimentos e o acesso aos recursos envolvidos em alianças são claramente acordados 
entre os parceiros. 

Translated 
question 

S02: Os investimentos e o acesso aos recursos envolvidos nas alianças são claramente 
acordados entre os parceiros. 
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Original 
question S03 - Contractual points specify in the detail the use of resources of alliances. 

T.01 RPS: A dissolução de alianças com parceiros são práticas comuns e estão sempre previsto nos 
contratos. 

T.02 PTR: Terminar alianças com parceiros são práticas comuns e estão sempre previstas nos 
contratos. 

T.03 MJM: O término de alianças com parceiros são práticas comuns e estão sempre previsto nos 
contratos. 

T.04 SAC: Alianças terminadas com parceiros são práticas comuns e são sempre previstas nos 
contratos. 

Translated 
question 

S03: A dissolução de alianças com parceiros são práticas comuns e estão sempre previsto 
nos contratos. 

 
Original 
question 

S04 - The level of investment and access to resources involved in alliances are clearly 
defined in the contract. 

T.01 RPS: Há controles contratuais especificando detalhadamente o uso de recursos das alianças (por 
exemplo, quando, onde e como os recursos devem ser usados). 

T.02 PTR: Há controles contratuais especificando detalhadamente o uso de recursos de alianças (por 
exemplo: quando, onde e como eles serão usados). 

T.03 MJM: Há controles contratuais especificando detalhadamente o uso de recursos das alianças (por 
exemplo, quando, onde e como eles serão usados). 

T.04 SAC: Há controles de contratos específicos em detalhar o uso dos recursos das alianças (por 
exemplo, quando, onde e como eles serão usados). 

Translated 
question 

S04: Há controles contratuais especificando detalhadamente o uso de recursos das alianças 
(por exemplo, quando, onde e como os recursos devem ser usados). 

 
Translation procedures for ARM questions: Construct: Operating aliances 

Original 
question 

O01 - Some level of competition practices is allowed in alliances in order to protect the 
individual interests of companies. 

T.01 RPS: Existem mecanismos específicos para monitorar sistematicamente o nível de cooperação 
dos nossos parceiros com os objetivos acordados. 

T.02 PTR: Existem mecanismos específicos para monitorar sistematicamente o nível de cooperação 
dos nossos parceiros para os nossos objetivos acordados. 

T.03 MJM: Existem mecanismos específicos para monitorar sistematicamente o nível de cooperação 
dos nossos parceiros para os objetivos acordados. 

T.04 SAC: Há mecanismos específicos que monitoram sistematicamente o nível de cooperação de 
nossos parceiros com relação aos nossos objetivos agregados. 

Translated 
question 

O01: Existem mecanismos específicos para monitorar sistematicamente o nível de 
cooperação dos nossos parceiros com os objetivos acordados. 

 
Original 
question 

O02 - Both the level of cooperation and competition in alliances is preserved, as dynamic 
and permanent conditions. 

T.01 RPS: Minha empresa, por vezes, evita atividades que poderiam nos beneficiar, mas que pode 
prejudicar a nossa relação com os parceiros. 

T.02 PTR: Minha empresa, por vezes, evita atividades que poderiam nos beneficiar, mas que podem 
prejudicar a nossa relação com os parceiros. 

T.03 MJM: Minha empresa, por vezes, evita atividades que poderiam nos beneficiar, mas que pode 
prejudicar a nossa relação com os parceiros. 

T.04 SAC: Minha empresa ocasionalmente evita atividades que poderiam nos beneficiar, mas que 
podem prejudicar nossa relação com os parceiros. 

Translated 
question 

O02: Minha empresa, por vezes, evita atividades que poderiam nos beneficiar, mas que 
pode prejudicar a nossa relação com os parceiros. 
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Original 
question 

O03 - There are specific mechanisms to systematically monitor the level of cooperation of 
our partners with the agreed objectives. 

T.01 
RPS: Algum nível de práticas de concorrência é permitido nas alianças a fim de proteger os 
interesses individuais das empresas (por exemplo, nem todas as informações, recursos humanos 
e tecnologia são compartilhados). 

T.02 
PTR: Algum nível de práticas de concorrência nas alianças é permitido para proteger os 
interesses de empresas individuais (por exemplo: nem todas as informações, recursos humanos e 
tecnologia são compartilhados). 

T.03 
MJM: Algum nível de práticas de concorrência nas alianças é permitido a fim de proteger os 
interesses de empresas individuais (ex.: nem todas as informações, recursos humanos e 
tecnologia são compartilhados). 

T.04 
SAC: Algum nível de práticas competitivas nas alianças é permitido para proteger interesses 
individuais das empresas (por exemplo, nem todas as informações, recursos humanos e 
tecnologia são compartilhados). 

Translated 
question 

O03: Algum nível de práticas de concorrência é permitido nas alianças a fim de proteger os 
interesses individuais das empresas (por exemplo, nem todas as informações, recursos 
humanos e tecnologia são compartilhados). 

 
Original 
question 

Questão O04 - My company, sometimes, avoid activities that could benefit us but that could 
harm our relationship with partners. 

T.01 RPS: Tanto o nível de cooperação como competição das alianças é preservado, como condições 
dinâmicas e permanentes. 

T.02 PTR: Tanto o nível de cooperação e competição das alianças são preservados como condições 
dinâmicas e permanentes. 

T.03 MJM: Tanto o nível de cooperação e competição das alianças é preservado como condições 
dinâmicas e permanentes. 

T.04 SAC: Tanto os níveis de competição e cooperação das alianças são preservados como condições 
dinâmicas e permanentes. 

Translated 
question 

O04: Tanto o nível de cooperação como competição das alianças é preservado, como 
condições dinâmicas e permanentes. 

 
Translation procedures for ARM questions: Construct Evaluating alliaces 

Original 
question Ev01 - Rapid feedback and conduct adjustments are common practices in our alliances. 

T.01 RPS: Indicadores de desempenho de curto prazo são estabelecidos para avaliar as alianças (por 
exemplo, indicadores financeiros e operacionais). 

T.02 PTR: Indicadores de desempenho de curto prazo foram estabelecidos para avaliar as alianças 
(indicadores financeiros e operacionais). 

T.03 MJM: Indicadores de desempenho de curto prazo foram estabelecidos para avaliar as alianças 
(indicadores financeiros e operacionais). 

T.04 SAC: Indicadores de desempenho de curto prazo tem sido estabelecido para avaliar as alianças 
(indicadores operacionais e financeiros). 

Translated 
question 

Ev01: Indicadores de desempenho de curto prazo são estabelecidos para avaliar as alianças 
(por exemplo, indicadores financeiros e operacionais). 

 
Original 
question Ev02 - The performance indicators are aligned with the goals of the partnership. 

T.01 RPS: Indicadores de desempenho de longo prazo são estabelecidos para avaliar as alianças (por 
exemplo, o nível de satisfação dos clientes ou empregados). 

T.02 PTR: Indicadores de desempenho de longo prazo foram estabelecidos para avaliar as alianças 
(como o nível de satisfação e confiança). 

T.03 MJM: Indicadores de desempenho de longo prazo foram estabelecidos para avaliar as alianças 
(como o nível de satisfação e confiança).  

T.04 SAC: Indicadores de desempenho de longo prazo foram estabelecidos para avaliar as alianças 
(como o nível de satisfação e confiança). 

Translated 
question 

Ev02: Indicadores de desempenho de longo prazo são estabelecidos para avaliar as alianças 
(por exemplo, o nível de satisfação dos clientes ou empregados). 
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Original 
question Ev03 - Short-term performance indicators are always defined to evaluate alliances. 

T.01 RPS: Os indicadores de desempenho de curto e longo prazo estão alinhados com os objetivos dos parceiros. 
T.02 PTR: As análises de indicadores de desempenho de curto e longo prazo estão alinhadas com os objetivos dos parceiros.
T.03 MJM: Análises de indicadores de desempenho de curto e longo prazo estão alinhadas com os objetivos dos parceiros.
T.04 SAC: Análise de indicadores de desempenho de curto e longo prazo estão alinhadas com os objetivos dos parceiros.

Translated 
question Ev03: Os indicadores de desempenho de desempenho estão alinhados com os objetivos dos parceiros. 

 
Original 
question Ev04 - Long-term performance indicators are always defined to evaluate alliances. 

T.01 RPS: Feedback em tempo útil e ajustes nos relacionamentos são práticas comuns em nossas 
alianças. 

T.02 PTR: Feedback oportuno e ajustes nos relacionamentos são práticas comuns em nossas alianças. 
T.03 MJM: Feedback em tempo útil e ajustes nos relacionamentos são práticas comuns em nossas 

alianças. 
T.04 SAC: Retorno em tempo hábil e ajustes no relacionamento são práticas comuns em nossas 

alianças. 
Translated 

question 
Ev04: Rápido feedback e ajustes no relacionamento são práticas comuns em nossas 
alianças. 
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Appendix 05 – Complete questionnaire (Portuguese version) 
 

  

 
Caro profissional, 
Você foi selecionado por nossa equipe para participar de um estudo sobre práticas colaborativas 
para gestão de custos. O Estudo está sendo desenvolvido na Faculdade de Economia, 
Administração e Contabilidade da Universidade de São Paulo (FEA-USP). 
Ao aceitar participar deste estudo, além de ajudar a FEA-USP a aumentar o conhecimento sobre 
práticas colaborativas com fornecedores, você receberá ao final do projeto, um relatório 
completo contendo os fundamentos conceituais e todo conhecimento gerado sobre 
oportunidades, riscos e custos relacionados às práticas colaborativas. 
Todas as informações fornecidas pelo profissional são estritamente confidenciais e serão 
tratados com a ética e com o rigor dos métodos científicos. É importante seja honesto e 
sincero ao responder o questionário. Em caso de dúvida ou sugestão entre em contato. 
  
 Cordialmente, 
 Prof Dr. Reinaldo Guerreiro     Rodrigo Paiva Souza                                          reiguerr@usp.br         rodrigo.paiva.souza@usp.br 
   Professor da FEA/USP        Pesquisador da FEA-USP 
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  Perfil do Profissional 
* Assinale a alternativa que julgar mais adequada para sua empresa.  
Quantos anos de experiência profissional você possui?  Menos de 5 anos.   Entre 10 e 20 anos 
 Entre 5 e 10 anos   Mais de 20 anos 
 
Quantos empregados a empresa onde trabalha atualmente possui?  Menos de 100 empregados  Entre 500 e 2.000 empregados 
 Entre 100 e 499 empregados  Mais do que 2.000 empregados 
 
Qual o intervalo de faturamento anual da empresa onde trabalha atualmente?  Menos de R$ 250 milhões  Entre R$ 500 e R$ 999 milhões 
 Entre R$ 250 e R$ 499 milhões Mais de R$ 1,0 bilhão 
  
A maior parte dos nossos produtos...  Possuem preços competitivos comparados com produtos da concorrência. 
 São mais caros que a concorrência e atributos de qualidade diferenciados. 
 
 
Hoje, a principal preocupação da minha empresa é:  
 Aumentar o número de clientes. 
 Aumentar a lucratividade dos produtos. 
 Investir em estruturação e controles internos. 
 Explorar novos mercados ou produtos inovadores. 
 Não temos um foco devido a nossos conflitos internos. 
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  Perfil do(s) Principal(is) Fornecedor(es)  
O tema da pesquisa é: PRATICAS COLABORATIVAS PARA GESTÃO DE 
CUSTOS e o foco está na relação entre sua empresa e o "principal(is) fornecedor(es)". 
Considere como principal fornecedor aquele(s) com o(s) qual(is) a sua empresa possui 
um relacionamento mais intenso nas operações produtivas. 
 
 
Quantos fornecedores são responsáveis por 80% dos insumos consumidos nas operações 
produtivas (principais fornecedores)? 
  Apenas 1    Entre 10 e 20 
 Entre 1 e 10    Mais de 20 
 
 
Em média, qual o tempo de relacionamento com esses fornecedores? 
  Menos de 2 anos   Entre 5 e 10 anos 
 Entre 2 e 5 anos   Há mais de 10 anos 
 
Em média, quantos empregados esses fornecedores possuem?  Menos de 100 empregados  Entre 500 e 2.000 empregados 
 Entre 100 e 499 empregados  Mais do que 2.000 empregados 
 
Em média, qual o faturamento anual desses fornecedores?  Menos de R$ 250 milhões  Entre R$ 500 e R$ 999 milhões 
 Entre R$ 250 e R$ 499 milhões Mais de R$ 1,0 bilhão 
 
 
 
INDIQUE SE AS AFIRMAÇÕES ABAIXO REFLETEM A REALIDADE NA SUA EMPRESA SIM NÃO 
Compartilhamos algum recurso com nosso(s) fornecedor(es) (físicos, humanos, tecnológico etc).   
Oferecemos treinamentos a nosso(s) fornecedor(es) para capacitá-los a gerenciar custos.   
Temos instrumentos para ajudar nosso(s) fornecedor(es) a gerenciar os custos dele.   
Ganhos com redução de custos são compartilhados com nosso(s) fornecedor(es)   
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  Gestão de Custos Inter-Organizacional                                   
Indique a intensidade com que você concorda as frases abaixo em uma escala, sendo 
1=discordo totalmente e 5=concordo totalmente. 
 

EM NOSSO PROCESSO DE GESTÃO DE CUSTOS... 1 2 3 4 5 
Controlamos os custos das atividades e processos internos.      
Temos informações sobre custos das atividades e processos do(s) fornecedor(es).      
Temos equipes de trabalho com pessoas da nossa empresa e do(s) fornecedor(es).      
Temos informações sobre atributos dos produtos que são valorizados por clientes.      
Utilizamos intensamente Instrumentos Contemporâneos* de gestão de custos.      

 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - *Exemplos de Instrumentos contemporâneos de gestão de custos:   Custeio Alvo: Gestão dos custos (de novos produtos) para lançar produtos economicamente viáveis. Custeio e Gestão Baseado em Atividades (ABC/ABM): Controle e gestão dos custos por atividades. Gestão de custos para servir: Controle e gestão de custos para atender determinado cliente, região etc Gestão de custos totais: Decisão de compra avalia gastos de aquisição e propriedade dos itens comprados. - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -  

O SISTEMA DE INFORMAÇÃO DA MINHA EMPRESA... 1 2 3 4 5 
Fornece informações de custos confiáveis.      
Realiza a integração das informações internas de custo.      
Fornece relatórios com informações operacionais das atividades e processos.      
Permite a integração (de informações) de custos dos principais fornecedores.      
Faz rastreamento das informações sobre a origem e o consumo de recursos.      

 
OS NOSSOS GESTORES INTERNOS... 1 2 3 4 5 

Possuem habilidades e gerenciam custos no contexto inter-organizacional.      
Trocam informações com gestores de outras áreas sobre os custos dos processos.      
Preocupam-se em discutir com gestores dos nossos fornecedores soluções de 
gestão de custos que melhorem a competitividade de ambos.      
Trocam informações sobre custos de produção como os gestores de nosso(s) 
fornecedor(es).      
Acreditam que a abordagem de gestão de custos no contexto inter-organizacional 
pode trazer benefícios para a empresa.      
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                 Custos de Transação 
 Indique a intensidade com que você concorda as frases abaixo em uma escala, sendo 
1=discordo totalmente e 5=concordo totalmente. 

ESFORÇO PARA DESENVOLVER O RELACIONAMENTO 1 2 3 4 5 
Antes de iniciar as transações com nosso(s) fornecedor(es), buscamos esclarecer com 
eles quais os objetivos para o relacionamento.      
Foi necessário um esforço significativo para reunir todas as informações necessárias 
para construir o relacionamento com nosso(s) fornecedor(es).      
Foi simples e fácil trabalhar as questões principais e os detalhes necessários para a 
relação com nosso(s) fornecedor(es).      
Houve circunstâncias não previstas quando começamos a trabalhar com nosso(s) 
fornecedor(es) e que precisaram ser discutidas para adequar o relacionamento.      
Foi requerido esforço significativo para determinar quais seriam os direitos e 
obrigações individuais da nossa empresa e de nosso(s) fornecedor(es).      

 
ESFORÇO PARA MONITORAR O RELACIONAMENTO 1 2 3 4 5 

É necessário muito esforço para avaliar o desempenho do nosso(s) fornecedor(es).      
É fácil verificar se nosso(s) fornecedor(es) está cumprindo a sua parte nos direitos e 
obrigações acordados.      
É preciso um esforço significativo para detectar se o nosso(s) fornecedor(es) está em 
conformidade com as especificações e padrões de qualidade acordados.      
Nós temos mecanismos de controle para avaliar se o nosso(s) fornecedor(es) está 
deixando de cumprir alguma obrigação acordada.      
Não há muita preocupação sobre a possibilidade de o nosso(s) fornecedor(es) estar 
usufruindo da relação apenas para adquirir nosso <em>knowhow</em>.      
Monitorar o desempenho do(s) nosso(s) fornecedor(es) é oneroso e consome muito 
tempo e esforço.      

 
ESFORÇO PARA RESOLUÇÃO DE PROBLEMAS 1 2 3 4 5 

A abordagem para a solução de problemas no relacionamento com nosso(s) 
fornecedor(es) é clara.      
Existem soluções padrão para os problemas que possam ocorrer no relacionamento 
com o nosso(s) fornecedor(es).      
A resolução de problemas é muitas vezes um desafio, devido à natureza dos recursos 
adquiridos.      
Embora as soluções para os problemas possam ser alcançadas, muitas vezes elas 
precisam ser discutidas caso a caso.      

 
PERCEPÇÃO DE COMPORTAMENTO OPORTUNISTA 1 2 3 4 5 

É fácil para nosso(s) fornecedor(es) distorcer informações para nos confundir.      
É difícil para nosso(s) fornecedor(es) deixar de cumprir uma promessa ou atribuição.      
Não há incentivos para o nosso(s) fornecedor(es) priorizar seus interesses quando estes 
prejudicam a minha empresa.      
Há uma forte tentação para nosso(s) fornecedor(es) reter ou distorcer informações para 
seu benefício.      
Existe, por parte do(s) nosso(s) fornecedor(es), motivação para tirar proveito de 
situações não especificadas em contrato.      
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          Gestão de Riscos em Alianças                    
 
Indique a intensidade com que você concorda as frases abaixo em uma escala, sendo 
1=discordo totalmente e 5=concordo totalmente. 
 

SELEÇÃO DOS PARCEIROS PARA ALIANÇAS COLABORATIVAS 1 2 3 4 5 
Buscamos construir alianças com parceiros com um porte equivalente ao nosso.      
Buscamos construir alianças com parceiros com quem temos alto nível de confiança.      
Nossos parceiros possuem alto nível de complementariedade de recursos.      
Nas alianças, buscamos estabelecer metas compatíveis com as empresas envolvidas.      

 
ESTRUTURAÇÃO DA ALIANÇA COLABORATIVA 1 2 3 4 5 

Os gestores seniores sempre discutem qual o tipo mais adequado de aliança.      
A dissolução de alianças com parceiros são práticas sempre previsto em contrato.      
Itens contratuais especificam detalhadamente o uso de recursos das alianças.      
O nível de investimentos e o acesso aos recursos envolvidos nas alianças são 
claramente definidos em contrato.      

 
OPERAÇÃO DAS ALIANÇAS COLABORATIVA 1 2 3 4 5 

Algum nível de práticas de competição é permitido nas alianças a fim de proteger os 
interesses individuais das empresas.      
Tanto o nível de cooperação como competição nas alianças é preservado, como 
condições dinâmicas e permanentes.      
Existem mecanismos específicos para monitorar sistematicamente o nível de 
cooperação dos nossos parceiros com os objetivos acordados.      
Minha empresa, por vezes, evita atividades que poderiam nos beneficiar, mas que 
poderiam prejudicar a nossa relação com os parceiros.      

 
AVALIAÇÃO DAS ALIANÇAS COLABORATIVA 1 2 3 4 5 

Rápido feedback e ajustes de conduta são práticas comuns em nossas alianças.      
Os indicadores de desempenho são alinhados com os objetivos da parceria.      
São definidos indicadores de desempenho de curto prazo para avaliar as alianças.      
São definidos indicadores de desempenho de longo prazo para avaliar as alianças.      
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Appendix 06 – Regression analysis of IOCM score 
 

=  _ + emp2 + emp3 + emp4 + rev2 + rev3 + rev4 + exp2 + exp3 + exp4 + olc2 + olc3 + olc4 + nsup2
+ nsup3 + nsup4 + segm1 + segm2 + segm3 + segm4 + empsizecomp2 + empsizecomp3
+ revsizecomp2 + revsizecomp3 + str + ℎ + + + ℎ +  

Where: 
_cons = linear coefficient 
emp2: firms with 100 to 499 employees 
emp3: firms with 500 to 2.000 employees  
emp4: firms with more than 2.000 employees 
rev2: firms with R$250 to R$499millhion annual revenue 
rev3: firms with R$500 to R$999millhion annual revenue 
rev4: firms with more than R$1.0 billion annual revenue 
exp2: PSM’s with 5 to 10 years’ experience 
exp3: PSM’s with 10 to 20 years’ experience 
exp4: PSM’s with more than 20 years’ experience 
time2: relationship with supplier between 5 to 10 years 
time3: relationship with supplier for more than 10 years 
olc2: survival stage of organizational life cycle 
olc3: success stage of organizational life cycle 
olc4: renewal stage of organizational life cycle 
nsup2: firm with 2 to 10 main suppliers participating on 80% of production inputs 
nsup3: firm with 10 to 20 main suppliers participating on 80% of production inputs 
nsup4: firm more than 20 main suppliers participating on 80% of production inputs 
segm1: automotive firms 
segm2: consumer goods firms 
segm3: electronics firms 
segm4: chemical firms 
empsizecomp2: firms smaller than suppliers in number of employees 
empsizecomp3: firms is equivalent size than suppliers in number of employees 
revsizecomp2: firms smaller than suppliers in annual revenue 
revsizecomp3: firms is equivalent size than suppliers in annual revenue 
str: strategic orientation – cost leadership 
rshare: firms declare to share resources 
training: firms declare to offer training suppliers in cost management (capacitor mechanism) 
tools: firms declare to use contemporary cost management tools (disciplinary mechanism) 
gainshare: firms declare to share with suppliers gains from IOCM program (encourager mechanism)  
Syntax in STATA and output:  
stepwise, pr(.05): regress iocm emp2 emp3 emp4 rev2 rev3 rev4 exp2 exp3 exp4 time2 time3 olc2 
olc3 olc4 nsup2 nsup3 nsup4 segm1 segm2 segm3 segm4 empsizecomp2 empsizecomp3 
revsizecomp2 revsizecomp3 str RShare Tools Trainning GainShare  
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Appendix 07 – Regression analysis of TC score 
 

=  _ + emp2 + emp3 + emp4 + rev2 + rev3 + rev4 + exp2 + exp3 + exp4 + olc2 + olc3 + olc4 + nsup2
+ nsup3 + nsup4 + segm1 + segm2 + segm3 + segm4 + empsizecomp2 + empsizecomp3
+ revsizecomp2 + revsizecomp3 + str + ℎ + + + ℎ +  

Where: 
_cons = linear coefficient 
emp2: firms with 100 to 499 employees 
emp3: firms with 500 to 2.000 employees  
emp4: firms with more than 2.000 employees 
rev2: firms with R$250 to R$499millhion annual revenue 
rev3: firms with R$500 to R$999millhion annual revenue 
rev4: firms with more than R$1.0 billion annual revenue 
exp2: PSM’s with 5 to 10 years’ experience 
exp3: PSM’s with 10 to 20 years’ experience 
exp4: PSM’s with more than 20 years’ experience 
olc2: survival stage of organizational life cycle 
olc3: success stage of organizational life cycle 
olc4: renewal stage of organizational life cycle 
nsup2: firm with 2 to 10 main suppliers participating on 80% of production inputs 
nsup3: firm with 10 to 20 main suppliers participating on 80% of production inputs 
nsup4: firm more than 20 main suppliers participating on 80% of production inputs 
segm1: automotive firms 
segm2: consumer goods firms 
segm3: electronics firms 
segm4: chemical firms 
empsizecomp2: firms smaller than suppliers in number of employees 
empsizecomp3: firms is equivalent size than suppliers in number of employees 
revsizecomp2: firms smaller than suppliers in annual revenue 
revsizecomp3: firms is equivalent size than suppliers in annual revenue 
str: strategic orientation – cost leadership 
rshare: firms declare to share resources 
training: firms declare to offer training suppliers in cost management (capacitor mechanism) 
tools: firms declare to use contemporary cost management tools (disciplinary mechanism) 
gainshare: firms declare to share with suppliers gains from IOCM program (encourager mechanism) 
 
 
Syntax in STATA and output:  
stepwise, pr(.05): regress tc emp2 emp3 emp4 rev2 rev3 rev4 exp2 exp3 exp4 time2 time3 olc2 olc3 
olc4 nsup2 nsup3 nsup4 segm1 segm2 segm3 segm4 empsizecomp2 empsizecomp3 revsizecomp2 
revsizecomp3 str RShare Tools Trainning GainShare 
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Appendix 08 – Regression analysis of ARM score 
 

=  _ + emp2 + emp3 + emp4 + rev2 + rev3 + rev4 + exp2 + exp3 + exp4 + olc2 + olc3 + olc4
+ nsup2 + nsup3 + nsup4 + segm1 + segm2 + segm3 + segm4 + empsizecomp2
+ empsizecomp3 + revsizecomp2 + revsizecomp3 + str + ℎ + +
+ ℎ +  

Where: 
_cons = linear coefficient 
emp2: firms with 100 to 499 employees 
emp3: firms with 500 to 2.000 employees  
emp4: firms with more than 2.000 employees 
rev2: firms with R$250 to R$499millhion annual revenue 
rev3: firms with R$500 to R$999millhion annual revenue 
rev4: firms with more than R$1.0 billion annual revenue 
exp2: PSM’s with 5 to 10 years’ experience 
exp3: PSM’s with 10 to 20 years’ experience 
exp4: PSM’s with more than 20 years’ experience 
olc2: survival stage of organizational life cycle 
olc3: success stage of organizational life cycle 
olc4: renewal stage of organizational life cycle 
nsup2: firm with 2 to 10 main suppliers participating on 80% of production inputs 
nsup3: firm with 10 to 20 main suppliers participating on 80% of production inputs 
nsup4: firm more than 20 main suppliers participating on 80% of production inputs 
segm1: automotive firms 
segm2: consumer goods firms 
segm3: electronics firms 
segm4: chemical firms 
empsizecomp2: firms smaller than suppliers in number of employees 
empsizecomp3: firms is equivalent size than suppliers in number of employees 
revsizecomp2: firms smaller than suppliers in annual revenue 
revsizecomp3: firms is equivalent size than suppliers in annual revenue 
str: strategic orientation – cost leadership 
rshare: firms declare to share resources 
training: firms declare to offer training suppliers in cost management (capacitor mechanism) 
tools: firms declare to use contemporary cost management tools (disciplinary mechanism) 
gainshare: firms declare to share with suppliers gains from IOCM program (encourager mechanism) 
 
Syntax in STATA and output:  
stepwise, pr(.10): regress arm emp2 emp3 emp4 rev2 rev3 rev4 exp2 exp3 exp4 time2 time3 olc2 olc3 
olc4 nsup2 nsup3 nsup4 segm1 segm2 segm3 segm4 empsizecomp2 empsizecomp3 revsizecomp2 
revsizecomp3 str RShare Tools Trainning GainShare 
 

 


