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Abstract - This paper explored issues of strategic alliance complexities and related alliance behavior of SMEs when entering 
into alliances among themselves. The study attempted to address a specific gap in research in terms of alliance complexities 
and alliance behavior of SMEs towards alliance formation. Conceptual and theoretical framework developed on critical 
issues of alliance complexities ranging through partners’ trust, risk, cost, benefit and alliance objective as determinants for 
appropriate alliance behavior and formation. Empirical study was conducted using survey method to examine the alliance 
behaviour of 612 samples of SMEs executives in Ikeja business district vis-à-vis associated complex issues of alliance 
partners’ assessment in terms of trust, risk, cost, benefit and objective prior to alliance engagement in Lagos state, Nigeria. 
The collected data were analyzed using multiple regression analysis. Results showed high level of correlation between 
alliance complexities and alliance behavior, which implies that in order to increase better alliance engagement and rate of 
SMEs alliance formation detail attention is critical on assessing issues of alliance complexities, specifically in developing 
economies such as Nigeria. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 
 
The issue of strategic alliance among firms has been 
developed and propagated as formalized inter-
organizational relationships in business systems 
(Ernst, 2004). The formation of alliances has usually 
been a response to an increasing uncertainty and 
complexity in the business environment (Tsang, 
1999). The paradox in the formation of strategic 
alliances among firms is that, on one hand,  quite a 
number is formed to secure and extend growth, 
competitive advantage and business success, but on 
the other hand so many across the globe have 
recorded low success rate (Kale and Singh, 2009). 
The behavior of firms entering into alliance 
relationships has become a significant research focus 
towards achieving certain degree of fewer 
complexities in the process of its adoption, formation, 
implementation and outcome. A research outcome 
has shown that many alliances failed because alliance 
behavior of firms in terms of articulating options and 
making accurate alliance decision is usually not well 
focused (Haines, 1999). However, the critical 
problem has been that firms are quick to recognizing 
associated benefits of intended alliances with keen 
interest to taping into opportunities and gains, but fail 
to engage in articulating complex issues that may 
hinder the alliance from achieving its effective 
formation, rather end in failure (Elmuti and 
Kathawala, 2011). Over the last two decades there 
has been an explosive growth of various forms of 
inter-firm strategic alliances both domestically and 
internationally (Tsang, 1999).  Many of the alliances 
occurred mostly either among large firms or between 
small and medium firms category (Eugene, 2001).  
Quite a less number of alliances have been recorded 

among small and medium scale firms (Das and Teng, 
2001; Ernst, 2004; Kale and Singh, 2009), and quite a 
few number of alliances found among the SMEs have 
equally recorded high rate of failure, not particularly 
for their newness and smallness, but the critical issue 
of going into alliances not well articulated (Diaz, 
Rietdorf and Dornberger, 2011). SMEs is regarded as 
engine of every economy where innovation is driven 
to impress on business success (Casson, 2003), it 
therefore suffice that more of alliances are expected 
to ensure high degree of innovation. Strategic alliance 
offers the strategic value that propels such a high 
degree of innovation required in the sector to achieve 
high level of business success (Casson, 2003). 
However, while the sector is experiencing increase 
level of alliance,, possible behavior of SME operators 
and managers towards alliance engagements may not 
give the expected level of alliance result, specifically 
in the growing competitive business environment like 
Nigeria.   
In the given context, SMEs executives are expected 
to understand critical issues of alliance complexities 
which include partners trust, risk, cost, benefit and 
objective as the leading issues for assessing 
appropriate alliance behavior(Elmuti and Kathawala, 
2001). This study investigates on the critical issues of 
alliance complexities that close the knowledge gap 
relating to alliance behavior of small and medium 
enterprises and associated complexities such as risk, 
trust, cost, benefit and objective needed to guide the 
alliance behaviour of SMEs operators within Lagos 
business district, Nigeria. Therefore, the broad 
objective of this study is to investigate the effect of 
alliance behavior of SMEs managers in assessing 
alliance complexities towards engagement. 
Specifically, this objective is stated as to 
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i. examine the significant relationship between 
alliance behaviour and alliance complexities; 

ii. determine the effect of alliance behaviour on 
alliance decision, partner’s selection and 
alliance formation; and 

iii. ascertain the relationship between alliance 
complexities and its associated trust, cost, 
benefit and objective. 

 
1.1. Hypotheses Formulation 
Ho1: There is no significant relationship between 
alliance behaviour and alliance complexities 
Ho2: Alliance behaviour has no significant effect on 
partners’commitment, alliance decision, partner’s 
selection and alliance formation. 
Ho3: There is no positive relationship between 
alliance complexities and its associated trust, cost, 
benefit and objective. 
 
II. LITERATURE REVIEW 
 
2.1. Conceptual Review 
Strategic alliance as a concept has been explained by 
different writers in different contexts. According to 
Wheelen and Hunger (2010), strategic alliance is 
expressed as a long term cooperative arrangement 
between two or more independent firms or business 
units that engage in business activities for mutual 
economic gain. Gulati (1995) opined that strategic 
alliance is a purposive relationship between two or 
more independent firms that involves exchanging, 
sharing and developing resources or capability to 
achieve mutually relevant benefits. Another critical 
way to understand alliance is explained in terms of 
cooperative agreement among firms based on 
business contract (formal or informal) to reach 
medium or long term benefits they could hardly 
obtain under dairy economic activities, like 
exchanging, sharing or co-development of product, 
technology or services (Diaz et al, 2011). Basically, 
all the given concepts express similar contexts of 
strategic alliance in terms of cooperative agreement, 
exchange, sharing and co-development of resource 
and mutual benefit. These are essential ingredients 
that provide a common ground for appropriate 
alliance behavior of firms going into strategic 
alliance.    Strategic alliances are sweeping through 
every industry and becoming an essential driver for 
business superior growth and success (Hertzberg and 
Rieple, 2008), but it should be emphasized that the 
initial critical factor for alliance formation is firm’s 
understanding and behaviour towards alliance 
involvement. For small and medium businesses, 
strategic alliance should be embraced as a way of 
assessing different capabilities and skills to work 
together and achieve well defined common goals, 
without losing their individuality (Diaz et al., 2011). 
In this context, strategic alliance behaviour of firms 
obliged them to scan certain relevant factors to 
determine appropriate motivation for alliance 

formation. The alliance behaviour of SMEs requires 
the operators and managers to be more critical of the 
key information needed to make the right alliance 
decision before and after alliance formation and all 
through the implementation. It is therefore important 
for firms not to over-simplify strategic alliance 
engagement as a process, as it presents the need to 
understand some associated alliance complexities 
such as cost, risk, trust, benefit and objective. 
Strategic alliances are essentially partnership-based 
efforts whereby firms invest in projects to minimize 
risk and maximize leverage in terms of trust for 
higher performance, and success (Diaz et al., 2011). 
Many scholars have worked on the possibility of 
alliance success than its failure (Elmuti and 
Kathawala, 2001), and found that criteria for alliance 
formation could be associated with appropriate 
alliance behaviour of partners engaging in strategic 
alliance. According to Lorange and Poos (1991), the 
commitment of the managers of firms involving in 
strategic alliance is significant to the overall success 
of the alliance, all through the stages of formulation, 
implementation, and management and monitoring. 
Where alliances do not enjoy management 
commitment, adequate managerial resources in 
addition to capital, production, marketing and man 
power resources may not be well assigned to 
accomplish articulated alliance objectives (Elmuti 
and Khatawala, 2001). Alliance should not rather be 
viewed by firms as one mainstream outside the firm 
but essentially as a core elemental part of the 
business. The commitment of management plays a 
leading role to creating the right behaviour and 
direction in alliance for other employees to follow 
(Ohmae, 1992). 
Ernst and Stern (1996) opined that alliance must be 
highly integrated in terms of resource requirement, 
culture and attainment. Chen (1999) supported by 
emphasizing the need to keep standards in a 
consistent manner by defining appropriate alliance 
goals and objective as expression of standards. It was 
further emphasized that where such standards are not 
consistent in alliance, firms’ stakes such as brand 
name may suffer irreparable negative repercussion 
(Chen, 1999). These issues are drawn to present the 
dimension of alliance complexities and associated 
alliance behavior towards strategic alliance 
formation. 
According to Gimba (1996), strategic alliance must 
maintain an environment of trust through cross 
cultural team building and functioning.  This may 
require balancing of managerial control of the 
partners into alliance for high degree of trust to thrive 
before and within the alliance. The overall strategy of 
planning for the alliance must be mutually developed 
(Haines, 1999) for the essential reason of trust 
building. The trust as a critical factor provides the 
platform for alliance partners to agree on how to 
mutually work on the identified strategic 
opportunities. The degree of resource commitment 
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expected of each alliance partner is equally a function 
of mutual trust. The question of control is more of a 
critical issue and value that must be clearly addressed 
when alliance is being formed (Haines, 1999) on the 
basis of trust. One of the critical issues of alliance 
complexities is trust upon which, Diaz et al., (2011) 
opined that trust of a partner is a function of cultural 
background, therefore, partner’s assessment of trust 
will depend on the culture of the firm overtime. In 
other words, partners’ degree of trustworthiness will 
reduce transaction cost of an alliance, and influence 
the conduct of the partners in all stages of alliance 
development (Diaz, et al., 2011). According to Paz 
(2004) apart from culture, partners level of trust are 
embedded in considering partners based on the 
complementary assets, resources relative to their 
value, status similarity, direct prior alliance 
experience, indirect prior experience and prestige. In 
view of this position, Diaz et al., (2011) further 
suggests that special attention to these issues of trust 
specifically will build the prestige of partners, more 
particularly in developing countries whose economies 
are fragile and highly vulnerable, like Nigeria. The 
study therefore concludes that there is a strong 
relationship between level of trust built through the 
image of a partner (among others) and alliance 
development (Diaz et al., 2011). Many alliances treat 
trust as both an alliance outcome variable and as a 
predictor of alliance success (Olk and Earley, 2000). 
This makes the factor of trust to be seen as a 
guarantee against the uncertainties, ambiguities, and 
possible disputes that may surface during alliance 
formation and implementation. Todeva and Knoke 
(2001) further posited that generating trust in 
alliances is crucial to simplifying associated 
complexities and overcoming initial suspicions as a 
function of partner opportunism, which may hamper 
formation or effective implementation in alliance.  
 
2.2. Review of Underpinning Theories 
A number of relevant theories and models will 
support the phenomena of strategic alliance 
formation, its associated complexities and firm’s 
alliance behavior. These theories include transaction 
cost theory (Hennart, 1988; Williamson, 1985), 
resource dependency theory (Aldrich and Pfeffer, 
1976; Boyd, 1990; Chisholm, 1989; Pfeffer and 
Salancik, 1978; Schmidt and Kochan, 1977; Van de 
Ven and Walker, 1984), resource-based view 
(Barney, 1991; Peteraf, 1993), strategic behaviour 
model (Hagedoorn, 1993; Porter, 1985), strategic 
decision making model (Das  and Teng, 1996; 1997a, 
b, 1998a, b, 1999a, b, c) and social exchange theory  
(Axelrod, 1984; Blan, 1964). 
The transaction cost theory centers on how firm’s 
ownership decision engages in minimizing 
transaction costs (Coarse, 1937; Williamson, 1985). 
Transaction costs relates to costs incurred in the 
course of exchange process such as writing, 
signature, legal and enforcing a contract, alongside 

other costs which relate to learning cost and 
organizing and managing costs. It should be 
emphasized that firms engaging in alliances behave in 
line with ideals propounded through transaction cost 
theory. The emphasis is that, where the transaction 
costs of an exchange are high, internalization 
approach could be applied to control the level of 
transaction costs. The alliance behavior tends towards 
combining the features of internalization and market 
exchanges, because some activities are partially 
internalized and left to joint coordination (where the 
formation is based on joint ventures). From this 
viewpoint, possible situation of SMEs alliances 
behavior can be based on transaction costs associated 
with alliance between partners are not high, perhaps 
intermediate to justify the integration (Gulati, 1995). 
Where internalization is more cost-efficient, certain 
constraints may restrict alliance behavior towards full 
internalization (Ramanathan, Seth and Thomas, 
1997). This is where integration in strategic alliance 
formation among SMEs will attract partners’ 
consideration of all possible transaction costs such as 
R&D, financial, negotiation, uncertainty, risk, 
learning and market costs. The key issue as 
propounded by this theory is that associated costs in 
strategic alliance formation should be kept low or 
intermediate to justify the vertical integration (Gulati, 
1995). Strategic alliances are formed when 
transactional hazards suggest that internalization is 
efficient. In the context of this theory, minimizing 
transaction cost will shape the process of forming 
strategic alliance among firms operating in SMEs 
sectors, in terms of choosing partners with best 
complementary assets devoid of possible high costs 
such as uncertainty, risk, resource commitment and 
time of negotiation. However, many scholars have 
related the essential linkage between cost and 
resource-based view theories where firms decide to 
jointly work together as strategic partners. Fig.1 
below shows model of alliance behavior and alliance 
complexities which is further disintegrated for form 
the hypotheses tested in this study. 
Strategic behavior model emphasizes on the strategic 
fit of the partners forming the alliance, meaning, 
partners must have highly compatible goals and 
appropriate competitive positions (Harringan, 2008). 
According to Medcof (2007) strategic fit between 
alliance partners as “a shared understanding of the 
business rationale” that guarantees best alliance 
matching between partners to the alliance. Fichman 
(2000) notes this as a critical issue of resource 
alignment and should stand as the basis for partner 
selection. The criteria for partner selection thus relate 
to the fit between a firm’s resource need and 
another’s. And also, resource position relative to an 
opportunity set (Das and Teng, 2000).  It is critical 
for resource alignment to find its way into a more 
suitable strategic alliance behavior of firms. Partner 
resource alignment refers broadly to the pattern, 
whereby the resources of partner firms are 
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appropriately matched and integrated in an alliance 
(Beamish and Lupton, 2002; Lei, 1993). The term 
alignment is often restricted to supplementary or 
complimentary pattern, which implies bringing in 
similar or dissimilar resources to bear on each other 
for better performance. The approach is an offshoot 
of strategic behavior model which is a clear guarantee 
of value creating aspect of idle or non-performing 
resources through resource integration. 
 

 
Source: Author’s Idea 

Fig 1: Model for Alliance Behavior and Alliance Complexities 
                   
Social exchange theory is another relevant theory 
developed by George Homens and Peter Blau. The 
theory in relation to strategic alliances behavior of 
firms can be understood in terms of exchange of 
roughly equivalent values (O’Brien, Jodi and 
Kollock, 2001) especially among SME alliance 
partners. Social exchange refers to how the voluntary 
behavior of strategic partner firms is motivated by the 
returns they expect to have from each other. The need 
for such reciprocity in behavior relates to both 
benefits given in exchange to benefits received 
(Eugene, 2011) in strategic alliance option. It 
therefore follows that the exchange of benefits makes 
SME partners to engage in strategic alliance 
relationship, to have mutual trust, commitment, 
stability and interdependency and ultimately, to drive 
the essence of their collaboration. Derivable benefits 
may not only be of material returns, but also of non-
material returns. Social returns are viewed in terms of 
the primacy of the costs and benefits exchanged in 
the possible strategic relationship and interaction, 
which manifest through different factors (Das, 
2001).The given conceptual and theoretical bases 
have been developed under the review to find 
substantial grounds for empirical evidence in the 
study interest. 
 

III. METHODOLOGY 
 
A cross-sectional survey design was adopted for this 
study to examine the causal relationships among the 
key variables of strategic alliance formation, alliance 
complexities and behaviour of SMEs in Lagos State. 
As a major city for business development, Lagos 
State was chosen for sample determination because of 
the rate of growth of SMEs in the business market. 
Due to the large population size of SMEs, the sample 
size was determined using a scientific formula 
designed by NIHR research design services for 
Yorkshire and The Humber in 2009. The population 
of registered SMEs with NASME around Lagos, 
Ikeja business districts as at 30th September, 2016 
which is 1568 was used to determine the sample size 
of 742 SMEs owners and executives who were 
randomly determined specifically from SMEs sub-
sectors such as agriculture, hospitality, real estate and 
buying and selling. A well-structured questionnaire 
was adapted to collect relevant information from the 
study. Key constructs of SMEs alliance behavior and 
alliance complexities in terms of alliance decision, 
partners selection, alliance formation, risk, trust, cost, 
benefit and alliance objectives were effectively 
measured using five points Likert scale (ranging from 
extremely high to extremely low). The scales were 
tested on Cronbach alpha reliability test and the result 
indicated that all the scales were highly reliable with 
Cronbach’s alpha of 0.802. This shows high degree of 
reliability of the measuring instrument relatively to 
the recommended reliability value of .70.  Data 
collected from the field through questionnaire 
administration was analyzed using multiple 
regression inferential statistics to test the relationship 
between the independent (Alliance complexities 
proxies risk, trust, cost, benefit, alliance objectives) 
and dependent variable (Alliance behaviour in 
proxies alliance decision, partners selection and 
alliance formation). Statistical Package for Social 
Science (SPSS Inc. 21) was used as analytical tool. 
 
IV. RESULTS  
 
A survey was conducted across Lagos business 
districts. Out 742 questionnaires distributed, a total of 
612 questionnaires were completely filled and 
returned, representing 82.5% response rate. The rate 
of response was considered extremely high to provide 
reliable and adequate data for analysis.  
Table 1 presents that out of six hundred and twelve 
(612) respondents sampled in the SMEs Sub-sector, 
majority 33.6% were into agriculture. Forty eight 
percent had first degree while 51.1% had between 3-
5years experience as SME operators. The result in the 
Table above revealed that the respondents were well 
represented; professionally qualified and thus 
increases the authenticity of the information supplied. 
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Respondent’s Sub-sector Frequency Percent Cumulative percent 
Agriculture 206 33.6 33.6 
Hospitality 144 23.5 57.1 
Buying and Selling 149 24.4 81.5 
Real Estate 113 18.5 100.0 
Total 612 100.0  
    
Respondent’s  
Educational Qualification  

   

First Degree 298 48.7 48.7 
Post graduate 249 40.7 89.4 
Others 65 10.6 100.0 
Total 612 100.0  
    
Respondent’s Years of 
Experience as SME Operator 

   

< 3 126 20.6 20.6 
3 – 5 313 51.1 71.7 
> 5 173 28.3 100.0 
Total 612 100.0  

Source: Fieldwork, 2017 
Table 1: Respondents General Information 

 
4.1. Test of Hypotheses 
 
Hypothesis One 
Ho1: There is no significant positive relationship between alliance behaviour and alliance complexities. 
 

Table 2: Correlation of alliance behaviour and alliance complexities 
  Alliance behaviour Alliance complexities 

Alliance behavior Pearson Correlation 1 .960 
Sig. (2-tailed)  .000 

N 612 612 
Alliance complexities Pearson Correlation .960 1 

Sig. (2-tailed) .000  
N 612 612 

Source: Researchers field survey from SPSS output, 2017 
 
From the research hypothesis one tested in Table 2 above using Pearson Product Moment Correlation, it was 
observed that there is significant positive relationship between alliance behaviour and alliance complexities (r = 
0.960, p<0.05). Thus, the null hypothesis (Ho1) which states that there is no significant positive relationship 
between alliance behaviour and alliance complexities was rejected. 
 
4.2.Hypothesis Two 
Ho2: Alliance behaviour has no significant effect on alliance decision, partner’s selection and alliance formation. 
 

Table 3: Model Evaluation 

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate 

1 .884a .779 .755 .25198 

Source: Researchers field survey from SPSS output, 2015 
a. Predictors: (Constant), Alliance decision, Partner’s selection, Alliance formation 
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From Table 3, R value of 0.884 indicates that there is a strong and positive relationship between the predicted 
variable (Alliance behaviour) and the predictor variables (alliance decision, partner’s selection and alliance 
formation). R2value of 0.779 implies that approximately 77.9% of the variation in alliance behaviour is 
explained by alliance decision, partner’s selection and alliance formation. 
 

Table 4: Coefficientsa 

Model 

Unstandardized 
Coefficients 

Standardized 
Coefficients 

T Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

 (Constant) .086 .061  1.412 .158 

Alliance decision .030 .032 .036 .925 .355 

Partner’s selection .159 .027 .169 5.921 .000 
Alliance formation .526 .044 .542 12.051 .000 

Source: Researchers field survey from SPSS output, 2017 
a. Dependent Variable: Alliance behaviour 
 
From the result in the Table 4, alliance behaviour predictive model is deduced as: 
0.086 + 0.030x1+ 0.159x2+ 0.526x3 
β0……. Β3= 0.086 implies that without prior knowledge of alliance behaviour in terms of alliance decision, 
partner’s selection and alliance formation, alliance behaviour will be 0.086 (Constant), 0.030 (alliance decision), 
0.159 (partners selection), and 0.529 (alliance formation). The positive sign suggests that there is positive 
relationship between alliance behaviour and its associated alliance decision, partner’s selection, and alliance 
formation under study. Hence, an increase in the level of alliance behaviour will lead to an increase in alliance 
decision, partners selection and alliance formation. The alliance behaviour under study conforms to its expected 
sign. 
 
4.3 Hypothesis Three 
Ho3: There is no positive relationship between alliance complexities and its associated trust, cost, benefit and 
objective. 

Table 5: Model Evaluation 

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate 

1 .813a .788 .732 .30929 
Source: Researchers field survey from SPSS output, 2017 
a. Predictors: (Constant), Risk, Trust, Cost, Benefit, Alliance objectives 
 
From Table 5, R value of 0.813 indicates that there is a strong and positive relationship between the predicted 
variable (alliance complexities) and the predictor variables of risk trust, cost benefit and alliance objective.R2 

value of 0.788 implies that approximately 78.8% of the variation in alliance behaviour is explained by risk, trust, 
cost, benefit, and alliance objectives. 
 

Table 6: Coefficientsa 

Model 

Unstandardized 
Coefficients 

Standardized 
Coefficients 

T Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) .646 .075  8.595 .000 
Risk .186 .040 .220 4.652 .000 

Trust .703 .033 .745 21.353 .000 

Cost .151 .065 .140 2.336 .020 

Benefit .024 .054 .023 .453 .651 
Alliance Objectives .178 .037 .174 4.783 .000 

Source: Researchers field survey from SPSS output, 2017 
a. Dependent Variable: Alliance complexities 
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From the result in the Table 6, alliance complexities 
predictive model is deduced as: 0.646 + 0.186x1+ 
0.703x2+ 0.151x3+ 0.024x4 + 0.178x5 β0……. β5= 
0.646 implies that without prior knowledge of 
alliance complexities in terms of risk, trust, cost, 
benefit and alliance objectives, alliance complexities 
will be 0.646 (Constant), 0.186 (Risk), 0.703 (Trust), 
0.151 (Cost), 0.024(Benefit) and 0.178 (Alliance 
objectives). The positive sign suggests that there is 
positive relationship between alliance behaviour and 
alliance complexities under study. This means that an 
increase in the level of alliance complexities will lead 
to an increase in risk, trust, cost, benefit and alliance 
objectives. The alliance behaviour under study 
conforms to its expected sign. 
 
4.4. Discussion 
The finding of the hypothesis corroborates with the 
research findings of (Diaz et al., 2011; Dyer et al., 
2001; Hsu and Wakeman, 2012; Kale et al., 2002) 
that shown positive link between dedicated alliance 
process in terms of assessing uncertainties, associated 
risks, costs and benefits, firm’s alliance capability 
and overall alliance success. In another study it was 
positioned that firms that are more dedicated to 
alliance with strong focus on issues of 
complementarities, compatibility and commitment as 
indicators of expected alliance behavior, enjoy much 
greater alliance success rate around 70% than those 
that fail to be dedicated to the process (Das, 2000). 
This outcome of the study is equally supported by 
Kale and Singh (2009) in a finding which states that 
decreasing risks and uncertainty is a strong 
motivating force in adopting strategic alliance to meet 
firms’ resource needs. This result conforms to Shah 
and Swaminathan (2008) in 40 studies conducted to 
show that partners’ asset complementarity, partners’ 
compatibility, partners’ commitment have a positive 
impact on successful alliance formation. All of the 
results were further established in Diaz (2011) that 
assessing risk, trust, cost and benefit in alliance 
formation process is related to overcoming alliance 
complexities associated with strategic alliance. In 
addition, resource-based theories suggest that the 
greater the complementarities between partners the 
greater likelihood of partners’ forming an alliance 
(Kale and Singh, 2009). For example, Nokia found 
better complementarities and compatibility with 
Microsoft by entering into strategic alliance to exploit 
Microsoft’s Window Phone 7 platform, a technology 
capability to outweigh its competitors such as 
Android-based mobile phones and Apple’s iPhone.  
The position of this result was buttressed in different 
studies which say that partners’ behavior to 
associated alliance complexities, complementarity 
and compatibility will determine to a large a partner 
contributes non-overlapping resources to the alliance 
relationship, such that one partner brings those value-
chain resources or capabilities the other lacks and 

vice versa (Dyer and Singh, 1998; Kale and Singh, 
2009; Mowery, Oxley, and Silverman, 1996). 
 
CONCLUSION  
 
In conclusion, this study has been conducted to 
expand on views and issues relating to strategic 
alliance complexities. It has examined strategic 
alliance engagements among SMEs with clear 
intention to keeping them less vulnerable to the 
increasing uncertainty and complexity of their 
operating environment. The context has been built 
around the behavior of the operators entering into 
possible alliance without factoring into formation 
decisions issues of risk, trust, cost, and benefit and 
alliance objective in determining alliance partners. 
The outcome of the study is expected to support 
incremental success of SMEs alliances leading to 
high degree of acceptance, adoption and formation as 
an option of strategy for better cooperation than 
competition. SMEs alliances formation may be 
initiated from their orientation towards articulating 
decisions that ensure selection of appropriate alliance 
partners. Specifically, SMEs operators and managers 
in Nigeria can begin to take better queue from 
strategic alliance as an orientation and strategy 
developing the right approach for assessing 
associated complexities towards alliance formation in 
response to the growing competitive pressure of their 
operating environment. The effect of the study on 
SMEs entrepreneurial behavior is expected to be 
positive as the managers can simply be assisted while 
entering into quick adoption and formation of 
strategic alliance with clear view of risks factors, 
costs and opportunities associated with such 
engagements.  
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