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This study advances research on the link between dependence and perceived effectiveness in nonprofit-
corporate alliances from the perspective of NPOs. Drawing on resource dependence theory and specialized non-
profit literature, the authors develop a theoretical framework that allows examination of factors that contribute
to alliance effectiveness. The developed framework specifies a relationship between dependence and effective-
ness accounting for the mediating effect of social and organizational objectives. Further, the article assesses the
moderating effect of market conditions on these relationships. Results from a sample of 269 managers of
Australian NPOs suggest that dependence does not influence effectiveness directly but that social and organiza-
tional objectivesmediate this link. Furthermore, during periods of market volatility, social objectives are a stron-
ger mediator than organizational objectives.
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1. Introduction

In the current market environment, nonprofit organizations (NPOs)
face increasing pressure from stakeholders to achieve objectives and
deliver value to society. To meet this expectation, NPOs must obtain
critical resources fromoutside their organizations (Murray, 2010), com-
pelling them to develop strategic alliances with corporate partners
(Berger, Cunningham, & Drumwright, 2006). Scholars generally agree
that inherent organizational differences and unequal power structures
between the partners make these cross-sector partnerships unique
(Berger et al., 2006; Milne, Iyer, & Gooding-Williams, 1996). Therefore,
researchers continue to debate, on both conceptual andmethodological
levels, the best way to determine alliance effectiveness (Herman &
Renz, 2008).

The domain inwhichNPOs form these alliances is becoming increas-
ingly complex, as NPOs operate in a highly competitive environment
that is experiencing a reduction in available resources, including gov-
ernment and philanthropic funding, and an increase in the number of
new entrants into the sector (Bingham &Walters, 2012). This situation
creates conditions that make NPOs heavily dependent on existing
corporate partners (Froelich, 1999; Liu & Ko, 2011) and raises questions
regarding links between dependence and perceptions of alliance effec-
tiveness. Grounded in resource dependence theory, this study specifi-
cally investigates the relationship between dependence and the
perceived alliance effectiveness for NPOs.
roy),

Published by Elsevier Inc. All rights
Dependence refers to the extent the NPO relies on its alliance
partner for social and financial resources (Hudock, 1995; Lefroy &
Tsarenko, 2013). Previous studies have tended to focus on the direct im-
pact of dependence on effectiveness (Froelich, 1999; Hudock, 1995;
Suárez & Hwang, 2008), and researchers have yet to reach agreement
as to whether dependence is ultimately positive or negative within
the alliance relationship (Froelich, 1999; Kelly, 1998; Lefroy &
Tsarenko, 2013; Muthusamy & White, 2006). Given this lack of clarity,
further examination of the link between dependence and effectiveness
is important. As the purpose of these cross-sector alliances is to achieve
divergent goals – addressing broader social needs as well as NPO orga-
nizational concerns regarding survival and growth – this current study
explores whether achievement of objectives plays a role in mediating
the link between dependence and effectiveness.

The first objective of this research is to empirically advance the un-
derstanding of the relationship between dependence and perceived ef-
fectiveness by discovering whether this relationship is direct or is
mediated by social and organizational objectives. Our results show
that dependence has a positive effect on the achievement of objectives,
which in turn leads to perceptions of alliance effectiveness. We contrib-
ute to current knowledge by clarifying inconclusive findings regarding
NPO dependence and perceived alliance effectiveness.

To provide a more holistic picture of alliance operations, we also
consider external market conditions, which are dynamic and complex
and can threaten the achievement of objectives (Lopez-Gamero,
Molina-Azorin, & Claver-Cortes, 2011). Market conditions are usually
outside the organization's control and relate to the degree of uncertain-
ty and instability within a firm's external environment (Lichtenthaler,
2009). As the question of how the alliance maintains effectiveness in a
volatile market has important managerial implications, our second
reserved.
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research objective is to investigate the differential effect of dependence
on effectiveness across various levels of market conditions (low, medi-
um, and high/severe). This examination contributes to a greater empir-
ical understanding of how market conditions affect alliance operations
aswell as to a comprehension of the impact of dependence on effective-
ness under a range of circumstances. Specifically for alliance managers,
this study suggests specific ways of workingwithin these constraints to
enable positive outcomes.

On the basis of the specified constructs, this study presents a theo-
retical framework for empirical testing. Although the previous literature
contains discussions of all constructs, to date no study has examined
their inter-relationships within a single holistic model. By exploring
the relationship between dependence and effectiveness, this research
contributes to existing academic investigation of alliances between
NPOs and corporate entities (AL-Tabbaa, Leach, & March, 2013).

The article proceedswith a discussion of perceived effectiveness and
dependence and then a presentation of the mediating effect of social
and organizational objectives and the moderating effect of market con-
ditions. Empirical testing of the conceptual model (Fig. 1) follows this
review. After describing the results, the article concludes with a discus-
sion of the managerial and theoretical implications.

2. Theoretical background

2.1. Perceived alliance effectiveness

Perceived alliance effectiveness refers to how successful a partner-
ship is from the perspective of either party (Balser & McClusky, 2005;
Herman & Renz, 2008). This study looks exclusively at perceived effec-
tiveness from the NPO's point of view, which previous literature has
not extensively explored (Herman & Renz, 2008; Murray, 2010;
Polonsky, Garma, & Chia, 2004). Several studies have, however, taken
significant approaches to measuring overall organizational effective-
ness: the goal attainment model (Herman & Renz, 2008), which seeks
to ascertain if specified goals have been achieved; the systems resource
model (Yutchman& Seashore, 1967),which examines how effective the
organization is in attracting external resources; and the internal process
approach (Steers, 1977), which explores management practices of the
alliance partners.

Because of the complex dynamicwithin the NPO–corporate alliance,
assessment of these partnerships is particularly difficult (AL-Tabbaa
et al., 2013) and academics and practitioners have yet to reach con-
sensus on the best way to evaluate nonprofit-corporate alliance effec-
tiveness (Garcia, Gonzalez, & Acebron, 2013; Mitchell, Agle, & Wood,
1997). In fact, researchers only agree that no single indicator reveals dif-
fering degrees of effectiveness (Murray, 2010). In addition, unlikemany
traditional corporate partnerships that involve only financial indicators
of success, NPO–corporate alliances must consider other non-financial
IV
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aspects (Andreason, 2012; Berger et al., 2006; Iyer, 2003). Consequent-
ly, assessing perceived alliance effectiveness from an NPO perspective
can be challenging owing to the social construction of the measure
(Herman & Renz, 2008) and its organic nature (Polonsky, Lefroy,
Garma, & Chia, 2011; Wymer & Samu, 2003), and because it contains
both tangible (i.e., financial or program assessment) and intangible
(i.e., relationship and capacity building) attributes (Berger et al., 2006;
Mottner & Ford, 2005).

Despite the challenges, this investigation highlights three key ele-
ments that are important to the measurement of NPO–corporate alli-
ance effectiveness. The first element is relationship capabilities, which
enable organizations to efficiently communicate with, learn from,
adapt to, engage with, and – where needed – challenge their partners
to fulfill expectations (Balser & McClusky, 2005; Polonsky et al., 2004;
Steers, 1977). The second element, competitive advantage, allows
NPOs to attain and sustain a competitive position within a market and
makes them more likely to enjoy long-term organizational stability
(Herman & Renz, 2008; Yutchman & Seashore, 1967). The third ele-
ment, targeting resources to enable assessment of tangible changes to
policy, programs, and organizational systems, is key to NPO longevity
and relevance (Bucklin & Sengupta, 1993; Polonsky et al., 2011).

This study employs a multifaceted measure of effectiveness that
incorporates the different aspects of key organizational effectiveness
theories (financial and nonfinancial alliance aspects, specific goal out-
comes, external resource attraction, and internal management prac-
tices). Therefore, the composite measure of perceived effectiveness
encompasses partner relationship (including the quality of and satisfac-
tion with the relationship, and the ability to grow with the partner),
competitive position, and targeted investment of financial and nonfi-
nancial resources.

2.2. NPO resource dependence

According to resource dependence theory, organizational survival is
conditional on the acquisition and maintenance of critical resources
(Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978). NPOs increasingly operatewithin an environ-
ment of resource uncertainty and therefore depend heavily on corpo-
rate partners to generate resources necessary to achieve outcomes
(Murray, 2010). NPO dependence becomes obvious through the effect
of the corporate partner's withdrawal of funding, skills, and/or re-
sources (Froelich, 1999) and through the inability of the NPO to repli-
cate or recreate this support in the absence of that specific partnering
organization (Polonsky et al., 2004). Strongly affected NPOs that cannot
easily duplicate retracted resources are consequently very dependent
on their corporate partner (AL-Tabbaa et al., 2013; Hudock, 1995).

The literature contains contrasting views on the effects of depen-
dence within partnerships. Scholars have argued that alliance partner-
ships are most successful when a similar level of dependence exists
ators:
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between the partners (Frazier, Gill, & Kale, 1989; Robson, Spyropoulou,
& Al-Khalifa, 2006). Some researchers assert that unequal dependence
in an alliance relationship can negatively affect results (Froelich, 1999;
Morgan & Hunt, 1994; Xia, 2011) since highly dependent organizations
are subject to influence from their partner (Kelly, 1998) and have less
control over their partner's activities (Froelich, 1999). Researchers sug-
gest that dependence can threaten nonprofit autonomy and perfor-
mance, as dependence raises the potential that NPOs will alter their
objectives to suit the desires of their more powerful corporate partner
(Hudock, 1995; Kelly, 1998; Milne et al., 1996). Other negative conse-
quences could also arise. In cases where corporations are involved in
activities incompatible with NPO organizational values, partnerships
can potentially negatively influence the NPOs brand (Froelich, 1999),
alienate theNPO's other stakeholders (Iyer, 2003), and subsequently af-
fect perceived alliance effectiveness for both parties (Runte, Basil, &
Deshpande, 2009). For example, the Nature Conservancy came under
intense scrutiny for acceptingmoney from BP and has faced accusations
of endangering its NPO values and alientating important stakeholders
(Hoffman, 2009).

However, other scholars have argued that, in partnerships where
this resource asymmetry is inevitable, dependence does not necessarily
mean the parties employ all potential power (Lopez-Gamero et al.,
2011; Muthusamy & White, 2006) nor that dependence will have
negative effects on outcomes (Lefroy & Tsarenko, 2013). Researchers
suggest that dominance by one partner can be best for alliance perfor-
mance (Killing, 1983), as this authority can efficiently lead to successful
outcomes (Molm, 1991). Dependence shapes collaboration objectives
and increases the chances of achieving positive outcomes (Molm,
1991; Parkhe, 1993; Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978) because it can facilitate
decision-making and enable action (Hudock, 1995). This effect may ul-
timately empower both partners – not just the dominant one – by im-
proving capacity and willingness to pursue objectives achievement
(Parkhe, 1993), prompting greater satisfaction with the results (Milne
et al., 1996) and providing new opportunities for leverage (Chen &
Chen, 2002), such as new solutions to social issues or problems through
access to new markets and increased lobbying opportunities (Berger
et al., 2006; Liu & Ko, 2011).

Due to the fact that many nonprofits manage to work within depen-
dence constraints to consistently produce successful outcomes, this
study contends that NPO dependence on a corporate partner can en-
hance alliance effectiveness. However, given the competing viewswith-
in NPO–corporate partnership literature concerning the relationship
between dependence and effectiveness, further investigations are nec-
essary not only to discover the process through which dependence af-
fects perceived alliance effectiveness but also to question the direct
effect between these two constructs. Therefore, the specific focus of
this study is to analyze whether dependence results in increased alli-
ance effectiveness and whether the NPO's social and organizational ob-
jectives mediate this relationship.

2.3. Mediating roles of organizational and social objectives

Drawing on resource dependence theory, this study proposes a
framework in which social and organizational objectives positively me-
diate alliance effectiveness as a function of dependence. This perspec-
tive takes into account the fact that nonprofits depend strongly on the
external environment for resources (Lefroy & Tsarenko, 2013) and
need to ensure the achievement of diverse objectives (Wymer &
Samu, 2003). These objectives are either social or organizational
(Andreason, 2012; Berger et al., 2006; Milne et al., 1996; Mottner &
Ford, 2005), and the achievement of both is critical for success (Balser
& McClusky, 2005; Lefroy & Tsarenko, 2013; Milne et al., 1996). There-
fore, this study proposes that the dependence present inNPO–corporate
partnerships, which leads to overall effectiveness, is also critical to the
achievement of both sets of objectives. Although the nonprofit literature
contains previous discussions of the constructs of organizational and
social objectives (Mottner & Ford, 2005; Runte et al., 2009; Seitanidi &
Ryan, 2007; Selsky & Parker, 2005), no work has directly assessed
their individual role in a more complex framework.

Scholars agree that to successfully tackle important social issues, NPOs
need to bemore thanpurely benevolent organizations (Andreason, 2012;
Froelich, 1999). That is, the achievement of organizational objectives is
increasingly important in the hypercompetitive market (Garcia et al.,
2013). Organizational objectives are separate from the NPOs' primary
issue or cause, and refer specifically to the NPO's organizational legitima-
cy (Lister, 2003;Milne et al., 1996), brand and image recognition (Michel
& Rieunier, 2012; Seitanidi & Ryan, 2007), and overall public awareness
(Andreason, 2012; Michel & Rieunier, 2012). Dependence on the corpo-
rate partner to achieve these organizational objectives arises because
partnershipswith corporations can raise the NPO's visibility, subsequent-
ly increasing interest in the organization (Liu & Ko, 2011). Similarly, the
alliance can enhance the NPO's legitimacy and authority (Lister, 2003),
particularly if the NPO aims to increase its attractiveness as a potential
business partner within and across sectors (Milne et al., 1996; Selsky &
Parker, 2005).

Although the achievement of organizational objectives is important
for financial stability and competitive appeal, the primary aim of the
NPO is always going to be the fulfillment of its social pledge to the
wider community, and consequently the achievement of social objec-
tives is critical to NPO success and longevity (AL-Tabbaa et al., 2013;
Milne et al., 1996; Wymer & Samu, 2003). Social objectives are those
goals that directly influence the primary issue or cause of the NPO.
They specifically refer to the impact of the alliance on the focal cause
(Seitanidi & Ryan, 2007; Wymer & Samu, 2003), to lobbying and advo-
cacy opportunities (Milne et al., 1996), and to representation of local
and/or national concerns (Selsky & Parker, 2005). Researchers allege
that these alliances can positively affect NPOs by helping them achieve
their primary goals (Runte et al., 2009; Seitanidi & Ryan, 2007;
Wymer & Samu, 2003) and that the alliances represent concerns of
the broader community (Selsky & Parker, 2005). In addition, these alli-
ances can extend lobbying and advocacy opportunities beyond the
reach of the NPO on its own (Milne et al., 1996; Polonsky et al., 2011).

This study contends that both social and organizational objectives
will mediate the relationship between dependence and alliance effec-
tiveness. However, the assumption is that the achievement of social ob-
jectives will have a stronger effect, as ultimately the achievement of
social objectives demonstrates ability and authority in the NPO's field
of expertise (Lister, 2003; Seitanidi & Ryan, 2007; Selsky & Parker,
2005; Wymer & Samu, 2003). Therefore,

H1. Achievement of (a) organizational and (b) social objectives medi-
ates the relationship between dependence and perceived alliance
effectiveness.

2.4. Moderating effect of market conditions

Whilemarket conditions always have an impact on the effectiveness
of organizational operations (Bryson, 2011), the significance of these
circumstances becomes more apparent in times of instability and hard-
ship. For example, the recent global financial crisis has had – and is still
having – a profound effect on a diverse range of enterprises, across a va-
riety of sectors. Market conditions relate to the degree of uncertainty
and instability within a firm's external environment (Lichtenthaler,
2009). A difficult or unstablemarket exhibits organizational uncertainty
regarding the future stemming from changes in external economic cir-
cumstances (Cadeaux & Ng, 2012; Davis, Morris, & Allen, 1991), organi-
zational financial stability (Kandemir, Yaprak, & Cavusgil, 2006), and
the availability of resources (Lopez-Gamero et al., 2011). Yet, despite ac-
knowledgments that uncertainty within the market creates significant
problems for organizations of all kinds (Cadeaux & Ng, 2012;
Kandemir et al., 2006), little research has considered the implications
of such market conditions for nonprofit organizations (Lopez-Gamero
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et al., 2011). This dearth is surprising in light of the recognition that
market conditions can intensely affect NPOs (Froelich, 1999; Hudock,
1995; Suárez & Hwang, 2008), often to a greater degree than for-
profit organizations because NPOs depend more heavily on the avail-
ability of external resources and in times of crisis this effect ismore pro-
nounced (Lopez-Gamero et al., 2011).

Strategic management and marketing studies have frequently used
market conditions to explore the impact of changes in the external en-
vironment on a firm's outcomes (Davis et al., 1991; Lichtenthaler,
2009). Changes in the world economy and shifts in consumer demands
have resulted in an increasingly important role for market conditions in
the assessment of organizational strategy and performance (Cadeaux &
Ng, 2012; Lopez-Gamero et al., 2011). For firms, difficult and unstable
market conditions can lead to more restricted or constrained resources,
price escalation, and staff layoffs (Lopez-Gamero et al., 2011). For non-
profits, such circumstances have resulted in constraints such as cuts in
governmental funding, forcing NPOs to seek alternative sources of as-
sets in the form of corporate alliances (Seitanidi & Ryan, 2007).

Resource dependence theory offers further explanation. According to
this theory, inter-organizational exchange is most likely to occur when
the market holds uncertainty regarding resources and demands (Pfeffer
& Salancik, 1978). Rather than shying away from partnerships during
these times, organizations will look to associations to strategically en-
hance their own abilities. Increased turbulence in themarket will require
companies to demonstrate a high level of strategic orientation
(Lichtenthaler, 2009), and organizationswill bemore concernedwith ful-
filling objectives thatwill allow them tomaintain partnerships (Kandemir
et al., 2006). For firms, this activity can involve demonstrating significant
levels of innovation and entrepreneurship to attract partners (Davis et al.,
1991). Nonprofits, however, must exemplify the ability to directly affect
their focal cause and attain social objectives (Lister, 2003).

The achievement of tangible social objectives is directly linked to the
NPO's perceived competence (Lister, 2003; Milne et al., 1996) and abil-
ity to attract public donations, volunteers and partnerships (Deephouse
& Carter, 2005). Additionally, achievement of social objectives enhances
the NPO's credibility, reputation, and organizational influence within
themarketplace (Milne et al., 1996). Organizations that align their capa-
bilities to environmental requirementswill do better than organizations
that do not (Haleblian & Finkelstein, 1993). Consequently, under diffi-
cult market conditions when competition is most fierce and resources
are most scarce, NPOs will focus their energies on social objectives
achievement in order to demonstrate capability and thus a competitive
advantage to current and potential partners. The following hypotheses
result from this discussion:

H2. Market conditions moderate the mediating effect of organizational
objectives. When market conditions are more severe, the mediating ef-
fect is weaker.

H3. Market conditions moderate the mediating effect of social objec-
tives. When market conditions are more severe, the mediating effect is
stronger.
3. Methodology

3.1. Data collection and sample characteristics

The sample for this study comprised Australian NPOs that have pre-
viously formed partnerships with corporate organizations. As no data-
base is available of NPOs involved in these alliances, various public
sources yielded an extensive list that targeted all categories within the
nonprofit sector and resulted in identification of 1218 organizations.
These organizations vary not only in their scope of activity but also in
their size and social impact or public visibility.

Data collection occurred in two stages. Stage one involved providing
representatives of 14 NPOs with a draft of the questionnaire to ensure
that the wording and terminology were clear. Stage two involved
contacting all 1218 organizations via email with an invitation to partic-
ipate in the study. The email contained a link to the online survey.
Screening questions determined the validity of the respondent with re-
spect to whether (1) the respondent's organization had experience in
partneringwith a corporation and (2) the respondent had been directly
involved in the management of an alliance. To qualify for participation,
respondents had to meet both criteria, and they completed the survey
with reference to one current partnership, or if they were not involved
in any partnership at the time of data collection, their most recent
alliance.

The questionnaire took approximately 20 min to complete. Partici-
pants returned a total of 269 usable questionnaires within a 14-day pe-
riod (a 22% response rate). Of 269 respondents, 70% of organizations
had more than 20 employees, and 86% had been in business operation
for more than nine years, Further, 40% currently had alliances operating
that had existed for more than five years, 30% between two and five
years, 17% less than two years, and 13% less than one year. Most organi-
zations operated in education and research (26%), followed by social
services (22%), health (16%), and culture and recreation (14%).

3.2. Measures

The study predominantly used scales developed in previous re-
search, with some items being adapted to the NPO–corporate context.
Table 1 provides a list of items. All items used a seven-point scale with
anchors of 1 (not at all) to 7 (to a great extent).

A three-item scale adapted from Robson et al. (2006) measured alli-
ance dependence. The three itemsmeasuring social objectiveswere adapta-
tions of existing scales as well as prior research (Seitanidi & Ryan, 2007;
Selsky & Parker, 2005). The scale measuring organizational objectives
was a four-item scale comprising adaptations from previous work
(Bucklin & Sengupta, 1993; Selsky & Parker, 2005; Wymer & Samu,
2003). Alliance effectiveness, a five-item scale, was an adaptation from
Bucklin and Sengupta (1993). The three items measuring market condi-
tions– external economic circumstances, organizationalfinancial stability,
and resources availability – captured the unpredictability and dynamism
of the market on the basis of research from Davis et al. (1991), Lopez-
Gamero et al. (2011), Lichtenthaler (2009), and Kandemir et al. (2006).

4. Analyses

4.1. Test of measurement model

The analysis applied a measurement model for all the constructs.
Confirmatory factor analysis showed that all fit indices fall within the
recommended values: χ2(141) = 313.07, p b .001; GFI = .895;
CFI = .95; TLI = .94, RMSEA = .067, and SRMR = .049 (Hu &
Bentler, 1995). Examination of the individual item factor loadings
(N .50), and their respective significance (p b .001), on the correspond-
ing construct and whether items do not have large residuals (N2.58) si-
multaneously with other construct items (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988)
showed the presence of convergent validity (Kline, 2005) (see Table 1
for individual items and item loadings and Table 2 for reliabilities,
AVE, square root of AVE, means, and standard deviations). All scales
are sufficiently reliable, with Cronbach's alpha value ranging between
.77 and .94. Internal consistency measures further supported the pres-
ence of convergent validity of the constructs, with recommended com-
posite reliability scores above .70 (Hair, Black, Babin, & Anderson, 2010)
and the AVEs for all constructs were equal to or above .50. As Table 2
shows, the construct reliabilities range between .81 and .94, and AVE
ranges from .59 to .87. All measures are reliable, and thus meet all
three conditions for convergent validity. Testing of discriminant validity
was according to Fornell and Larcker (1981) (the square root of the AVE
for each construct should exceed all the corresponding correlations be-
tween that and any other constructs). The factor correlation matrix



Table 1
Scale items and factor loadings in the measurement model.

Construct Standardized factor loading t-Value

Dependence:
The total cost of my organization losing the partner firm's assistance in this business venture is substantial .62 Fixed
The operations of the partnership would be severely disrupted if the partner were to withdraw its skills and resources .93 6.99
Our organization would find it difficult to effectively perform the partner firm's tasks and responsibilities in this alliance .83 6.65

Effectiveness:
Our competitive position has been enhanced due to the alliance .81 Fixed
The alliance is characterized by a strong and harmonious relationship between the partners .95 20.50
The relationship between our organization and our partner has been satisfactory .94 20.27
Resources from the alliance have been committed for policy or system change .79 15.54
We have been successful in learning some critical skills from our alliance partner .83 16.34

Organizational objectives:
The alliance has helped improve our image .81 Fixed
Public awareness has been increased due to the partnership formation .64 10.84
Our organization has had an increase in the number of enquiries after the formation of the partnership .88 15.55
The partnership has helped increase our organizational legitimacy .74 12.94

Social objectives:
The partnership has positively impacted on our cause/issue .92 Fixed
The partnership has embraced local and/or national concerns .88 21.92
The partnership has assisted in changing behaviors and attitudes towards the issue/cause .80 17.50

Market conditions: Please indicate to what extent the following external factors affect the operation of the alliance
External economic circumstances .58 Fixed
Availability of resources .73 8.49
Organizational financial stability .88 7.95

Fit of the measurement model: χ2/df = 2.22, p b .001, TLI = .94, CFI = .95, RMSEA = .067, SRMR = .049.
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depicted in Table 2 indicates that the largest correlation between any
pair of constructs is .64, while the smallest square root of the AVE was
.77. Hence, the analysis also met the test of discriminant validity.
4.2. Hypothesis tests

The data analysis occurred in two stages. The first stage tested the
study's hypotheses pertaining to the mediation effects using Preacher
and Hayes (2008) macro (INDIRECT) for SPSS, which estimates the
path coefficients in a multiple mediator model and generates bootstrap
confidence intervals (percentile, bias-corrected, and bias-corrected and
accelerated) for total and specific indirect effects. The second stage test-
ed the hypotheses regarding themoderation effect ofmarket conditions
using conditional PROCESS modeling (Hayes, 2012), which allows for
testing conditional indirect effects in moderated mediation models.
Specifically, both models – mediated and moderated mediation – use
the bootstrap method to empirically quantify and test hypotheses
about the contingent nature of the mechanisms by which the indepen-
dent variable (dependence) exerts its influence on the dependent vari-
able (effectiveness). The bootstrapping approach (Zhao, Lynch, & Chen,
2010) has received increasing attention in recent years because it does
not impose the assumption of normality and provides more accurate
confidence intervals. If zero is not included in the 95% confidence inter-
val, the indirect effect is assessed as significant.
Table 2
Descriptive statistics, reliabilities, composite reliabilities, correlations, square root of AVE and A

Construct M (SD) Cronbach's alpha CR

1 Dependence 4.43 (.97) .91 .90
2 Organizational objectives 4.42 (1.25) .86 .85
3 Social objectives 4.78 (1.28) .82 .90
4 Effectiveness 5.30 (1.19) .94 .94
5 Market conditions 4.19 (1.14) .77 .81

Numbers in brackets represent the average extracted.
Numbers in bold are square root of average extracted.
⁎ p b .05.
⁎⁎ p b .01.
⁎⁎⁎ p b .001.
4.3. Mediation analysis

Table 3 reports the results of themediation analysis, which tested si-
multaneously effects of twomediators (organizational and social objec-
tives) in the relationship between dependence and perceived alliance
effectiveness.

The analysis which pertained to indirect (mediated) effects shows
that the two indirect effects are statistically significant, thus providing
support forH1a andH1b. Achievement of organizational and social objec-
tives thus mediates the relationship between dependence and effective-
ness. The test for contrast of indirect effects, which compared the
strength ofmediators (H1b vs.H1a), shows that social objectives are a sig-
nificantly stronger mediator than organizational objectives (b = .23,
p b .001).

4.4. Moderation analysis

The second stage of analysis assessed the moderation effect of mar-
ket conditions on themediated relationship – involving achievement of
organizational and social objectives – between dependence and effec-
tiveness. First, we examined the interaction terms using the Hayes
PROCESS macro. As Fig. 1 shows, treating organizational objectives as
a dependent variable results in statistical significance for the interaction
term dependence by market conditions (b = − .11, t = −1.92,
p = .05). This result does not occur with treatment of social objectives
VE.

1 2 3 4 5

.80 (.64) .45⁎⁎⁎ .58⁎⁎⁎ .52⁎⁎⁎ .12⁎

.77 (.59) .62⁎⁎⁎ .50⁎⁎⁎ .01⁎⁎

.87 (.75) .64⁎⁎⁎ .14⁎

.84 (.71) .07
.94 (.87)



Table 3
Mediation effects of social and organizational objectives based on bootstrap bias-corrected percentile method.

95% CI

Unstandardized coefficient SE Lower Upper p-value

Dependence to mediators:
Organizational objectives .58 .06 – – .001
Social objectives .76 .06 – – .001

Direct effects of mediators on effectiveness:
Organizational objectives .13 .05 – – .019
Social objectives .41 .05 – – .001

Total effect:
Dependence on effectiveness .62 .06 – – .001

Direct effect:
Dependence on effectiveness (mediated by organizational and social objectives) .23 .06 – – .001

Indirect effects:
H1a: Dependence on effectiveness (mediated by organizational objectives) .08 .03 .01 .18 .020
H1b: Dependence on effectiveness (mediated by social objectives) .31 .05 .18 .44 .001
Indirect effect contrast (H1b vs. H1a) .23 .07 .04 .41 .001
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as a dependent variable (b = − .08, t = −1.58, p = 11). However,
treating effectiveness as a dependent variable results in statistical signifi-
cance for both interaction terms — organizational objectives × market
conditions (b = − .15, t = −3.39, p b .001) and social
objectives × market conditions (b = .10, t = 2.06, p = .04).
Table 4 provides the conditional indirect effects of dependence on ef-
fectiveness at three different levels of moderator simultaneously, ac-
counting for both mediators. The three levels of market conditions
are the mean and plus/minus one standard deviation (SD) from the
mean.

Regarding the mediating effect of organizational objectives, Panel A
shows that the conditional indirect effect of dependence on effective-
ness decreases when the severity of market conditions increases.
When market conditions are one SD above the mean (5.34), this effect
is non-significant, thus supporting H2: When market conditions are
more severe, the mediating effect is weaker.

H3 stated that as the severity of market conditions increased, the
conditional indirect effect of dependence on effectiveness (mediated
by social objectives) would increase. Panel B shows that effects are sig-
nificant at all levels – one SD below the mean, mean, and one SD above
the mean – fully supporting H3.

5. Discussion

While dependence plays a significant role in NPO–corporate part-
nerships (Selsky & Parker, 2005), the impact of dependence on alliance
effectiveness is unclear (Froelich, 1999). Scholars have argued that
dependence can be an act of submission by the NPO that constrains out-
comes (Hudock, 1995), or conversely dependence can shape collabora-
tion and increase the chances of effectiveness (Killing, 1983; Molm,
Table 4
Conditional direct and indirect effects of dependence on effectiveness at values of market cond

Z* Panel A
H2: Conditional indirect effect (via organizational objectives) of
dependence on effectiveness at values of market conditions.

Effect SE LLCI UL

3.05 .22 .08 .10 .41
4.19mean .09 .04 .02 .18
5.34 −.01 .04 −.09 .06

Note: All variables were mean-centered prior to analysis.
Z level denotes the mean and plus/minus one SD from mean.
LLCI — low level confidence interval.
ULCI— upper level confidence interval.
Numbers in italic represent non-significant effects.
1991; Parkhe, 1993). This study aims to bring some clarity to the role
of dependence within the NPO–corporate alliance.

Integrating dependence into the larger framework of alliance
operations allowed examination of the fundamental mechanisms
through which dependence influences effectiveness. The tested
and supported conceptual model provides a basis for the argument
that an explanation for the role dependence plays lies in the
dependence → objectives → effectiveness framework. The empirical
results suggest that within these partnerships, dependence does not
have a direct impact on effectiveness (Froelich, 1999; Hudock, 1995;
Suárez & Hwang, 2008), but rather NPO objectives mediate depen-
dence. As the literature makes clear, these objectives are either social
or organizational (Lopez-Gamero et al., 2011; Selsky & Parker, 2005).
The findings of this study suggest that dependence enables NPOs to
achieve effective alliance outcomes and subsequently perceive the alli-
ance to be successful. Although previous research has recognized that
dependence can expedite decision-making, enable action (Milne et al.,
1996), and provide opportunities for theNPO, such as access to lobbying
or newmarkets (Berger et al., 2006; Seitanidi & Ryan, 2007), this study's
findings extend current knowledge by demonstrating that mediation of
dependence through social and organizational objectives can produce
positive outcomes.

Social objectives, which intrinsically link to the NPO's cause, are crit-
ical to the long-term success of the organization (Deephouse & Carter,
2005; Lister, 2003).While organizational objectivesmay not link direct-
ly to the NPO's cause they are necessary to maintaining the daily run-
ning of the organization. However, achievement of social objectives
will characterize theNPO's competence and give it a competitive advan-
tage (Milne et al., 1996; Wymer & Samu, 2003). Therefore, social objec-
tives are not surprisingly a significantly stronger mediator on perceived
itions.

Panel B
H3: Conditional indirect effect (via social objectives) of dependence
on effectiveness at values of market conditions.

CI Effect SE LLCI ULCI

.24 .09 .07 .43

.29 .06 .17 .42

.33 .07 .19 .51



1965K. Lefroy, Y. Tsarenko / Journal of Business Research 67 (2014) 1959–1966
alliance effectiveness than are organizational objectives. Adopting ame-
diation model allowed isolation of the specific mechanisms by which
dependence affects alliance effectiveness. This investigation seems to
be the first empirical study to examine a mediation effect in the depen-
dence–alliance effectiveness relationship.

The second research objective was to explore how market condi-
tions affect alliance operations. The study demonstrates that market
conditions play an important role in moderating the assessment of
these alliances. Although external instabilities in thewider business en-
vironment generally affect NPOs (Froelich, 1999; Hudock, 1995; Lopez-
Gamero et al., 2011), their specific effects on NPO–corporate alliances
are unclear. Therefore, taking into account these moderation effects
provides a more holistic picture of non-profit alliance effectiveness.

WhenNPOs are operating in less harshmarket conditions–with less
economic uncertainty and more ready access to resources – they are
able to focus their attention inwards on organizational improvements,
such as enhancing image, awareness, or legitimacy. However, as market
conditions become more severe, the mediating effect of organizational
objectives on the relationship between dependence and effectiveness
diminishes. The opposite occurs when social objectives are mediating
the relationship. In this case, asmarket conditions becomemore severe,
themediating effect of social objectives on the relationship between de-
pendence and effectiveness increases. Taken together, these opposite
effects go someway toward explaining howNPOs navigate the unstable
environment. When market conditions are most difficult, NPOs would
be likely to refocus their activities toward achieving social objectives
(i.e., direct all efforts at their issue or cause). In contrast, the achieve-
ment of organizational objectives has little or no impact on the evalua-
tion of alliance effectiveness.

This research suggests threemanagerial recommendations. First, de-
pendence hasmerit. Rather than being an inevitable but adverse reality,
dependence can be a positive aspect of objectives achievement, subse-
quently leading to an effective alliance. However, because of the indirect
link between dependence and effectiveness, dependence may actually
be detrimental if taken in isolation and not factored into the achieve-
ment of objectives. Second, it is not only access and amount of resources
that lead to an effective alliance. The degree of achievement of the ob-
jectives is also important. While social objectives may seem to be the
most relevant to those with a stake in the NPO's success, organizational
objectives also require attention. Finally, NPO managers need to adapt
to changes in the market. Strategic agility and the refocusing of re-
sources within NPOs are critical. Whenmarket conditions are favorable,
NPOs should focus on the achievement of both social and organizational
objectives. However, when market conditions are severe, NPOs should
focus primarily on the achievement of social objectives.
6. Limitations and future research

A number of limitations in this study can serve as directions for fu-
ture research. The present study examines only the NPO perspective
in alliances. Additional work could encompass the views of the corpo-
rate partner, giving a more thorough perspective of these partnerships.
A longitudinal study design exploring periods of differing external eco-
nomic circumstances (i.e., recession vs. boom times) would present a
fuller view of the effects of market conditions. A cross-cultural investi-
gation, with data collection from multiple countries, would be useful
in understanding national differences (if any) within the relationships
this research explores. Cross-cultural studies serve to enhance the de-
sign of competitive organizational strategy and are particularly useful
in comprehending international negotiations (Tse, Lee, Vertinsky, &
Wehrung, 1988). This understanding could broaden NPOs' ability to at-
tract and retain partners on a global scale. Additionally, examining dif-
ferent explicit performance measures – such as fundraising efficiency
or sponsorship impact – would present supplemental details that
could greatly inform the understanding of these partnerships.
In conclusion, this study contributes to the rapidly growing body of
empiricalwork regardingNPO–corporate alliances, andmore specifical-
ly explores how dependence, objectives achievement, and market con-
ditions affect perceived alliance effectiveness. Understanding the
complexities in NPO–corporate alliances is a research stream still in its
infancy, and opportunities for further learning are abundant.
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