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Abstract

Many studies have tried to explain the inter-firm relationship especially inter-firm cooperation. However, among
them, the role of social influence has gotten little empirical investigation or to be neglected. Using survey data
from SME tourism enterprises in Vietnam, the study tries to explain inter-firm behaviours based on integrating
theories from different disciplines. The study reveals that cooperative intention is the main predictor of
cooperative decision. Further, it confirms the positive influence of social impact and similarities between
partners on inter-firm cooperation. The study provides theoretical and managerial foundations because the
research addresses the relationships among these constructs in inter-firm context.
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1. Introduction

Inter-firm relationship especially inter-firm cooperation has been the main focus of interest among academics
several years. Scholars have conducted various studies to explain the nature of inter-firm relationship (Anderson
& Narus, 1990; Close & Kukar-Kinney, 2010; Kennedy et al., 2001; Morgan & Hunt, 1994; Nguyen & Rose,
2009; Nguyen, 2011). They revealed the antecedents of this relationship such as trust or commitment. However,
for the author's knowledge, empirical study about the impact of social influence or manager's characteristics is
scare.

On the other hand, the theory of reasoned action (TRA) (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975) and its extended model
(TBP-Ajzen, 1991) are those models to explain human behaviour including cooperative one. Moreover,
technology acceptance model (TAM) (Davis, 1986; Davis et al., 1989) is an adaptation of TRA specifically
tailored for modelling user acceptance of information systems. They mainly confirmed the role of intention in
predicting behaviour (Ajzen, 1991; Corner & McMillan, 1999; Hill et al., 1996; Netemeyer et al., 1993). It
seems that we can apply these model in explaining the specific type of behaviour: inter-firm relationship.

Therefore, the study tries to explain inter-firm cooperation based on applying theories from various disciplines.
Using SME tourism enterprises in Vietnam, the present research contributes not only for theoretical knowledge
but also for practical implications. First, the study confirms the role of TPB in explaining human behaviour as
well as firm behaviour. Second, the study enhances our knowledge about the impact of social influences on firm
behaviour in transition economy. Third, the study suggests the way to facilitate inter-firm relationship.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. In the following section, the study highlights theoretical
foundations regarding behaviours and its hypotheses. Then the study presents a discussion of the methods, data
analyses and results. Finally, the study outlines the contribution of the study and the implications for research
and practice.

2. Background and Hypotheses

There can be many reasons why a company intends to make cooperation with particular partner. Due to superior
benefits from cooperative relationship, firm will commit itself into that relationship. Similarly, a firm may
engage in cooperative relationship with particular partner because social pressures may enforce this relationship
upon the firm. Finally, a company may feel good and safety for inter-firm cooperation based on the existence of
control mechanism. On the other hand, inter-firm cooperation is as similar or complementary coordinated actions
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taken by firms in interdependent relationships to achieve mutual outcomes or singular outcomes with expected
reciprocation over time (Anderson & Narus, 1990). Empirical studies have shown the direct effect of behavioural
intention on behaviour (Ajzen, 1991; Davis et al., 1989; Kumar et al., 2003). Further, the study also investigates
the impact of firm and regional attributes on this type of inter-firm behaviour.

2.1 Cooperative Intention

An intention is self-assessment of the likelihood of engaging in a particular behaviour (Atkinson, 1964).
According to the theory of reasoned action (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975) and its subsequent version (TPB) (Ajzen,
1991), the predictor of behaviour is person’s intention. Similarity, Davis et al. (1989) postulate that behavioural
intention is the major determinant of behaviour, and that any other factors that influence user behaviour do so
indirectly by affecting behavioural intention. Furthermore, intention derives from one's desire to achieve
positively valent outcomes or avoid negatively valent results (Deci & Ryan, 1987). Therefore, the study defines
cooperative intention as intention of a firm to build inter-firm cooperation with partners to achieve goals. It is a
broad concept, which implies goals and plays multiple roles (cf. Nguyen, 2011, p. 64).

Many researchers have empirically proved that behavioural intention has close relationship with decision making
(Armitage & Conner, 2001; Netemeyer et al., 1993; Nysveen et al., 2005). In addition, Sheppard et al. (1988)
report the average correlation of 0.53 between intentions and behaviour based on a meta-analysis of 87 studies.
Recently, in the effort of examining the applicability of TPB in e-commerce context, De Canniére et al. (2009)
indicate that intention does play an important role in fully mediating the impact of other constructs on behaviour.
Further, they state that intention indeed predicts actual behaviour. No hypothesis is advanced, but the study
expects that in high involvement behaviour like inter-firm cooperation, this component does lead to cooperative
behaviour.

H1. Cooperative intention has positive relationship with cooperative decision and fully transmits the effects of
all other antecedents.

2.2 Expectation from Inter-Firm Cooperation

The current literature on inter-firm relationships and technology acceptance highlights the importance of
motivation for behaviour. They can be expectation of success (Bagozzi & Warshaw, 1990), perceived usefulness
(Davis, 1986), and relationship benefit (Morgan & Hunt, 1994). Firm can engage in inter-firm relationship in
order to achieve specific goals/rewards (Deci & Ryan, 1987; Huybers & Bennett, 2003; Nguyen, 2011) or
perceived desirability (Krueger et al., 2000).

Generally, expectancy value theory stresses that behaviour is a joint function of people’s expectations of
obtaining particular outcomes. Schermerhorn (1975, p. 848) notes that firms find benefits associated with
cooperation will commit themselves into that kind of relationship. Similarity, Lancastre and Lages (2006)
suggest that relationships, which provide partners with superior economic benefits, will foster effective
cooperation. Importantly, a customer will not develop an intention to build a relationship with particular firm if
he/she receives no perceived value (Kumar et al., 2003). Nguyen (2011) finds that firms who expect much of
relationship performance have higher probability of inter-firm cooperation. Equally, Bagozzi and Warshaw (1990)
state that desires are sufficient motivators to start behavioural intention when self-efficacy exists. In addition,
Davis (1986) reveals the importance impact of perceived usefulness on behavioural intention. The expectation
from inter-firm relationship can stimulate manager’s intention to make cooperation with its partner even if they
do not possess a positive attitude toward partner or partner’s representatives (see Nysveen et al., 2005 for details).
Thus,

H2. There is a positive relationship between expectation from inter-firm cooperation and cooperative intention.
2.3 Attitude toward Inter-Firm Cooperation

According to TRA and TPB, attitude toward behaviour is as an individual’s positive or negative feelings about
performing specific behaviour (Fishbein & Ajzen 1975, p. 216). This element is a function of salient beliefs
about consequences of performing behaviour and the evaluation of those results. Attitude toward behaviour is a
key element in human behaviour. Scholars have highlighted the importance of this element in activating
inter-firm behaviour (Hill et al., 1996; Kulviwat et al., 2009; Tonglet et al., 2004). A study of Carr and Sequeira
(2007) in family business indeed shows that attitude towards starting a business partially mediates the main
effects of family business experience on entrepreneurial intent. On the same fashion, Lui et al. (2006) state that
trust provides basement for inter-firm cooperative formulation by fully mediating the relationship of firm
similarity and partner reputation with coercive strategy. Besides, Bagozzi and Warshaw (1990) find that recently
trial action will affect the formation of intention to try.
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On the other hand, literature on technology suggests that attitude is likely to shape behavioural intention (Davis
et al., 1989; Koufaris, 2002; Nysveen et al., 2005). Furthermore, specific type of attitude: attitude toward
advertising has shown its positive effect on customer’s intention (Durvasula et al., 1993; Heikki et al., 2008).
Thus, the study expects that manager’s predisposition will have positive impact on cooperative intention.

H3. The higher attitude toward inter-firm cooperation placed in manager, the higher cooperative intention
becomes.

2.4 Subjective Norms

According to Fishbein and Ajzen (1975), subjective norms are norms, which refer to external and interpersonal
influence. This variable refers to doing what other people want one to do, and the motivation complies with
important referents. This looks similar to injunctive norms (what others expect one to do) in Thaggersen (2008).
Subjective norms have received much attention from various disciplines. The literature suggests a positive
relationship between subjective norms and intended behaviour (Ajzen, 1991; Hill et al., 1996; Sheppard et al.,
1988). Empirical works have shown that subjective norms influence behavioural intentions. Thggersen (2008),
for instance, discovers that two types of normative beliefs influence cooperation synergistically rather than
additively. Similarity, Kulviwat et al. (2009) indicate that social influence has positive effect on consumer
intention to adopt an innovation. Therefore, the study hypothesizes that:

H4. There is positive relationship between subjective norms and cooperative intention.
2.5 Perceived Control

Control concept is one of very important elements in studies of human behaviour. This concept has gotten many
different names such as perceived behavioural control (Ajzen, 1991), self-efficacy (Bandura, 1997), and
perceived control (Nysveen et al., 2005). Perceived behavioural control relates to people’s perception of the ease
or the difficulties of performing behaviours. According to Ajzen (1991, p. 184), this variable, together with
behavioural intention, is useful for predicting behaviour.

There is a growing evidence to support the effect of perceived control and self-efficacy on behavioural intention.
This element has received empirical supports from many studies (Hill et al., 1996; Neetemeyer et al., 1993;
Tonglet et al., 2004). However, the effect of self-efficacy and perceived control on behavioural intention is
typical not consistent across researches. For example, while Terry and O’Leary (1995) find that perceived
behavioural control predicts exercise behaviour, Manstead and van Eekelen (1998) argue the positive role of
self-efficacy on intention. Although there is mismatch between these researches, the study expects that:

H5. The perceived control has positive relationship with inter-firm cooperation.
2.6 Similarities between Partners

A company will not success in managing alliance if it does not understand its partner. The relatively similarity
between partners reduce the incentives for free riding and enhances the possibility of inter-firm cooperation
(Huyber & Bennett, 2003). Similarities between partners can shape inter-firm relationship and cooperative
behaviour because they can facilitate the articulated knowledge among firms (Teece, 1977; Saxton, 1997). In
addition, it can help partners build inter-firm trust and inter-firm cooperation as the result. When firms are
similarity in strategic decision and culture, they can get along with its partner. Moreover, similarities between
partners lead to balanced inter-firm power relationship and impact to level of cooperation in the network-firm
(Chassagnon, 2014). Therefore, we expect that:

H6: Similarities between partners will be positively related to cooperation intention.
3. Method
3.1 Data

The empirical data in this research consist of questionnaire responses from managers in SME tourism enterprises
in Vietnam. The questionnaire firstly written in English was translated into Viethamese. Due to their high level of
knowledge about the firm and its cooperative activity, the target key informants are managers or owners. A pilot
survey (with 50 responses) was conducted in May 2014 in order to refine the questionnaires and gain additional
comments on the content and appearance. The constructs were revised based on their feedback to improve the
format and scale measures.

Prior to mailing the questionnaires, each key informant was pre-contacted by telephone in order to obtain
cooperation by stressing the importance of this study. The final version of questionnaire was mailed to the key
informants in each firm with a postage-paid reply envelope. At the end with this process, the study ended up with
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a random sample of 600 firms and hotels in tourism region along the central coast of Vietham. The survey was
carried from July 2014 to September 2014. The initial follow-up telephone calls are made to non-respondents 4
weeks after the questionnaires were sent. Approximately 4 weeks after the first follow-up, non-respondents were
telephoned, followed by a soft copy of the questionnaire and a handwritten postcard one week later as a reminder.
In total of 276 received questionnaires, 262 responses were validated for testing hypotheses. The detail of
constructs are shown in the appendix.

3.2 Measures
3.2.1 Dependent Variable

Cooperative decision has been measured in many ways in previous studies. This variable can be measured by
multiple items like Thggersen (2008); Zhang and Wang (2014) or by single one in Ludin (2007), Pittino and
Visintin (2011) and Chassagnon (2014). Following the instruction of Nguyen (2011) and Pittino and Visintin
(2011), the study and uses dummy variable as a proxy to measure cooperation decision between firms in tourism
region. A dichotomous variable that assumes value 1 if the enterprise has started one or more cooperation
agreements at the time of the research or up to three years before and a value of zero otherwise.

3.2.2 Independent Variables
e  Expectation from inter-firm cooperation (Expectation)

To measure expectation from inter-firm cooperation, the study has adapted and modified five items developed by
Chow et al. (2012) and Venkatesh (2000) in order to fit organizational context. The study uses 7-point Likert
scale for this measurement. This constructs displays high reliability, which is shown as Cronbach’s alpha
(0=0.87).

e Attitude toward inter-firm cooperation (Attitude)

Attitude toward behavior in general and attitude toward advertising specifically have been studied in widely
literature such as Ajzen (1991), Durvasula et al. (1993). However, the items developed in these researches were
found inappropriate for the purpose of present study because they are different from definition as well as field
study. Therefore, the scale was developed based on the works of Fang et al. (2008), Lui et al. (2006), and
Morgan and Hunt (1994). Four items are used to measure predisposition toward cooperation. The scale shows a
high degree of internal consistency (0=0.88).

e  Subjective norms (Subjective)

Thggersen (2008) indicates that people hold both types of normative beliefs in order to cooperate. Hence, the
construct of subjective norms in the study is assessed from two perspectives: injunctive norm and descriptive
norm using three items. One of the injunctive norm measurements was adapted from Nguyen (2011). The study
develops the remains on the foundations of Conner and McMillan (1999), and Okamuro (2007). Four items were
used to investigate the effect of social factors on cooperative intention in general. Cronbach’s alpha for the scale
is 0.77.

e  Perceived control (Perceived)

This construct was evaluated based on four statements using 7-point Likert scale. One example of the statements
is “Using legal systems (e.g. court, contract law) to require partner fulfill responsibilities for the project”. Three
other statements were developed based on studies of Ajzen (1991), and Conner and McMillan (1999). This
measure displays good reliability (¢=0.88).

e Similarities between partners (Similarities)

Similarity between partners is the essential feature of the inter-firm relationship. The similarity scale was based
on six items that asked respondents to indicate the similarities between their and its partner on the range of
organizational characteristics (Saxton, 1997). (¢=0.90).

e Cooperative intention (Intention)

Three items, adapted from Nasco et al. (2008); Beritelli (2011) and Nguyen (2011), were used to measure
cooperative intention of executive/owner. This construct presents adequate reliability (0=0.84).

3.2.3 Control Variables

The study adds two control variables to account for important variation among company characteristics and
regional context. Sets of dummy variables are included to determine the size of company (small, medium, and
large). This variable has demonstrated important role in inter-firm cooperation from empirical works of Arku
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(2002) and Fritsch (2003). Based on resources- base perspective, the study expects that size of firm has negative
effect on inter-firm relationship. Due to lack of necessary resources or knowledge, smaller companies are eager
for cooperation with other companies.

The second control variable relates to ownership. The dummy variables, which value 1 if firm is owned by
specific subject (state, private or foreign owned) are added, respectively. Executives of particular type of
ownership likely have different objectives and attitudes toward inter-firm relationship (Nguyen & Rose, 2009).

3.3 Empirical Model

The study aims to test the impacts of determinants of inter-firm relationship on the level of cooperation of these
relationships. The dependent variable Cooperatian is dichotomous and it has its latent variable.

Let Cooperatia; denote the decision of enterprise i whether or not to establish cooperation with its partner with
the latent model is as follows:

Cooperatian; = £, + S Intention, + 6 X; +¢; (1)

Where Intention is cooperative intention; B is coefficient of cooperative intention; X, is vector controlling for
size and ownership; & is vector of parameters of X, and &, is the error term. According to Rivers and Vuong
(1988), the study can obtain consistent estimates by using an instrumental variables (V) probit model. Therefore,
the instrument equation in this study is:

Intention, = o + ¢ Expectation; + y Attitude; + y Subjecti; + x Perceived, + A Similarities; +7 X; +7;  (2)
The study jointly estimates both equations (1) and (2) by maximum likelihood method.
4. Results

The study uses two-steps approach to test the proposed hypotheses. The confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) is
introduced to test the construction validity of the questionnaire. Then the study uses the structural model
approach (Cameron & Trivedi, 2009), which allows simultaneous interaction among constructs, to test research
hypotheses.

4.1 Common Method Variance

In order to assess the possibility of common method variance, the study adapts Harman's one-factor test
(Podsakoff et al., 2003). The study enters all items into an exploratory factor analysis with principal axis
factoring and orthogonal rotation. At the end of this process, the study use six factors account for 79.14% of the
variance explained. No single factor is dominant. The first factor, which contributes most to the explained
variance, only accounts for 21.46% of the variance. Therefore, common method variance does not exist in this
study.

Potential non-response bias was assessed via extrapolation method of comparing early versus late respondents
(Armstrong & Overton, 1977). Firstly, a comparison of early to late responses revealed no difference with regard
to the means of all variables, especially on company’s age and size. Secondly, an analysis of ownership
distribution of the respondents shows no difference from the ownership distribution of all the firms and hotels
used in the survey. Therefore, the non-response bias was minimal.

4.2 Discriminant Validity

The study examines the convergent and discriminant validity of study’s variables prior to hypothesis testing.
The study conducts confirmatory factor analyses (CFA) by using LISREL 8.80 with the maximum likelihood
method. Table 1 provides the results of the measurement analysis.

The chi-square for this model is significant ( 2 =597.62, df =223, p <.001). Because chi-square statistic is
sensitive to sample size (Chen et al., 2008), therefore the study uses the normed chi-square ( ,2/degrees of
freedom) as an alternative index. The normed chi-square in this study is below the recommended cutoff of 5.0
(Schumacker & Lomax, 2004). The RMSEA of this model (0.071) meets the requirements of acceptable model
(Hair et al., 2009). These indices indicate a good fit to the population. The result indicates that all constructs
have adequate internal consistency with Cronbach’s alpha ranging from 0.77 to 0.90, ensuring adequate internal
consistence of multiple items of each construct (Hair et al., 2009).
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Table 1. Convergent and discriminant validity in measurement model

Constructs 1 2 3 4 5 6 CR
1. Expectation from inter-firm cooperation 0.59 0.88
2. Attitude toward inter-firm cooperation 0.38 0.70 0.90
3. Subjective norms 0.13 0.31 0.66 0.80
4. Perceived control 0.06 0.38 0.03 0.58 0.85
5. Similarities between partners 0.20 0.30 0.10 0.03 0.64 091
6. Cooperative intention 0.48 0.62 0.34 0.12 0.25 0.63 0.84

Note. The AVE’s are on the diagonal, and the squared coefficients between construct are below the diagonal.

Based on suggestion of Hair et al. (2009), there are three ways to examine convergent validity. First,
standardized loadings should be 0.5 and ideally 0.7 or higher. All item loadings, are near or above 0.7 and
significant. Second, the average percentage of variance extracted (AVE) should be greater than 0.5, suggesting
adequate convergence (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). All constructs in this research meet this requirement (see Table
1). Third, similar to Cronbach’s alpha, construct reliability (CR) will be used to test reliability. Construct
reliability is that 0.7 or higher suggests good reliability (Hair et al., 2009). The study also passes this test. Overall,
these results suggest that the proposed model has good convergent validity. Furthermore, the study conducts
discriminant validity test by comparing the AVE of each construct with the squared correlation coefficient
between constructs. The AVEs are greater than the squared correlations between any pair of constructs,
suggesting that this criterion is satisfactory (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). All the constructs satisfy this test.
Therefore, the result indicates good discriminant validity of the model.

4.3 Regression Results and Test of Hypotheses

Following Van Bruggen et al. (2002), the study adapts a confidence-based weighted mean to obtain construct
scores. The single overall confidence score, which is standardized loading, applies for the type of weight.
Appendix provides an overview of the variable means, standard deviation, and the correlation matrix among the
variables. The study uses STATA 13 package for testing hypotheses by implementing instrument variable method,
called I\VVprobit. The result is as Table 2.

Table 2. IVVprobit regression results

Case 1 Case 2 Case 3

Variables Cooperation Instru. equation Cooperation Instru. equation Cooperation Instru. equation

Intention Intention Intention
Constant -3.67*** 0.72%** -4,19%** 0.94** -4.84%** 1.05***
Intention 0.92%** 0.93*** 1.01%**
Expectation 0.56%** 0.60*** 0.62%**
Attitude 0.37** 0.38*** 0.36%**
Subjective 0.23** 0.25** 0.26***
Perceived 0.28** 0.24** 0.30**
Similarities 0.43** 0.44** 0.46***
Small 0.89*** -0.23* 0.84*** -0.20
Medium 0.52%** -0.14 0.49*** -0.12
Private 0.53* -0.18
Foreign 0.48* -0.08
athrho -1.48%** -1.54%** -1.56***
%2 (Wald test of 49.84*** 71.21%** 78.56***

exogeneity)
Note. N=262, *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1.

Hypothesis 1 proposes that there is positive relationship between cooperative intention and cooperative decision
and fully mediates the effect of all other antecedents. The results across all cases are significant. Therefore,
hypothesis 1 is supported. Related to the impact of expectation from inter-firm cooperation on cooperative
intention, hypothesis 2 predicts that expectation from inter-firm cooperation has positive relationship with
cooperative intention. The coefficient has positive sign and is highly. These results provide support for
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hypothesis 2. Moreover, expectation from inter-firm cooperation seems to be the most influence on cooperation
intention, as indicated by highest coefficient among the antecedents of cooperative intention (see Table 2). This
finding reveals the importance of this element in explaining behaviours across wide range of theories (Armitage
& Conner, 2001; Bagozzi & Warshaw, 1990; Carr & Sequeira, 2007).

Hypothesis 3 and 4 state that attitude toward inter-firm cooperation and subjective norms are positively
associated with cooperative intention. As indicated in Table 2 (columns 2), these hypotheses are supported. This
result is consistent with the previous research findings (Ajzen, 1991; Armitage & Coner, 2001).

Hypothesis 5 predicts that perceived control is positively related to cooperative intention. It is important to note
that this variable is highly significant (p<0.05). The result of the IV probit regression shows that hypothesis 5 is
supported. Hypothesis 6 expect the positive linkage to cooperation intention among firms. The similarities
between partners has a positive influence on the probability of strong inter-firm cooperation. Hypothesis 6 is thus
empirically confirmed.

With the purpose of validating robustness of the results, the study adds a long series of control variables to
predict cooperative behaviour in two other models (2 and 3) in Table 2. Case 2 examines the effect of company
size on behaviour while Case 3 looks for the impact of ownership differences. The VIFs of independent variables
in all regression models range from 1.16 to 1.98, suggesting that the problem of multicollinearity does not exist
(Hair et al., 2009).

Importantly, the inclusion of the additional controls does not alter the patterns of the results. On the one hand, the
sign of all coefficients still remain in all cases. On the other hand, the values of these coefficients do not change
much. For instance, coefficients represented for cooperative intention value at 0.92, 0.93, and 1.01 in Case 1,
Case 2, and Case 3 respectively in Table 2. Further, the values of robust standard errors of all variables seem to
be same in all regressions. These findings confirm the robustness of the results.

Overall, all hypotheses receive strongly statistical supports (all coefficients are positive and significant across
Case 1 through Case 3). In line with TPB and TAM, these results suggest that cooperative intention fully
mediates the relationships of five key indicators (expectation from inter-firm cooperation, attitude toward
inter-firm cooperation, subjective norms, perceived control and similarities between partners) with cooperation.
Cooperative intention plays a critical role as indicated by the continued strength of four antecedent variables.
Moreover, consistent with Arku (2002) and Nguyen (2011), the study discovers that the small and medium
enterprises are more likely to engage in inter-firm cooperation. This finding reflects that these companies are
calling for resources from outside. It seems to be true that some of them are going to expand business activities.
On the other hand, the results also revealed the fact that similarities between partners will facilitate inter-firm
cooperation due to reduce free riding among partners. This result also supports for the findings of Saxton (1997).

5. Discussions and Limitations
5.1 Theoretical Implications

Previous studies have applied the theory of planned behaviour and technology acceptance model to examine the
impact of key indicators in creation of behavioural intention. Besides, the researchers have used the commitment
trust theory (Morgan & Hunt, 1994) widely in examining consumer behaviours. However, no research has been
devoted for examining inter-firm cooperation from combining these theories. By filling this gap research, the
study reveals several important notes to the theory.

Firstly, the empirical study contributes to existing literature by combining not only a large number of these
constructs, but links them in a comprehensive way to investigate inter-firm cooperation. Most hypotheses receive
support. Importantly, expectation from inter-firm cooperation plays the most powerful role in cooperative
intention among the constructs. Inter-firm cooperation, which looks slightly different from human behaviour,
seeks for expected outcomes in inter-firm relationship. Secondly, in the effort of testing the theory of planned
behaviour in organizational context, this study supplements the knowledge of inter-firm theory. The attitude
toward cooperation plays its predicted role in inter-firm relationships, “preferably” managerial predisposition
toward cooperation associated with an increased likelihood of inter-firm cooperation. The attitude toward
cooperation also helps us in understanding the reason why trust has been key mediating variable in
commitment-trust theory (Morgan & Hunt, 1994). This finding somewhat casts doubt on the results of other
studies in TPB, which have neglected the human effect on behaviours (e.g. Thompson & Panayiotopoulos, 1999;
Tonglet et al., 2004). Thirdly, this research attempts to provide insights into the relationship between social
pressures and cooperative intention. According to empirical results, subjective norms have a positive influence
on managers involving in inter-firm relationships. Vietnamese managers who perceive social pressure from
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referents and other firms toward cooperation show higher cooperative intentions. From the view of cultural
dimensions proposed by Hofstede (2001), these findings are consistent with collectivistic cultures like Chile and
Vietnam in which citizens in these countries emphasize the co-dependency between individuals and their groups
(Nasco et al., 2008; Tran et al., 2009). Fourthly, perceived control contributes to facilitate cooperation decision
indirectly through cooperative intention. Rules of the game are important for regulating behaviour and limiting
uncertainties and occasions for opportunistic behaviour like inter-firm cooperation. Lastly, similarities between
partners do affect inter-firm relationship. The more strategic fit and organizational fit, the higher possibility for
inter-firm cooperation. Enterprise will seek to cooperate with the partner similar in some context.

5.2 Managerial Implications

The findings of this research suggest several implications for companies. Firstly, in order to make inter-firm
cooperation successfully, the managers have to take all main determinants into considerations especially with the
expected outcome of the relationship. Secondly, company can enhance the chance for inter-firm cooperation not
only by assigning the high attitude toward cooperation’s executive to the relationship but also by seeking
homogenous enterprises in some aspects. Thirdly, company can use social pressure to shape behaviour of its
partner in the relationship.
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Appendix
Means, standard deviations, and correlations among variables

Variables Means S.D. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11

1. Cooperation 0.74 0.44 1.00

2. Intention 493 132 059** 1.00

3. Expectation  4.52 124 0.67** 055** 1.00

4. Attitude 311 092 0.62** 042** 0.61** 1.00

5. Subjective 158 0.67 0.36** 0.33** 0.19** 0.17** 1.00

6. Perceived 4.79 111 041 0.21** 023 0.09* 0.14 1.00

7. Similarities  3.19 1.74 051** 039** 0.18* 027** 0.02 0.34* 1.00

8. Small 0.69 0.48 0.02 0.17 0.12 -0.08 -0.24* 003 0.02 1.00

9. Medium 0.20 040 0.15* 014 0.16 0.08 0.17 0.08 024* -0.11 1.00

10. Private 0.62 051 0.07* 0.03 0.14 0.06 -0.01 003 0.07 -0.04 008 1.00

11. Foreign 0.26 0.38 0.28** 0.07 0.01 0.09 0.02 014 006 006 031** -0.05 1.00
Note. Correlation is significant at ** p<0.01, * p<0.05 (2-tailed).
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