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Comparing value-adding collaboration in new service development versus 

new product development 

 

ABSTRACT 

Firm to firm collaboration for innovation has received considerable attention by scholars in 

innovation and strategic research domains. However, little is known about how the value-

adding nature of firm collaboration differs for new services versus new product 

developments. We utilize a survey research design on 194 innovation alliances in order to 

investigate the multi-dimensional nature of collaboration between partnering firms. We 

categorize firm collaboration into two sub-sets of collaborative dimensions (1) processes 

dimension (includes mutual communication, joint engagement, sharing responsibilities), and 

(2) ownership dimension (includes relationship commitment and mutual trust). We advance 

six hypotheses to assess the nature and impact of these collaborative dimensions on new 

service versus new product developments. Results reveal that the intensity of mutual 

communication and joint engagement among collaborating firms is much higher when a 

service is developed. However, relationship commitment is comparably larger in product 

innovations. Multiple regression analyses further show that there is a stronger positive 

relationship between joint engagement among firms involved in product development and 

success than when a service is developed. Conversely, mutual trust has a stronger, positive 

relationship with performance when a new service is developed than when a new product is 

developed. We discuss implications of the results, give overall contributions, and provide 

suggestions for future research.    

 

Keywords: Inter-firm collaboration, new service development, new product development.  
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   Partnering with other firms for the development of new and improved products and services 

has become an essential means to achieve market economies in environments that are 

characterized by pressures of decreasing development cycles (Chen, Ling, & Wei, 2003), 

rapid technological advancements (Hoegl, Weinkauf, & Gmuenden, 2004), and constant 

churning of customer requirements (D'Aveni, 1994; Froehle, Roth, Chase, & Voss, 2000). 

Despite widespread recognition of the importance of firm to firm collaboration in both service 

and product innovation to all economies (Gupta, Tesluk, & Taylor, 2007), there is a scarcity 

of empirical comparisons of the differences in the nature of service versus product innovation 

(Karniouchina, Victorino, & Verma, 2006; Menor, & Roth, 2007; Menor, Tatikonda, & 

Sampson, 2002).  

   In the last two decades, researchers have started to debate about the specific characteristics 

of services and products and how these characteristics affect the nature of services versus 

product innovation (Drejer, 2004; Johne, & Harborne, 1985; Johne, & Storey, 1998; Nijssen, 

Hillebrand, Vermeulen, & Kemp, 2006; Vargo, & Lusch, 2004). Usually, studies focused 

primarily on comparing organizational structures and processes within product- versus 

service-oriented firms. As summarized by Coombs and Miles (2000), these studies can be 

broadly classified into three different positions taken by researchers in the debate. First, the 

‘assimilation position’ treats products and services as similar phenomena and states that both 

can be applied within the other’s context. Second, the ‘demarcation position’ stresses that 

service innovations are different from those of products and that there is a need for separate 

concepts and models. Third, the ‘synthesis position’ concentrates on the findings from service 

innovations that have been neglected in the existing product innovation literature and that are 

of relevance for both services and product innovations.  

   Review of the literature shows support for all three positions. Brown and Eisenhardt (1995) 

and Griffin (1997), for instance, conclude that there are many similarities, such as top 
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management involvement, cross-functional integration, and alignment of organizational 

cultures and systems towards the innovation processes and structures. However, other 

researchers of these internal processes and structures also proposed and tested that new 

service development processes vary from new product development processes primarily in 

terms of (1) the different characteristics of services versus products (i.e. intangibility, 

heterogeneity, inseparability, and perishability) (Fitzsimmons, & Fitzsimmons, 2000) and (2) 

the intensity of collaboration among operations (back office) and those who have customer 

contact (front office) within the firm (Avlonitis, Papastathopoulou, & Gounaris, 2001; 

Easingwood, 1986; Froehle et al., 2000; Lievens, & Moenaert, 2000; Meyer, & DeTore, 1999; 

Nijssen et al., 2006).  

    Although there has also been an emphasis on capturing and testing the nature and impact of 

collaborative firm to firm endeavours for the development in product-related or in service-

related industries, we were not able to find a study that empirically tested the analogies and 

differences between service versus product innovations. That is, existing studies usually 

proposed a difference in the firm to firm collaboration of new service against new product 

development but did not test their propositions (Meyer, & DeTore, 1999; Sunbo, 1997; Von 

Hippel, 2001). The arguments that past studies used were largely based upon the different 

characteristics of services versus products (Fitzsimmons, & Fitzsimmons, 2000). The most 

common difference proposed is that service innovation is likely to involve more intensive 

collaboration between a service-oriented firm and ‘outsiders’ –usually customers- than 

collaboration among firms located in the product manufacturing industry (Meyer, & DeTore, 

1999; Smith, 2006; Von Hippel, 2001). However, while differences are proposed, they are 

usually not tested. Rather what these researchers have done is tested their propositions only 

for either new service developments (Edgett, 1994; Froehle et al., 2000) or new product 

developments (Sanders, & Premus, 2005; Stank, Keller, & Daugherty, 2001). It is therefore 
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largely unclear, whether and if so how the nature of collaboration among different firms for a 

new service development differs from that for a new product development.  

   This study attempts to help resolve the debate on whether and if so, how the nature of joint 

firm collaboration in new product development can be different from new service 

development. We systematically examine the nature and intensity of collaboration in new 

product versus new service developments among 194 dual partner strategic alliances. We 

explore, along a number of collaborative dimensions, how the value adding nature of inter-

firm collaboration differs in terms of whether a new product or a new service was developed.  

   The rest of this paper is organized into four main sections. First, we review collaboration 

and innovation literature on new service versus new product developments and establish a 

number of propositions. Second, we describe the survey sample and methodology employed 

to test the propositions. Third, we report on the results of the tests of these propositions. 

Fourth, we conclude with a discussion of our findings, limitations and contributions of this 

study, and implications for future research.  

 

HYPOTHESES 

Firm collaboration 

   The term firm collaboration has captured a prominent position across different domains 

including innovation, production/operations management, strategy, organizational theory, and 

information systems literature (Glouberman, & Mintzberg, 2001; Lawrence, & Lorsch, 1969; 

Tushman, 2000; Venkatraman, & Zaheer, 1990). Collaboration has been differently 

understood and conceptualized across disciplines and has evolved as a largely independent, 

non-integrated phenomenon. Each discipline and even within each discipline, researchers 

seem to have a different perspective on the subject matter (Barki, & Pinsonneault, 2005; 

Barratt, 2004). The perspectives taken and nature of collaboration observed have varied by the 
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location collaboration takes place (either within a firm or between different firms) and the 

strength of the intensity the collaborative relationship takes among different parties.  

   In a meta-analysis of 119 studies, Schleimer (2007) found that researchers’ conceptions on 

firm collaboration could be summarised as a set of structural and relational dimensions that 

capture ongoing new product or service development activities. Collaborative entities can be 

described as varying in different levels of intensity on each of these dimensions. Thus, and in 

line with findings of Schleimer (2007), we define collaboration as a multidimensional 

construct that varies in intensity along five dimensions that capture the joint, collaborative 

space among the involved parties. The dimensions that emerged from the meta-analysis 

included: (1) Mutual communication, (2) joint engagement, (3) sharing responsibilities, (4) 

relationship commitment, and (5) mutual trust.  

   Similar to Schleimer (2007), we refer to mutual communication, joint engagement, and 

sharing responsibilities among collaborating firms as the ‘process’ subset of dimensions of 

collaboration. These dimensions embody different mechanisms through which collaboration 

takes place. We conceptually define relationship commitment and mutual trust as a reflection 

of the ‘ownership’ dimension subset, as they mirror the level of ownership collaborating 

parties take in their relationship with one another.  

 

Intensity of collaboration for new service- versus new product development 

   In the following sections, six hypotheses are developed that focus on anticipated differential 

effects of collaboration in a new service development (NSD) - versus a new product 

development (NPD). It can be assumed that collaborative processes (mutual communication, 

joint engagement, and sharing responsibilities) reflect inter-related mechanisms through 

which collaboration takes place. Thus, we test collaborative processes in a collective manner.   
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   A different approach is taken for collaborative ownership dimensions. Although 

conceptually, relationship commitment and mutual trust both represent a state of ownership 

towards the collaborative relationship, we treat the dimensions separately. Relationship 

commitment, in general, is the result of deliberate decisions made towards a relationship. It 

reflects different degrees of effort taken on behalf of a relationship by the involved parties 

(Hoegl et al., 2004). The higher the degree of relationship commitment, the more effort is 

dedicated towards the relationship and the harder it is to withdraw the commitment (Ross, & 

Staw, 1993). Mutual trust, on the other hand, mirrors a psychological state of mind. It reflects 

the degree to which the parties share a positive attitude of goodwill and reliability (Das, & 

Teng, 1998). Mutual trust, in general, evolves with time and is a result of accumulated 

satisfactory experience of gradually increasing efforts (Das and Teng, 1994). Therefore, 

unlike relationship commitment, collaborators generally do not make a deliberate decision to 

trust one another. Further, collaborators can withdraw trust easier than they are able to pull 

out of relationship commitment. Therefore, due to their unlike origin and difference in the 

ease of withdrawal, we separate our hypotheses about relationship commitment from those 

about mutual trust.  

 

Intensity of collaborative processes in NSD versus NPD 

   Following prior research (Easingwood, 1986; Fitzsimmons, & Fitzsimmons, 2000; Johne, & 

Storey, 1998; Nijssen et al., 2006), we argue that because of the ease of and the need for 

constant modifications of service features throughout its development, NSD carries with it an 

increased necessity for mutual communication, joint engagement, and sharing responsibilities 

among collaboration partners as compared to a typical NPD. Thus, in a typical NPD, product 

features are not as easily changed due to very characteristics of a product, such as its physical 

nature (Johne, & Storey, 1998). Other researchers have argued for a similar result, but have 
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based it on the assumption that formal structural differences exist between NPD and NSD and 

that these differences are likely to lead to lower levels of mutual communication, lower levels 

of shared responsibility and increased joint engagement in NPD (Djellal, & Gallouj, 2001). 

That is, in NPD, firms generally follow a more structured relationship of resource and 

information exchange than in a typical NSD (Johne, & Harborne, 1985). Other scholars 

stressed that this is partly due to the more clearly distinct responsibilities of functional units 

involved from collaborating firms (e.g. R&D, design, marketing) and partly due to the 

comparably stable collaborative environment, where product manufacture is clearly separated 

from consumption (Nijssen et al., 2006). Still other researchers in NPD have merely stated 

that those relationships that entail moderate intensity levels of collaborative processes among 

firms usually provide them with all the benefits they aim for (Deeds, & Hill, 1996; Mohr, & 

Spekman, 1994; Spekman, Kamauff, & Myhr, 1998).  

Thus, we propose: 

 

Hypothesis 1: The intensity level of collaborative processes (mutual communication, joint 

engagement, and sharing responsibilities) among collaborating firms will be higher for NSD 

than NPD.  

 

Relationship commitment in NSD versus NPD 

   In general, for both NPD and NSD, the further a new product and a new service have gone 

through their development stages, the more committed firms are to one another (Ross, & 

Staw, 1993). However, for most new product developments, this also means that with 

increased relationship commitment, changes to the product itself become increasingly costly 

(Garland, 1990). Thus, scholars found that firms may be more committed to spend efforts on 

behalf of the relationship when the joint development entails high modification and exit costs 
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(Ross, & Staw, 1986,1993). Services, in comparison, can be more easily modified throughout 

the development process due to their relative intangibility (Easingwood, 1986) and even after 

the initial development has been completed, constant amendments are made in order to adjust 

and further customise service features (Meyer, & DeTore, 1999). Thus, if costs of alterations 

during a development process are lower, which is more likely to occur in NSD than NPD, 

firms may be able to operate at lower intensity levels of relationship commitment towards the 

development compared to when costs for alterations are high.   

Therefore, we conclude that: 

 

Hypothesis 2: The intensity level of mutual relationship commitment among collaborating 

firms is higher for NPD than NSD.  

 

Mutual trust in NSD versus NPD 

   Most new product developments have large resource commitments and often collaborating 

firms reach a state in their relationship, where they rely on each other largely due to these 

commitments to one another (Ross, & Staw, 1986,1993). This relationship, based on 

commitment, creates a stable, controlled context for the duration of the collaboration (Parkhe, 

1993) and may substitute the need for high levels of mutual trust (Inkpen, & Currall, 2004). 

The role of mutual trust may be different for NSD, as firms may not create a relationship 

based on high levels of resource obligations and commitment as they do in a typical NPD 

(Barras, 1986; Johne, & Storey, 1998). Researchers further argued that in partnerships, mutual 

trust can act as a source of confidence and as a sign of mutual reliability (Ring, & Van de 

Ven, 1992). In the absence of large resource commitments, mutual trust may therefore act as 

an alternative source of showing confidence in the partnership. Firms may therefore 
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collaborate with higher levels of mutual trust in NSD than NPD as it represents a reliable 

source of mutual confidence in a partnership.   

Thus, we propose: 

 

Hypothesis 3: The intensity level of mutual trust among collaborating firms is higher for NSD 

than NPD. 

 

The Value-Adding Nature of Collaboration for NSD versus NPD Success 

   The existing innovation literature is rife with research about the importance of collaboration 

among firms on new product success (Cavusgil, Calantone, & Zhao, 2003; Faems, Van Looy, 

& Debackere, 2005; Hillebrand, & Biemans, 2004; Santoro, 2000) and new service outcome 

(Edgett, 1994; Froehle et al., 2000; Meyer, & DeTore, 1999). However, to our knowledge, 

studies have so far not empirically tested the value adding nature collaboration among firms 

has for successful NPD versus NSD outcomes.  

 

Collaborative Processes and Performance 

   Although largely limited to studies within the firm, scholars have associated a curvilinear 

relationship between the intensity level of collaborative processes and performance outcomes 

(Gavetti, & Warglien, 2007; Lievens, & Moenaert, 2000; Schippers, Den Hartog, Koopman, 

& Wienk, 2003; Smith, Smith, Olian, O'Bannon, & Scully, 1994). Specifically, they stressed 

that once the intensity of mutual communication surpasses a critical threshold, high levels of 

communication may not only signify redundant information transfer (Hansen, Nohria, & 

Tierney, 1999), but may also indicate a certain level of conflict and problems among 

collaborating parties (Schippers et al., 2003). Further, scholars recently argued that high 

intensity levels of mutual communication and shared recognitions among collaborators may 
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lead them towards any arbitrary configuration and therefore, this conformism and need for 

perfect consensus may erode performance outcomes (Gavetti, & Warglien, 2007; Lievens, & 

Moenaert, 2000). A previous line of arguments based on ‘groupthink’ (Janis, 1972; Katz, 

1982; Katz, & Allan, 1982) and ‘over-identification’ (McEvily, Perrone, & Zaheer, 2003) led 

to similar conclusions. 

    Therefore, increases in the lower end of process intensity, which is, according to 

Hypothesis 1, more likely to occur in NPD, may be positively related to performance 

increases. Thus, increases in the intensity level of processes in NSD, which are likely to be 

closer to the optimal threshold, may not be positively related with performance. 

Hence, we conclude: 

 

Hypothesis 4: There will be a stronger, positive relationship between the intensity level of 

collaborative processes (mutual communication, joint engagement, and sharing 

responsibilities) and performance for NPD than NSD.  

 

Relationship Commitment and Performance 

   In most NPDs, the level of commitment to devote substantial expenditure into the 

development of physical objects and contracts around them is usually much larger than that 

spent on the development of new procedures and concepts in a typical service innovation 

(Alic, 2001; Djellal, & Gallouj, 2001). Research on commitment escalation has found that 

increases in relationship commitment for a nearly completed physical structure were 

positively associated with closing costs, but not with higher performance outcomes (Garland, 

1990; Ross, & Staw, 1986,1993). Extrapolating from this, it is unlikely that we would find a 

strong positive relationship between relational commitment and outcomes in NPD. 
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However in NSD, due to the intangibility and simultaneity of the service collaboration, 

partners can modify service features with relative ease throughout the development process as 

they are usually not bound as much to make decisions based on previous commitments made 

(Ross, & Staw, 1986,1993). Therefore, in comparison to NPD, in NSD it is likely to be easier 

for collaborators to avoid unwarranted escalation of commitment, and where commitment can 

be adjusted to the needs of the innovation, increases in commitment are more likely to be 

positively associated with NSD performance.  

Thus, we argue: 

 

Hypothesis 5: There will be a stronger, positive relationship between the intensity level of 

relationship commitment and performance for NSD than NPD. 

 

Mutual trust and performance 

   As all collaboration partners remain vulnerable to their partners’ actions, a minimum level 

of mutual trust is essential for all joint endeavors (Das, & Teng, 1998; Inkpen, & Currall, 

2004). Whilst some researchers argued further that when it is possible to fully trust a partner, 

there is no need to set up any control mechanisms and regulations (Inkpen, & Baemisch, 

1997), other scholars have noted that trust by itself does not guarantee partnership success 

(Granovetter, 1985; Shapiro, 1987) and that certain formal structures and processes are 

needed to create a stable context in which trust can co-exist (Shapiro, 1987). Researchers 

further stated that firms in collaborative alliances, in general, feel more confident about the 

collaboration when they perceive they have an adequate level of control over their partners, 

independently of whether they trust one another (Das, & Teng, 1998). Thus, previous studies 

have focused on control mechanisms that facilitate learning and innovation and at the same 

time minimise opportunistic behaviour among collaborating firms (Gulati, 1998; Hagedoorn, 
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2002; Parkhe, 1993). Most studies that focused on NPD alliances have focused on regulatory 

processes that ensure mutually compatible interests of collaboration partners are made more 

predictable (Gulati, 1995; Reuer, & Arino, 2003; Srinivasan, & Brush, 2006).  

   Compared to NPD, in NSD, firms may endure a higher degree of difficulty in formalising 

guidelines in the absence of tangible resources exchange. Further, due to the more dynamic 

environment in terms of simultaneity, collaborating firms in NSD may also find it more 

difficult to gain an adequate level of control over the alliance partner than in a typical NPD 

relationship. Also, the lesser technical complexity of services compared to products may 

impose a higher risk of imitation (Nijssen et al., 2006), which may force collaboration 

partners to rely on mutual trust more than on alternative methods of controlling the partner’s 

behaviours (Das and Teng, 1998).  

   Therefore, high levels of mutual trust may add more value to a relationship where 

alternative control mechanisms are difficult to establish. This is, according to the studies 

above, more likely to occur in NSD than NPD.   

Thus, we predict: 

 

Hypothesis 6: There will be a stronger, positive relationship between the intensity level of 

mutual trust and performance for NSD than NPD. 

 

METHODS 

Sample and procedures 

   We tested the research hypotheses utilising survey data collected on a sample of 194 dyadic 

development alliances. The unit of analysis were firms, which had at least one major subunit 

(e.g. subsidiary and/or headquarters) situated in Australia and were involved in product and/or 

service development in the value chain of a product and/or service. To develop the survey 
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used for this study and to understand the contexts of the firms under investigation, we first 

engaged in convergent interviewing with ten chief executives. We used the interview results 

and pre-existing scales to develop the measures for the pilot survey, which was done in form 

of a person-administered survey on 30 managers in several industry sectors. 

For the main data collection, we initially selected 29 national industry associations and other 

industry bodies from the Australian Competition and Consumer Commission directory and 

other Australian government sources. Eleven industry associations/ industry bodies agreed to 

distribute the survey invitation to their member firms via an electronic mail and/or their 

monthly newsletter. The criterion for choosing the sample respondents in the respective 

sample was as follows: The managers had (at least partly) overseen a recent product or service 

development that involved collaboration with at least one key partnering firm located 

anywhere in the focal firm’s value chain. Defining new services versus product developments 

by the nature of the industry (service versus manufacturing) the firms were located in may be 

misleading. Many physical products today have service components and similarly, service 

innovations have physical by-products. Thus, we defined new services versus new product 

innovations from the viewpoint of the development managers. 

   Of the 3000 surveys e-mailed, we received 359 responses, which is a response rate of 

11.9%. 109 surveys were only partially answered, which left us with fully completed survey 

data from 250 firms. Of these, 56 firms developed a product/service with a partnering firm, 

however, at the time of the survey, the product was not released to the market and questions 

concerning its success could not be answered. The final sample therefore included 129 joint 

product development processes and 65 service development processes that were released to 

the market. The respective 194 firms were members of 11 different industry sectors. 76.3% of 

the respondents were located in their firm’s headquarters. Over 75% of the respondents had 

been working in the respective firm for at least three years and a vast majority of the 
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participants held the position of senior managers (39.2%) or managing directors (22.7%). On 

average, the respondents had been involved in the development of products or services for at 

least 6 years. Of the 194 respondents, a majority was located in marketing (51), R&D (43), 

sales (30), manufacturing (18) or design (18) functional units within their respective firms.  

   We checked for non-response bias on the basis of the recorded information from the 

respective industry associations. The mean differences between responding and non-

responding firms along firm attributes, such as firm size and location, were contrasted using a 

t-test; all statistics were non-significant (p > .10). Moreover, we implemented a serious of 

logistic regressions, measuring whether the time at which the respondents answered the 

survey had a significant impact on the variables such as firm size of the firms, their respective 

industry sector, and gender. The analyses yielded insignificance for all regressions (p > .10).  

   

Measurement 

   Scales for the study consisted of newly generated items and items that have been used 

previously in the literature. When a new scale was developed, it was done based on 

suggestions and findings in the existing literature. All of the main constructs were measured 

using multiple items requiring an indication of intensity on a five point Likert-typed scale for 

each item. For measurement consistency, we calculated the coefficient alpha. Reliability 

values of all constructs met Nunnally’s (1978) criterion of acceptability of 0.70 or above. 

Construct validation was assisted through the use of exploratory factor analyses, and 

confirmatory factor analyses. The items used in the following analyses are included in the 

Appendix of this paper. 

 

Dependent variables 
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   Development success. Researchers have highlighted the necessity of capturing the multi-

dimensional nature of firm performance (Chakravathy, 1986; Narasimhan, & Das, 2001). 

Moreover, due to the variety of industries and firm sizes included in the sample, and because 

the objectives and performance criteria of the firms varied, a multi-dimensional performance 

measure was considered most appropriate (Venkatraman, & Ramunajam, 1986). The index 

was comprized of five items from measures of previous studies (Homburg, & Pflesser, 2000; 

Narasimhan, & Das, 2001; Sanders, & Premus, 2005; Scannell, Vickery, & Droege, 2000). 

Each item had high loading coefficients of above .641, an Eigenvalue of over 53% variance 

explained by the first component, and therefore validated the appropriateness of individual 

items constituting this construct.  

 

Independent variables 

   Collaborative practices. Each of the five collaborative dimensions measures was 

comprized of multiple items. Identical five-point Likert scales at “1 = never”, 2 = seldom”, 3 

= occasionally”, “4 = often”, and “5 = quite frequently” were adopted for all items.  

  (1) Mutual communication. The items to measure mutual communication were taken from 

Kahn (1996) and Frishammar and Hoerte (2005). The chosen six items were originally 

designed by Van den Ven and Ferry (1980), who measured inter-unit information flow. All 

items loaded cleanly onto one factor (factor loading: 0.52-0.79). In combination with the other 

measures, this measure appeared to be a reliable indicator of collaboration (Cronbach’s alpha 

= 0.79). 

   (2) Joint engagement. The level of joint engagement between collaboration partners refers 

to extent to which partners jointly plan, set goals, advice, and assist each other (Mohr, & 

Spekman, 1994). All five items were taken from scales used by Mohr and Spekman (1994). 
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The items loaded cleanly on one factor (loading: 0.71-0.85), and had an overall coefficient 

alpha score of 0.84. 

   (3) Sharing responsibilities. All four items of this measure are taken from a larger construct 

developed and measured by Hoegl et al. (2004). The authors reported a coefficient score 

between 0.70 and 0.89 for all items and therefore the items appear to have sound 

measurement properties and appropriately reflect the conceptual definition of this construct. 

The measure loaded cleanly on one factor (loading: .83-.90), had an overall coefficient score 

of 0.88 and was therefore retained in the analysis in this study. 

   (4) Relationship commitment. We chose to take four items from the seven-item measure of 

relationship commitment developed and used by Morgan and Hunt’s (1994).. The findings 

reported by Morgan and Hunt (1994) show the items to be highly reliable (coefficient score of 

0.90). Morgan and Hunt adapted all items from an earlier study by Mowday, Steers and Porter 

(1979). We decided to drop three items from Morgan and Hunt’s study (1994) due to their 

low Cronbach alpha scores during the internal consistency test in the pilot phase of the study. 

The remaining four items loaded cleanly into one factor (loading: .87-.93), appeared to be a 

reliable indicator of collaboration (overall coefficient score 0.92) and therefore soundly 

reflects the conceptual definition of this construct. 

   (5) Mutual trust. All items were taken from existing scales in a study by Morgan and Hunt 

(1994). Research findings by Morgan and Hunt suggested that the indicators are reliable 

measures of trust based in the coefficient alpha (0.95). The measures were originally 

developed by Larzelere and Huston (1980), who explored close interpersonal relationships. 

Following, in the piloting of this measure satisfactory internal consistency levels were not 

achieved for three of the original seven items. We therefore decided to measure mutual trust 

only with four of the seven-item scale developed by Morgan and Hunt (1994). These 

remaining four items loaded cleanly on one factor (loading: .88-.93), had an overall 
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coefficient score of 0.92 and were therefore retained as adequate measurement properties in 

the analysis in this study. 

     Control variables. To reduce potential confounding effects, we controlled for several 

variables known to correlate with firm collaboration. We controlled for effects of firm size of 

the focal and partnering firm using the number of full-time employees (Collins, & Smith, 

2006). We also controlled for accumulated collaborative experience (number of previous joint 

developments) both firms had with one another before the product/service development 

(Simonin, 1997; Zollo et al., 2002; Cavusgil et al., 1997; Handfield et al., 1999) and for the 

number of other firms involved in the joint service or product development process (Baum, 

Calabrese, & Silverman, 2000; Garcia-Canal, Valdes-Ilaneza, & Arino, 2003). Moreover, we 

controlled for the form of agreement (1 = contractual, 0 = non-contractual) between the focal 

and partnering firm (Reuer, & Arino, 2002,2003).  

 

ANALYSIS AND RESULTS 

   Table 1 depicts the bivariate correlation matrix, whereas Table 2 presents the results from 

the paired sample t-test. T-tests were used to assess hypotheses 1, 2, and 3.All three of these 

hypotheses predict that NSD partnerships differ from NPD relationships on their intensity of 

engaging in various collaborative activities, but in different ways. Hypothesis 1 predicts that 

the intensity level of mutual communication, joint engagement, and sharing responsibilities is 

higher for NSD than for NPD, based on the impact of simultaneity and more volatile 

environment that exist in a typical service innovation. As predicted and summarized in table1, 

the intensity level for mutual communication and joint engagement between the focal and 

partnering firm is significantly higher in NSD than NPD partnerships (mutual 

communication: t= -.1.77, p<.10; joint engagement: t=-2.02, p<.05). These findings confirm 

prior research on the dissimilarities of services versus products in terms of the differences in 
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tangibility and simultaneity (Fitzsimmons, & Fitzsimmons, 2000; Johne, & Storey, 1998; 

Menor et al., 2002; Meyer, & DeTore, 1999; Nijssen et al., 2006). As predicted, the intensity 

level of sharing responsibilities for NSD was higher than NPD; however, this difference was 

not significant (t = -.83, n.s.). Hypothesis 1, based on the assumption that NSD partnerships 

involve a higher level of collaborative processes is therefore supported for the intensity level 

of mutual communication and joint engagement, but not for shared responsibilities.  

   Hypothesis 2, which predicts that the intensity level of relationship commitment is 

significantly higher for NPD than NSD, is based on the assumption that investments in NPD 

will likely be higher and less easy to reverse than investments in NSD. This hypothesis is also 

supported (t = 1.69, p<.10). As such, the findings may offer support for earlier research on 

differentiating NSD and NPD according to the ease of alterations throughout the development 

(Meyer, & DeTore, 1999) and the relationship between relationship commitment and 

investments made (Garland, 1990; Ross, & Staw, 1986,1993).  

   In hypothesis 3, we predicted that mutual trust would be greater in NSD partnerships than 

NPD partnerships, because of the absence of physical resource commitments. The intensity 

level of mutual trust, though in the predicted direction, did not reveal a significant different 

mean for NSD versus NPD, which leads us to reject Hypothesis 3. The lack of support for 

Hypothesis 3 can imply that mutual trust among alliance partners is similar in intensity 

independently of whether a new service or product is being developed. However, as will be 

developed below, a significant interaction involving mutual trust suggests that the intensity of 

mutual trust does impact differently on NPD versus NSD outcomes. 

 

--------------------------------------------- 

Insert Table 1 and 2 about here 

--------------------------------------------- 



Submission number: 12200: Schleimer and Shulman 

 19 

 

 

   While Hypotheses 1, 2, and 3 addressed differences between NSD and NPD in the intensity 

of the collaborative dimensions,  Hypotheses 4,5, and 6 explore, how the success of a new 

service versus a new product is differentially impacted by the intensity of each of the 

collaborative dimensions. To test the independent contribution of each collaborative 

dimension towards the development success of NSD versus NPD, we performed a 

hierarchical regression. We included whether a product versus a service was developed as a 

dummy variable in an additive and a multiplicative form (Gujarati, 1970; Terawatanavong, 

Whitwell, & Widing, 2007; Thieme, 2007). Thus, by including the variable for NSD versus 

NPD (product=1; service=0), we were able to test whether the difference between NSD and 

NPD lies in either the intercept or the slope, or both. Table 3 presents the results of this 

regression. We have chosen to enter ‘nuisance’ variables (the control variables) of lesser 

importance first (model 1) and enter variables of more importance last (Cohen, & Cohen, 

1983; Pedhauzer, 1997). This gives the opportunity to evaluate the main effects and 

interaction effects of the hypothesized variables for what they add to the prediction over and 

above the lesser set of variables (Tabachnick, & Fidell, 1989). Thus, all ‘main effects’ were 

entered in model 2 (Pedhauzer, 1997). Model 2 was used to firstly verify the individual effect 

of each collaborative attribute. Estimated variance inflation factors (VIFs; 1.0-2.6) for all 

predictor and control variables suggested an absence of multicollinearity among them. To 

facilitate testing of interaction effects, we centred all independent variables to reduce 

nonessential multicollinearity among interaction terms and their individual components 

(Aiken, & West, 1991; Neter, Wasserman, & Kutner, 1989).  

   Model 3 includes all relevant two-way interactions between the product versus service 

variable and each of the five collaboration variables. A comparison of model 2 with model 1 
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(the base model composed of a group of control variables) and of model 3 with model 2 

suggested that the inclusion of the collaborative attributes, our predictor variables, and the 

interaction effect each significantly add to the model’s power to explain the variance of 

product quality outcome (model 2: hierarchical F = 6.93, p < .001; model 3: hierarchical F = 

2.73, p<.05). The coefficients reported here are based on model 3, which includes all 

predictor variables and relevant two-way interaction. The dummy product versus service 

variable did not reveal a significant main effect, which leads us to the conclusion that there is 

a common intercept among product and service developments (Gujarati, 1970).  

 

--------------------------------------------- 

Insert Table 3 about here 

--------------------------------------------- 

 

   Hypothesis 4 proposed a stronger, positive relationship between the intensity level of the 

three collaborative processes and performance for NPD than NSD. This proposition was 

based on the assumption that collaborative processes, which we assumed to be higher in 

intensity in NSD (Hypothesis 1), have a curvilinear relationship with performance. Of the 

three collaborative processes under investigation, only the interaction between the level of 

joint engagement and the product versus service variable revealed a significant pattern (β = 

.590, p < .05). The pattern indicates that the level of joint engagement has a significant 

relationship with development success when a product was developed. To further test the 

relationships, we performed a simple slope analysis, illustrated in Figure 1 (Aiken, & West, 

1991). Findings revealed that in relationships where a new service was developed between the 

focal and partnering firm, the level of joint engagement was not related to development 

success (ß = -.001, n.s.). However, in relationships, where the firms jointly developed a new 
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product, the level of joint engagement was significantly and positively related to development 

success (β = .56, p<.001). The patterns also show that whilst increasing levels of joint 

engagement have no effect on performance when a service was developed, when a product 

was developed, with increasing levels of joint engagement, performance increases. Thus far, 

the pattern is consistent with prior research by Gavetti and Warglien (2007) and Froehle et al. 

(2000). Increases in intensity at the lower end of joint engagement, which we found more 

often in NPD, relate to higher levels of development success compared to those at higher 

levels of joint engagement found in NSD. Therefore, until a certain level of intensity, sharing 

critical information and assisting one another may allow the firms to complete tasks more 

effectively (Mohr, & Spekman, 1994; Spekman et al., 1998), which in turn leads to 

development success (Hart, & Saunders, 1997). Once a certain threshold of intensity is 

exceeded, which is more likely in NSD, the level of joint engagement among the firms may 

turn into ‘groupthink’ (Janis, 1972), need for constant consensus (Froehle et al., 2000), and 

pressure to conform (Gavetti, & Warglien, 2007), which may erode a possible increases in 

performance.  

   The intensity level of mutual communication in NSD or NPD did not reveal a relationship 

with performance. This may be due to the fact that we measured mutual communication 

according to the frequency rather than its content. The intensity level of sharing 

responsibilities also revealed no relationship with performance nor was it sensitive to any 

differences in intensity between NSD and NPD. This may be a result of taking only selected 

items from a larger measure by Hoegl et al. (2004). Hypothesis 4 is therefore only supported 

in terms of the level of intensity of joint engagement; however, it is not supported in terms of 

the intensity level of sharing responsibilities and mutual communication. 

   Hypothesis 5 predicted a stronger, positive relationship between relationship commitment 

and performance for NSD than NPD based on the assumption that in NPD, commitment 
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escalation is more likely to occur. The results did not reveal a significant pattern and 

performance and Hypothesis 5 is therefore rejected A rationale for this finding could be that 

relationship commitment may act as a “hygiene” factor (Herzberg, 1987) for NSD and NPD. 

Thus, relationship commitment by the involved firms, at lower intensity for NPD and higher 

intensity for NSD, may be a necessity for innovation alliances to work. However, relationship 

commitment may not lead the firms to more favorable development outcomes.    

   Hypothesis 6 proposed a stronger, positive relationship between the intensity level of 

mutual trust and performance for NSD than NPD, based on the premise that mutual trust may 

add more value in a less regulated environment, which we predicted to be more likely in NSD 

than NPD (Hypothesis 3). The regression analysis revealed a significant positive main effect 

(β = .26, p < .05) and a significant negative interaction between the level of mutual trust and 

whether a service or product was developed (β = -.28, p < .10). A simple slope test (Figure 2) 

disclosed that the level of mutual trust between both firms is significantly and positively 

related to development success when a new service was developed (β = .201, p<.05). When a 

product was developed, however, the level of mutual trust was not related to development 

success (β = -.06, n.s.). The slopes also reveal that with increasing levels of trust among the 

focal and partnering firm, performance in a product development has no positive effects on 

performance. In a joint service development, however, increasing levels of mutual trust 

among both firms excel the performance outcome.  

 

--------------------------------------------- 

Insert Figures 1 and 2 about here 

--------------------------------------------- 
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An explanation, according to prior research, is that high levels of mutual trust may not 

necessarily be more related to performance in the presence of other regulatory and 

coordination mechanisms. In NSD, alternative coordination mechanisms and formal routines 

are generally looser than in NPD (Menor et al., 2002) and if they exist, firms are more willing 

to cannibalise these for a new service development (Nijssen et al., 2006). Therefore, instead 

of relying on routines and other control mechanisms, the level of mutual trust among 

collaborating firms may become a major determinant of development success for NSD. The 

result therefore supports our predictions made in Hypothesis 6. 

 

DISCUSSION 

   In this study we address recent calls for further understanding of differences between NPD 

and NSD (Jana, 2007; Karniouchina et al., 2006; Smith-Daniels, 2007; Spohrer, Maglio, 

Bailey, & Gruhl, 2007). We did this by recognising that in practice, most new product 

innovations have an intertwining service component, and most service innovations entail an 

intertwining product component. Differences between new services versus new product 

innovations are therefore perhaps best explored from the perspective of how the product 

manager classifies the phenomena, rather than previous categorizations by industry sector or 

characteristics of the firm. We compared the nature of firm collaboration in NSD versus NPD 

along different dimensions of collaboration. We proposed and confirmed that the intensity 

level of collaboration is different for NSD versus NPD in terms of mutual communication, 

level of joint engagement, and relationship commitment.  

   We then examined the value adding nature of differently intensive collaboration in NSD 

versus NPD and revealed some interesting and somewhat surprising findings. As 

hypothesized (H4), there was a stronger, positive relationship between the intensity level of 

collaborative processes and performance for NPD than NSD. We found that the intensity level 
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of joint engagement among the firms in NPD, although operating at lower intensity level, is 

more positively related to performance than that in NSD. One explanation for this pattern was 

in line with prior research by Gavetti and Warglien (2007) and Froehle et al. (2000), who 

argued for a curvilinear relationship between the intensity of collaborative processes and 

performance. Accordingly, increases in intensity at the lower end of joint engagement, which 

we found more often in NPD, relate to higher levels of development success compared to 

those at higher levels of joint engagement found in NSD. However, another possible 

explanation for this pattern derives from findings of a recent study by Nijssen et al. (2006), 

who compared the effects of propensity of innovation on NSD versus NPD according to 

Herzberg’s two factor model (Herzberg, 1987,1968). They found that R&D strength is 

significantly more important for explaining radicalness in a new service than a new product 

environment and concluded that for a new product context R&D might act as “hygiene” factor 

while for new services it is a “satisfier” (Nijseen et al., 2006: 248). We can similarly argue 

that in our study joint engagement may operate as a ‘hygiene’ factor in NSD, whilst operating 

as a ‘satisfier’ in a NPD context. Thus, high levels of joint engagement among collaborating 

firms may be a necessary condition for NSD to operate, however they may not lead to higher 

performance outcomes. In NPD, however, high levels of joint engagement may assist the 

collaborating firms to differentiate themselves from competitors. Further research is needed to 

tease out, which of the explanations is more suitable. 

   The intensity level of mutual communication and sharing responsibilities in NSD and NPD 

was not related with performance. In order to make more sophisticated assumptions about the 

impact of mutual communication, additional analyses could measure the reflexivity, which 

represents ‘the extent to which collaboration partners reflect upon and communicate joint 

objectives, strategies and process’ (Schippers et al., 2003: 781). The intensity level of sharing 

responsibilities also revealed no relationship with performance. This may be partly due to 
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poor measurement of this construct. Given that the items we used were taken from a larger 

measure by Hoegl et al. (2004), testing the full set of items used in their study may have 

provided a better measure of this construct. Future research should re-test the impact of this 

collaborative dimension with an improved measure.  

   While there were differences in the level of relationship commitment in NSD versus NPD 

(Hypothesis 2), relationship commitment had no significant relationship with performance for 

NSD or NPD, thus Hypothesis 5 was rejected. We suggested as a rationale for this pattern that 

relationship commitment may act as a “hygiene” factor (Herzberg, 1987) for NSD and NPD. 

However, another explanation for the results is related to the relationship between relationship 

commitment and mutual trust. This explanation is provided below within the context of 

discussing Hypothesis 6.  

   Whilst NSD and NPD revealed similarly intensive levels of mutual trust among the firms, 

increases in mutual trust were only positively related to NSD success, supporting Hypothesis 

6. At first glance, this result may be somewhat surprising given that it highlights a stronger 

and positive relationship between mutual trust and performance for NSD and not for NPD. 

Whilst we provided an initial explanation for this finding in terms of mutual trust versus 

alternative coordination mechanisms in the results section, other explanations need to be 

explored and tested. For instance, the relationship between mutual trust, risk taking, and 

commitment among collaboration partners may also explain the pattern found. Mutual trust 

and risk are believed to form a reciprocal relationship in which trust is believed to lead to risk 

taking, and risk taking, in turn, provides a sense of mutual trust among collaboration partners 

(Coleman, 1990; Das, & Teng, 2004). The findings confirmed our predictions in that the 

intensity level of relationship commitment was significantly higher for NPD than NSD. 

Scholars have argued that commitment represents a risk-averse method of coordinating a 

collaborative relationship (Bowman, & Hurry, 1993). Other scholars further stressed that trust 
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is only a relevant factor in risky situations (Das, & Teng, 2004). The mutual trust that evolves 

among highly committed collaborating firms, which is more likely to occur in NPD due to 

physical resource commitments, may therefore be desirable, but may not necessarily lead to 

performance. In NSD, however, where, according to our predictions and findings levels of 

commitments are comparably lower, mutual trust may be directly and positively related to 

performance.    

   Yet another rationale for the pattern found could be due to the relationship between mutual 

communication among the collaborating firms and mutual trust. Researchers have also argued 

that with high levels of communication exchange, partners often provide each other with 

sensitive information as a way of showing both goodwill and intimacy (Das, & Teng, 1998; 

Hart, & Saunders, 1997; Lievens, & Moenaert, 2000). As this reciprocal process evolves, 

mutual trust is created, as partners perceive one another as more credible and competent, 

which, in turn mitigates the extent of uncertainty and vulnerability the firms may perceive 

(Hart, & Saunders, 1997). In our sample, NSD collaboration entails much higher levels of 

mutual communication among the firms than NPD. Mutual trust among the firms in NSD may 

therefore indicate that collaboration partners introduce discrepant ideas and exchange critical 

information (Gruenfeld, Mannix, Williams, & Neale, 1996), which, in turn, leads to higher 

performance outcomes.  

   Lastly, the pattern may also be understood from the principles underlying Herzberg’s 

hygiene model (Herzberg, 1987,1968). Mutual trust may represent a “hygiene” factor in NPD 

in the sense that its presence is a necessary condition to avoid dissatisfaction. Therefore, 

higher levels of mutual trust do not contribute to higher levels of performance. This argument 

is similar to previous work by Das and Teng (1998, p.494), who suggest that “a certain 

minimum level of trust in an alliance partner is indispensable for any strategic alliance to be 

formed and to function”. In a NSD context, mutual trust may represent a “satisfier” among 
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collaborating firms in that increasing levels of mutual trust differentiates the collaborating 

firms from their competitors and therefore rewards them with higher performance outcomes. 

Which of these explanations will account for the most variance cannot be ascertained in the 

present set of data, and extensive further research is needed. 

   Comparing the three positions prior scholars have taken in their comparison of new services 

versus new product innovations, our results somewhat show support of all three. Thus, 

partnering firms may share responsibilities in an alliance to a similar extent independently of 

whether a new service or product is being developed and the same concepts may apply to both 

NSD and NSD. In terms of the value-adding nature of joint engagement and mutual trust, 

however, our results support the demarcation position. That is, while joint engagement only 

has an impact on product development performance, mutual trust solely adds value to a new 

service innovation outcome. Our results also support the synthesis position taken by 

researchers, as the differences between the intensity and value-adding nature of collaborative 

dimensions for NSD compared to NPD give rise to the assumption that service innovations 

indeed include elements of innovation that may have so far been neglected and can be of 

relevance for research on both services and product innovations in the future.  

 

LIMITATIONS AND CONCLUSION 

   Our work builds upon research that has started to explore and raised questions about the 

differences between NSD and NPD in terms of firm collaboration (Menor, & Roth, 2007; 

Menor et al., 2002; Meyer, & DeTore, 1999; Nijssen et al., 2006).. Our approach accounts for 

a number of aspects of firm collaboration not yet addressed in innovation or organizational 

science research. We add to existing research by comparing the level of collaborative 

intensity for NSD versus NPD according to a multi-dimensional collaboration measure, which 

takes into consideration the complexity and richness of firm collaboration. We contribute by 
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showing that the level of collaborative intensity is not only different for NSD and NPD, but 

also that different intensity levels of collaboration add different value to NSD and NPD.  

   This paper is prone to several limitations that simultaneously can be viewed as pathways for 

future research. One methodological issue also exist with the scope of the data collected. Our 

data is based from the viewpoint of focal firms about themselves and about their partner. It 

does not include direct data from the partnering firm. Nor does it include information about 

collaboration practices with other firms or their respective positions and responsibilities in the 

value chain. Our patterns of results are understandable but complex. Other methods and 

further case studies could provide more insight into these complex patterns we revealed for 

NSD versus NPD.  

With increasingly dynamic and competitive markets, the survival of most product and service 

innovations rests in the ability of firms to successfully collaborate with one another. Our 

findings indicate that collaboration looks and impacts differently, depending on whether a 

new service or a new product is being developed. Furthermore, our results show that in NSD 

and in NPD, spending more effort on intensifying all collaborative attributes is not always 

better. Performances in NSD versus NPD are associated with increasing the intensity of 

different collaborative attributes. Thus, these findings reinforce the need for researchers and 

practitioners to recognize that collaboration is a multi-faceted phenomenon that takes different 

forms and has different impacts in NPD versus NSD. We agree with Karniouchina et al. 

(2006) that empirical research and conceptual ideas, which focus on comparing NSD with 

NPD, are only at the beginning stage and deserve extensive further research.
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TABLE 1 

Correlation Matrix 

 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

(1) Focal firm 

size 

         

(2) Partner firm 

size 

0.422
**

         

(3) 

Accumulated 

experience with 

partner 

0.043 -0.062        

(4) Number of 

firms involved 

0.158
*
 0.057 0.247

**
       

(5) Form of 

alliance 

0.043 0.038 -0.081 0.041      

(6) Mutual 

communication 

0.084 0.070 0.067 0.118 0.006     

(7) Joint 

engagement 

0.057 0.017 0.149
*
 0.124 -0.060 0.517

*
    

(8) Shared 

responsibilities 

0.048 0.010 0.064 0.104 0.053 0.512
**

 0.709
**

   

(9) Relationship 

commitment 

0.004 0.225
**

 0.157
*
 0.070 0.028 0.296

**
 0.585

**
 0.576

**
  

(10) Mutual 

trust 

-0.060 -0.001 0.113 0.092 0.024 0.368
**

 0.557
**

 0.528
**

 0.644
**

 

Note. N = 194. 

 

 

TABLE 2 

T-Test Statistics 

 Mean S.d. t- value Sig. (2-

tailed) 

Mean 

difference 

Shared communication Product: 3.39 

Service: 3.58 

Product: 0.71 

Service: 0.72 

-1.78 0.08 -0.19 

Joint engagement Product: 3.43 

Service: 3.65 

Product: 0.73 

Service: 0.70 

-2.02 0.05 -0.22 

Sharing responsibilities Product: 3.31 

Service: 3.43 

Product: 0.83 

Service: 0.80 

-0.83 0.41 -0.10 

Relationship commitment Product: 3.91 

Service: 3.70 

Product: 0.84 

Service: 0.82 

1.69 0.09 0.22 

Mutual trust Product: 3.77 

Service: 3.83 

Product: 0.73 

Service: 0.80 

-0.52 0.61 -0.06 
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TABLE 3  

Results of Hierarchical Regression 

 

 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

Control variables 

Focal firm size -0.102 -0.072 -0.057 

Partner firm size  0.098  0.055  0.027 

Accumulated experience with partner  0.037 -0.032 -0.026 

Number of firms involved -0.032 -0.064 -0.064 

Form of alliance  0.142
†
  0.160

*
  0.109 

Dummy variable product versus service development 

Product or service development  -0.013 -0.049 

Independent variables 

Mutual communication  -0.002 -0.041 

Joint engagement   0.319
**

 -0.130 

Sharing responsibilities  -0.199
†
 -0.069 

Relationship commitment   0.133  0.201 

Mutual trust   0.214
*
  0.313

*
 

Interaction terms 

Product/service x mutual communication    0.62 

Product/service x joint engagement    0.561
**

 

Product/service x shared responsibilities   -0.145 

Product/service x relationship commitment    0.002 

Product/service x mutual trust   -0.268
†
 

R
2
    

Change in R
2
  .032  .180

***
  .056

*
 

Hierarchical F   1.241  4.453
***

  4.062
*
 

Note. Dependent variable: Product success. 
1
 All coefficients presented are standardized coefficients. 

† 
p < 0.10; 

* 
p < 0.05; 

**
 p < 0.01; 

*** 
p < 0.001. 
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FIGURE 1 

Effects of interactions between the level of joint engagement and NSD versus NPD on 

development success 
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FIGURE 2 

Effects of interactions between the level of mutual trust and NSD versus NPD on development 

success 
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APPENDIX 

Questionnaire Items 

Variable Items 

Product/ 

service success 

How successful was the development of product/service X in terms of: 

Product development costs, product quality, achieving customer 

satisfaction, providing value for customers, keeping current customers. 

Mutual communication To what degree did units of both firms interact with each other through: 

Participation in meetings, participation in committees/task forces, phone 

conversations, exchange of mail and fax, exchange of internal reports, 

exchange of electronic mail. 

Joint engagement What was the level of engagement between units of both firms in terms 

of: Advice and counsel was sought by each other, both firms helped each 

other in planning activities, suggestions were encouraged by one 

another, both firms shared proprietary information, in this relationship it 

was expected that any information was provided, which might help the 

other party. 

Sharing responsibility How frequently did units of both firms share responsibilities with one 

another: Units of both firms: Were engaged equally in decision-making 

processes, contributed equally to the development, complemented one 

another as best as  they could, shared collective responsibility for all 

results of the development.  

Relationship commitment The relationship units from both firms had with one another: Was a 

relationship they were very committed to, was very important to them, 

deserved their maximum efforts to maintain, was a relationship they 

intended to maintain indefinitely. 

Mutual trust In their relationship during the development, units of both firms: Were 

perfectly honest and truthful with each other, were able to have great 

confidence in each other, could be counted on to do what was right, had 

high integrity. 

 

 

 


