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ABSTRACT
The study assessed the effect of strategic alliance on the performance of Microfinance Institutions in Rwanda. The objectives of the study were; to examine the effect of technology alliances on MFIs’ performance, to assess the effect of marketing alliances on MFI’s performance, and to determine the effect of products and services alliances on the performance of MFIs. The population was 491 MFIs, and a sample size of 220 was decided using Slovene’s formula. Primary data was collected using structured questionnaires. Structural Equation Modelling (SEM) was used to establish the relationship between the dependent variable, the independent and mediating variable. The data collected were analyzed through STATA software. The results for skewness (-3 to +3) and kurtosis (-10 to +10) were within the acceptable range for all variables. The SEM results revealed that strategic technological alliance with an R2 of 0.5834 was not significant while strategic marketing alliance with an R2 of 0.77 and product and service alliance with an R2 of 0.99 were both significantly related to the microfinance institution's performance. The p-value for the first null hypothesis showed that the results were not significant (p =0.54) meaning that there was no significant relationship between technological alliance and the performance of MFIs. Further, the mediating effect of strategic alliance management on the three protector variables was found to contribute highly to a total effect of the technological alliance, marketing alliance, product and services alliance. It was recommended that engagement in business alone may not be enough to improve organizations ‘performance thus the formulation of strategic alliance is indispensable in the business world context. 
Keywords: Strategic Alliances, Marketing Alliances, Microfinance Institutions, Microfinance Institutions
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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION
1.1 Chapter Overview
This chapter presents the introduction to the study by describing the background information, statement of the problem, objectives of the study with both general and specific objectives, and the statistical hypotheses. The significance of the study and the organization of the thesis have been presented in this chapter as well. 
1.2 Background to the Study
In today’s world of cutthroat competition, considerable attention has been devoted to the formation of strategic alliances. The potential of strategic alliances is enormous. According to Kar and Swain (2018), strategic alliances facilitate Microfinance Institutions (MFIs) to pool new skills and gain resources that help them to relieve poor performance. 

From strategic alliances perspectives, organizations can gain tangible resources such as; product design and technology or intangible resources such as brand reputation and patents (Kim, 2015; Norman, 2017). Strategic alliances also benefit firms, such as economies of scale (market-based alliances) and improvements to long-term competitive advantage (R&D- and technology-focused alliances).  

Importantly, strategic alliances can offer firms differential access to resources, such as distribution channels, marketing skills, financial capital, quality product and service, and R&D knowledge, which in turn influences an organization's capacity to engage in inter-firm rivalry. They create marketing efficiency and stability which enable firms to reap maximum benefits from such alliances (Ko et al., 2020). For institutions, strategic alliances represent an important tool to ensure knowledge advancement and the availability of complementary resources (Lubello et al.,2015). Over the past decades, the importance of strategic alliances has substantially increased and they have been seen as a response to the challenges of the global market. Alliances play a critical role in organizations' survival, providing the access to critical resources that allow gaining and maintaining competitive advantages in today’s turbulent economic environment (Cobeña et al., 2017). 

However, studies on strategic alliances have shown that most researchers studied strategic partnerships with an emphasis on large enterprises and few studies paid attention to small and medium enterprises (Maher,2018). For instance, studies conducted by Baker, Gibbons, and Murphy (2018); Bouncken, et al., (2018), and Chung, Kim, and Kang (2019) are examples of studies concentrated on alliances among large firms. 
Compared to larger enterprises, Microfinance Institutions (MFIs) have more resource restrictions (Hung and Lin, 2015), and they are more in need of deploying strategic alliances to achieve sustainable and effective performance (Chan, 2018). Those few studies according to Maher (2018) were conducted with the setting based on small and medium enterprises (SMEs) in advanced economies. Successful development in some economies, mainly in Asia, have been based on effective linkage participation of strategic alliances as a strategy to cover the scarcities they face (Chatterjee, DuttaGupta & Upadhyay, 2018; Maher, 2018). 
This strategy may also play an important role in the development of MFIs in developing countries including African countries. Still, the scarce literature on the subject creates a lack of information to make this strategy more popular among MFIs in these countries. Furthermore in the field of strategic alliances, the service business alliances remained understudied, especially in the financial service industry (Geleta, 2016). 

Although many studies have demonstrated the positive effect while forming of strategic alliances on organizations’ performance, other empirical studies demonstrated that the relationships between strategic alliances and business performance are mixed (Rothaemel and Deeds, 2004). Vendrellnl-Herrero et al., (2018) have stated that alliances tend to exhibit high failure rates. The effects of strategic alliance on organization performance remain debatable since researchers shown that there is a lack of a direct effect of strategic alliance on organization performance (Alaaraj, Mohamed & Bustamam, 2018), thus therefore, there is a need for more studies to clarify the contradiction. 

Based on filling the knowledge gaps discussed above, this study aimed at conducting empirical research on the effect of strategic alliance on the performance of Microfinance Institution in an African Least Developed Country, Rwanda. The Rwandan economy is based largely on agricultural production with 88% of the population engaged in mainly subsistence agriculture. Rwanda is a landlocked country located in East Africa with an estimated population of some 11.9 million, 26,388 km2, and a per capita GDP of 702.82 USD (World Bank, 2016). 
The country has a large rural population and few natural resources. Following a range of business-friendly reforms in the early 2000s, Rwanda experienced gains in competitiveness and strong economic growth. Annual GDP growth averaged  7.8% between 2008 and 2016 per capita income doubled during the same period (IMF, 2017a). Rwanda is ranked the 2nd easiest place in doing business in sub-Saharan Africa after Mauritius, the first country within the East African region and the 41st globally out of the 190 economies assessed in 2018 (World Bank Doing Business report, 2018). 
Based on the convenience of getting credit, a ranking that reflects the strength of credit reporting systems and therefore the effectiveness of collateral and bankruptcy laws in facilitating lending, Rwanda is ranked 3rd in Africa and 11th within the world. The 2016-2017 World Economic Forum’s Global Competitiveness Index ranks Rwanda 52nd among 138 countries, outperforming, the Sub-Saharan Africa (SSA) average on all dimensions aside from market size.  

The reforms that were associated with the “Vision 2020” economic strategy were accompanied by a reduction in poverty and income inequality (IMF, 2017b). In recent times, the launch of Vision 2050 aims at promoting economic growth, prosperity, and high quality of life for all Rwandans. This placed different players in the economy to work together to achieve these overarching objectives. Such objectives include the MFIs that are seen as vehicles for promoting quality of life among the poor. The Government of Rwanda identified advancing the Microfinance Institutions sector as an approach to fight against poverty. Following on from the formulation of Vision 2020, in 2010, the Government of Rwanda (GoR) designed the Small and Medium Enterprise (SME) Policy framework aimed at guiding the implementation of a reasoned and coordinated policy to create a conducive environment for the growth of the Microfinance Institutions sector. It is proposed that the growth of the MFIs sector increase non-farm employment, develop, and sustain business and technical skills in the Rwandan workforce, support targeted value-added clusters, grow up the tax base, and stimulate industrial growth.
To strengthen MFIs toward performance, theories to be applied in the field have been highlighted by Ronald Coase in 1937 on the transaction cost theory which is mostly linked to the product and service alliance. Authors like Yasuda (2018) stated that transaction cost theory could be extended to explain product and service alliances. The transaction cost theory refers to the way microfinance achieves economic efficiency by minimizing the production costs of product and service design, job design, quality, purchasing, and exchange costs. Each transaction within MFI produces coordination costs of monitoring, controlling, and managing transactions. In general, transaction costs are search and knowledge costs, bargaining and decision costs, and policing and enforcement costs (Albers, 2019). 

Further, Microfinance deals with products and services offered to its respective customers, and these activities involve many transactions that require to be efficiently monitored to avoid more cost engagement thus the importance of transaction cost theory. Moreover, the transaction cost theory contributes positively to the firm’s performance due to the cost-production reduction similar to the resource-based theory’s idea. 

Further, a strategic behavioral theory proposed by Cyert and March in 1963 refers to actions whereby microfinance aims at influencing the market environment during which they compete, was also incorporated within this study. This theory is linked to the marketing alliance variable whereby a firm needs to control the market by improving its position and drive out the existing competitors out of the market. The study adopted this theory to maximize its profits and coordinate its actions in the market. The idea of monopolism is the core value of strategic behavior theory (Vogus, 2018). 

As discussed in this study, different market players and organizations behave differently in the market when faced with similar circumstances. The strategic behavioral theory, therefore, relates to the behavior adopted by firms and the management to engage or not to adhere in alliances. This theory states and explains different behaviors that firm adopt in the market and the formation of alliances.  Lastly, the resource-based theory which is the core theory of the study is the theory to achieving competitive advantage that emerged in the 1980s and 1990s, after the significant works published by different authors such as; Wernerfelt, B, Prahalad, and Barney. Their theory is the main one, among the strategic management theories, and it is applicable to explain organizational performance. 
The resource-based theory connects almost all variables within the study since it carries this study in the sense that Microfinance institutions form alliances to strengthen their technologies, improve the quality of the product offered or service delivery, and design and marketing resources to attain a high product quality, and achieve outstanding performance (Nason and Wiklund, 2018).  

The resource-based view is mostly linked especially to the technological alliance throughout R&D, innovation, and strategic alliance management to better position firms. To a low extent, the resource-based theory’s constructs play a crucial role in production and services offered whereby assets, capabilities, and resources are the requirement for products and services offered. Further, the supporters of the resource-based theory argue that firms should look inside the institution to seek out the sources of competitive advantage rather than watching the competitive environment for it (Arslan, 2018). 

The resources, capabilities, and assets stated in the theory provide an organization with a golden opportunity to attain performance that leads to developing competitive advantages over its rival. In addition, this theory carries this study in the sense that Microfinance institutions form alliances to strengthen their technological aspect, and how formed alliance could be effectively and efficiently managed in the way of achieving high performance. To some extent, the theory is involved positively in improving the quality of the product offered, service designed and marketing resources to attain a high product quality, and achieve outstanding performance. 
The resource-based theory focused on gaining a competitive advantage through value maximization of the resources within the organization (Nason and Wiklund, 2018). Importantly as a methodological gap, this research was crucial since it discussed the mediating effect of strategic alliance management on the relationship between technological alliance, marketing alliance, product and service alliance, and firm performance while none of the scholars researched it in the area of strategic alliance in microfinance in Rwanda.
1.3 Statement of the Problem
There is scarce literature on the strategic alliance to address the role of strategic alliance on Microfinance Institutions in Rwanda. The Government of Rwanda identified advancing Microfinance Institutions sector as an engine of economic growth. In general, Microfinance Institutions are characterized by limited capabilities in terms of technological resources, marketing aspects, and production of products and services.  To boost the country's economy, policy and decision makers must find effective strategies to help Microfinance Institutions attain sustainable good performance, this supports the government’s mission of boosting its economy. Therefore, the strategic alliance has been identified as a significant tool to gain those resources that could lead to a competitive advantage (Kim, 2015). 
Other particular theories such as; transaction cost theory, strategic behavioral theory, and resource-based view theory have been used to achieve the study's objectives and to provide better understanding, explain, and make predictions of a few given material. Scarce literature on the matter causes policymakers and decision-makers to lack knowledge that helps to make this strategy more popular among Microfinance Institutions in the country (Franco and Haase 2015). Thus, this research contributes to developing and validating a new model to be used in strategic alliances towards microfinance institutions so that microfinance could perform better and to provide clear knowledge by assessing the effect of strategic alliances on the performance of Microfinance Institutions in the context of Rwanda. 

In addition, some studies demonstrated that the relationships between strategic alliances and business performance are mixed (Dyer, et al., 2018; Goswami, et al., 2018). Empirical research on the relationship between strategic alliances and firm performance has so far been inconclusive (Baum et al., 2018). Furthermore, in the field of strategic alliances, the service business alliances remained understudied, especially in the financial service industry (Chi and Soldi, 2017).  

Moreover, there were few existing types of research on firms within the strategic alliance domain already conducted in advanced countries, developing and African countries, but where Rwanda belongs is almost unsearched (Franco and Haase 2015). The authors like Ko, et al. (2018) showed that market efficiency creates no value in a high-tech industry and that there exists a negative effect of market efficiency on firm value in a low-tech industry, while authors like Hoffman et al.(2018) stand for where strategic alliance contributes positively to firm performance. 

In additional, Shrader (2016) reported that there is no relationship between the strategic alliance and firm performance. Particularly, the effects of strategic alliance on firm performance remain debatable since researchers show that there is a lack of a direct effect of strategic alliance on organization performance (McCutcheon and Stuart, 2015). This study highlighted the existing theoretical gap and used three theories in the context of a strategic alliance to fill this gap. These theories provided a guide to comprehensive research which was investigated along three alliances, the technological alliance, marketing alliance, product and service alliance. This study contributes to the field of strategic alliance and microfinance performance in particular since it came up with a new model and evidenced the mediating effect of strategic management alliance on the relationship between strategic alliance and firm performance. The present study's conceptual framework originated from Muthoka and Oduor (2014)’s model which was applied within the manufacturing industry in Kenya.
In this research, the author adjusted it to fit the topic and tested it in Rwanda’s microfinance sector. Thus, the new model is a novel of this current research to be applied in the microfinance sector towards the strategic alliance. In addition, it serves as proof to see whether strategic alliances contribute positively or negatively to the organization's performance in Rwanda’s financial service industry. Further, the current study avails empirical literature on microfinance institutions within the strategic alliance field.
1.4 Objectives of the Study
1.4.1 General Objective

The general objective of the study was to examine the effect of strategic alliance on the performance of Microfinance Institutions in Rwanda. 
1.4.2 Specific Objectives
This study was guided by the following research objectives:   
i. To find out the effect of technology alliances on the Microfinance Institutions’ performance;  
ii. To assess the effect of marketing alliances on the Microfinance Institutions’ performance;  
iii. To examine the effect of products and services alliances on the Microfinance 
Institutions ‘performance; and  
iv. To explore the mediating effect of strategic alliances management on the relationship between technology, marketing and products/services alliances and microfinance’s performance. 
1.5 Research Hypotheses

1. H01: There is no likelihood of technological alliance’s influence related to microfinance institutions’ performance.

2. H02: There is no likelihood of marketing alliances’ influence related to microfinance institutions’ performance. 
3. H03: There is no likelihood of products and services alliance’s influence related to microfinance institutions’ performance. 
4. H04: There is no significant mediating effect of strategic alliance management on the relationship between technology, marketing and product/services alliances and   microfinance’s performance. 
1.6 Relevance of the Research
The field of strategic alliances has not been extensively researched. In Rwanda’s context, this is the first study conducted to clarify the role of strategic alliance in Microfinance Institutions’ performance. The study provides the information that would help policymakers in setting policies, regulations, and procedures that relate to the implementation of microfinance strategies, and this could lead to the country’s economic development. The study is also very important as it contributes greatly to the limited number of studies on strategic alliance specifically in the African context, particularly in Rwanda. 

The current study used three main theories as the foundation for research. These included the transaction cost theory, strategic behavioral theory, and resource-based theory. In line with the transactional cost theory, this research nested on the proposition that technology and product and service alliances would help the MFIs reduce their costs-related transactions through synergy created in the formed alliances. On the other hand, marketing alliance was founded on the strategic behavioral theory, through which, parties to an alliance act according to the market condition and according to what they feel best suits their organizations.  

In addition, both technological alliance and strategic alliance management were founded on the resource-based view theory arguing that through alliances, organizations gain more resources increasing their capabilities and competitiveness in the market. The theories were found to be effective in the formulation of strategic alliances which tend to reduce transaction costs and increase the firms’ resource base. It, therefore, provides a theoretical relevance for MFIs that should seek to engage in a strategic alliance to benefit from these strategies. The methodology used in this study acts as a guide for future research on strategic alliance usage in microfinance institutions. In this context, therefore, the gaps identified in the current study and recommendations for further studies would be used as an eye opener to future researchers interested in this subject for academic and non-academic purposes both in Rwanda and beyond. 
The findings of the study act as a guide to policymakers in analyzing the effect of strategic alliances on the financial performance of microfinance institutions and in analyzing ways in which microfinance can make the best use of strategic alliances to improve their financial performance. As a result, the structural equation method used in this study revealed clearly that technological alliance affects negatively a firm’s performance, while marketing and product and service alliance are positively affecting a firm’s performance. Further, this study would be significant in verifying the research findings on the validity of strategic alliance usage theories in microfinance institutions. The new model developed in this current research is envisaged to be a useful tool in predicting the usage of strategic alliances in the microfinance sector. 
It would also be a motivational tool for enabling improved usage of strategic alliance through appropriate interventions of key factors. Further, the study findings significantly point out that any kind of alliance that an organization adopts should be conducted in a strategic alliance management framework, for improving firm performance. Considering that there is minimal work on strategic alliances, for instance those by, Geleta, (2016) in Ethiopia and Ismail, (2018) in Kenya, this study contributes to the general body of knowledge and acted as a springboard for future research in the field of strategic alliances toward microfinance institutions.  

Moreover, strategic alliances are increasingly becoming an important part of overall corporate strategy, as a way to grow product and service offerings, develop new markets, and leverage technology and R&D. Therefore, strategic alliances are an indispensable tool in today’s competitive business environment. No longer can companies afford ad hoc approaches to alliance formation and management, any more than they can rely on a small number of talented alliance managers (Sarkar, et al., 2019). 

In the microfinance field, strategic alliance has scarce literature on it. In addition, the service business alliance remained understudied especially in the financial service industry (Chi and Soldi, 2017). The research has been conducted to break the gap and to clarify the role of strategic alliance as an effective strategy to achieve the organization's desired goal, especially in the least developing countries. The new model has been developed and validated in microfinance institutions in Rwanda. The study contributes positively to the microfinance institutions in Rwanda by acknowledging the effect of strategic alliance on the performance of MFIs. Muthoka and Oduor (2014)’s model was developed and validated in the microfinance sector in Rwanda. Further, even though, there were few existing types of research on microfinance institutions already conducted in advanced countries, developing and African countries, where Rwanda belongs are almost unsearched (Vonortas and Sofioleas, 2017, Franco and Haase, 2015). 

1.7 Organization of the Thesis
The thesis is organized into six chapters. Chapter one presents the background information, statement of the problem, objectives, statistical hypotheses, relevance and organization of the study. Chapter two presents a review of the literature related to strategic alliance and organizational performance in general. The chapter begins with the introduction, related theories and empirical review, conceptual framework related to strategic alliance and organization’s performance, and gaps existing in the literature. 

Chapter three presents the research methodology and strategies approach that have been employed while carrying out the study. It describes an overview, research philosophy, research design, research population, sample, sampling procedures, research instrument, data collection procedures, data analysis, validity, and reliability. Chapter four presents the study findings beginning with the social and demographic characteristics of the respondents. These findings are presented according to the study variables and hypotheses. The presentation is in the form of tables and other relevant statistics.  

Chapter five involves the discussion of findings, which hinges on comparing and contrasting previous literature with the findings of the current study. New points of departure are identified and the gaps that have been addressed are presented. In this chapter, new knowledge is generated by stressing the theoretical implications of this study. Chapter Six concludes, and presents the summary of the main findings, the inferences, which were made out of the data presented, and the present author’s arguments which lead to a set of policy recommendations.

CHAPTER TWO
LITERATURE REVIEW
2.1 Introduction
This chapter presents the views from previous literature regarding the strategic alliance and organizational performance. It begins with an introduction, conceptual definitions, and their overview, theoretical literature review, empirical literature review, critical review, conceptual framework, gap existing in the literature, and finally, a summary of the literature.
2.2 Conceptual Definitions
The following concepts are normally applied in strategic alliances: strategy, alliance, microfinance, small and medium enterprise, and firm performance.
2.2.1 Microfinance Institutions
Literature defines microfinance in several ways. For instance, Geleta (2016) defined microfinance as a source of financial services for entrepreneurs and small businesses lacking access to banking and related services. Also, Kalra and Mathur (2018) referred to microfinance as the provision of credit and other financial services of very small amounts to the poor and small businesses to pursue self-employment or support their small businesses. The purpose of this study, is to follow Geleta (2016) definition. 

2.2.2 Savings and Credit Cooperatives (SACCOs)
Savings and credit cooperatives can be understood following the definition given by Van Zyl, Botha, and Skerritt, (2018). According to Van Zyl, et al. (2018), these are cooperatives that pool savings from the members and in turn provide the members with credit facilities. They also provide financial services to the members for the members can improve their social and economic welfare. Therefore the definition of SACCO provided by Van Zyl, et al. (2018) was adopted in this dissertation. 
2.2.3 Strategic Alliance
There exist several academic definitions of strategic alliances. According to O'Dwyer and Gilmore (2018), a strategic alliance is a purposive relationship between two or more independent firms that involves the exchange, sharing, or co-development of resources or capabilities to achieve mutually relevant benefits. It involves integrating the firm capabilities with another firm as partners to create synergy for better performance.  

Further, Burgelman (2020) defined a strategic alliance as a strategic coalition that needs a good partner to conduct a developing partnership, where organizational resources and capabilities are equitably shared and new ones are acquired and developed. A strategic alliance is also defined as the partnership of two or more corporations or business units that work together to achieve mutually beneficial and strategically significant objectives (Wang et al. 2018). This study, it is following Burgelman (2020) definition. 

2.2.4 Organization Performance
Nwanzu (2013) defines organizational performance as the degree to which an organization achieves its goals, the degree an organization acquires the needed resources, the degree an organization maintains internal harmony, and the degree an organization satisfies its stakeholders. It measures how an organization achieves its financial and operational objectives within a given period (Nwanzu, 2013).  

2.2.5 Technology Alliance
The term technology is defined as" science of craft", from Greek τέχνη, techne, "art, skill” and - λογία, - logia. It is the sum of techniques, skills, methods, and processes used in the production of goods or services or the accomplishment of objectives, such as scientific investigation (Xin, et al., 2019). It can also be defined as science or knowledge put into practical use to solve problems or invent useful tools. An example of technology is the products that were invented during the space program, and allow engineers and other scientists to use variations of these products, services. Technology alliances with MFIs are key success factors. There has been experiencing impressive growth in the number of technological alliances, i.e. inter-firm cooperation agreements implying joint innovative activity and/or exchange of technology.  
2.2.6 Marketing Alliance
Marketing alliance’s concept originated from Adam Smith in the book “The Wealth of Nations” published in Scotland, Kingdom. The term would not become widely used until nearly 200 years later. The word marketing is firstly defined by the American Marketing Association as "the activity, set of institutions, and processes for creating, communicating, delivering, and exchanging offerings that have value for customers, clients, partners, and society at large. Marketing alliances are defined as alliances that enable a firm to gain access to new resources, markets, brands, and products and services including services (Zhang & Wu, 2017), which have an impact on firm performance. 

2.2.7 Product and Service Alliance
Barczak and Kahn (2018) define a product as a tangible item that is put on the market for acquisition, attention, or consumption. A service is an intangible item, which arises from the output of one or more individuals. Products and services are two closely aligned concepts. A majority of products carry with them an element of service. A product is something that can be measured and counted, but service is less concrete and is the result of the application of skills and expertise towards an identified need. According to Cheng and Krumwiede (2018), product and service alliances exist among firms that are seeking to develop their products or service so as to increase their customer base. Partners are also motivated by the existence of a particular resource, knowledge, or skill in another party that they intend to benefit from. 
2.3 Motivations for Entering Strategic Alliances
There are several advantages of getting into strategic alliances. In most cases, four potential benefits or advantages that firms in business could also be realized from strategic alliances (Gundolf, et al., 2018).  

a) Ease of Market Entry 
Advances in telecommunications, technology, and transportation have made entry into foreign markets by international firms easier. Entering foreign markets further confers benefits like economies of scale and scope in marketing and distribution. The real cost of entering a world market could also be beyond the capabilities of one firm, by getting into a strategic alliance with a world firm, it'll achieve the advantage of rapid entry while keeping the cost down. Choosing a strategic partnership because the entry mode may overcome the remaining obstacles, this could include entrenched competition and hostile government regulations (Lehene & Borza, 2018).
b) Shared risks 
Risk sharing is another common rationale for undertaking a cooperative arrangement - when a market has just opened, or when there's much uncertainty and instability during a particular market, sharing risks becomes particularly important. The competitive nature of the business makes it difficult for businesses to enter a non-existing (new) market or launch a new product, and forming a strategic alliance is a method to decrease or control a firm’s risks (Das & Teng, 2019). 
c) Shared Knowledge and Expertise 
Most firms are competent in some areas and lack expertise in other areas; such forming of a strategic alliance can allow ready access to knowledge and expertise in the domain that a corporation lacks. The information, knowledge, and expertise that a firm gains are often used, not just within the venture project, except for other projects and purposes. The expertise and knowledge can range from learning to affect government regulations, production knowledge, or learning the way to acquire resources. A learning organization may be a growing organization (Qiu, & Haugland, 2019; Anatan, 2018; Xia, et al., 2018).  
d) Synergy and Competitive Advantage 
Achieving synergy and competitive advantage may be another reason why firms enter into a strategic alliance. As compared to entering a market alone, forming a strategic alliance becomes a way to decrease the risk of market entry, international expansion, research, development, etc. Competition seems to become more effective when it comes to partners leverage off each other’s strengths, bringing synergy into the process that would be seem to be hard in order to achieve if attempting to enter a new market or industry alone (Arslan, 2018). 
Disadvantages of Strategic Alliances 
a) Loss of Control 
Entering an alliance with another organization leads to the loss of some degree of control. As noted by Chung, Kim, and Kang (2019) engaging in an alliance makes an organization lose some control as they act toward working in harmony with the alliance partners. In addition, alliance partners have to let go of some of their control as they embrace each other in an alliance. Moreover, in alliances in which one party is dominant, the other partner has to abide by the decisions made in the alliance (Johnston & Huggins, 2018). However, the partners in the alliance still maintain their independent status and can therefore have individual influence in the alliance. 

b) Joint Liability 
Forming an alliance may bring in a form of the liability to the partners. This would happen if one of the party in the alliance conduct business or transaction that leads to a lawsuit. If the actions are within the alliance agreement, then one party is liable for their actions as well as for their alliance partners. In this regard, there is a joint liability due to the actions of the alliance partners. This reduces the benefits that alliance partners would enjoy since they cannot be able to have full control of the actions of their alliance partners (Forkmann, et al., 2018). 

c) Unequal Benefits 
In strategic alliances, there are many possibilities for creating synergy among the alliance partners, where parties enjoy benefits accruing from each other’s capabilities. However, in most cases, the alliances involve parties with unequal market share, unequal resource capabilities, and even in different industries. In this case, determining the benefits that each partner gains in the alliance may reveal that one partner benefits more than the others noted by Bruyaka et al. (2018). Philippe and Castaner (2018), have noted that strategic alliances in most practical situations lead to unequal benefits among the alliance partners. Some parties may even put more effort and be committed to the alliance than the other party. Such unequal benefits may lead to conflicts of interests and may harm further negotiations in the alliance (Bruyaka, et al. 2018). 
2.3.1 An Overview of Microfinance Institutions
The microfinance revolution came about more than two decades ago to catapult development in various areas of the economy. However, the spread of the adoption of the microfinance model did not happen until the mid-1990s. During this time, microfinance programs and institutions came up and aimed to foster the growth of many micro-enterprises, especially in developing countries (Chandra, 2018; Geleta, 2016).  

According to Schroeder (2020), the term micro-finance was defined by the United Nations in the year 2005 as basic financial services such as savings, credit, and insurance. The MFI concept enabled people to borrow, invest, and protect their families. Kalra and Mathur (2018) explain that the aspect of microfinance originated in Bangladesh around 1976 as a result of the pioneering research conducted by Dr. Muhammad Yunus who was a professor of Economics. 

The inception of MFIs was convenient in the growth of small and medium enterprises since large banks deal with large and middle-companies to reduced risks associated with them. MFIs are especially associated with poor creditworthiness which commercial banks tend to ignore. These institutions are, therefore, a major form of funding for small and medium enterprises in the entire of Africa and other both developed and developing countries ( Mutua, 2017 ). Furthermore, the literature defined microfinance in several ways according to the authors. For instance, Gelata (2016) defined microfinance as a source of financial services for entrepreneurs and small businesses lacking access to banking and related services. 

Kalra and Mathur (2018) referred to microfinance as the provision of credit and other financial services of very small amounts to the poor and small businesses to pursue self-employment or support their small businesses. The purpose of this study, is to follow Geleta (2016) definition. Also, microfinance means the provision of loans to poor households to establish income-generating projects (Chadra, 2018; Management Association, 2018). Microfinance provides a multiple range of benefits that poor households highly value such as a long-term increase in income and consumption (Dubas et al. 2018). Microfinance enables the poor to develop micro and small enterprises, which enhance their income earning capacity and improve life standards (Mori, 2019: Kamba-Kibatshi, 2018). The poor use credit to build assets such as buying land which gives them future security (Gutiérrez-Nieto & Serrano-Cinca, 2019). 
Normally MFIs do not offer credit for direct consumption but for income-generating activities. According to a common definition such as definition by Dubas et al. (2018), microfinance is the provision of a broad range of financial services such as; credit, savings, insurance, and money transfer for low-income Individuals or households. In 2000, the United Nations drew up a list of millennium goals that aim to spur development and eradicate extreme poverty.  

In 2002, Murdoch and Haley were authorized to work out the impact that microfinance has on the belief of the seven-millennium goals. With good management of alliance and strategies implementation, the opportunity to achieve outstanding firm performance, a decrease in vulnerability to an economic shock, greater empowerment, and in some cases, the ability to completely lift themselves and the country out of poverty (Challapalli, 2019). 

The fact that microfinance may be a source of financial services, there are two main mechanisms for the delivery of monetary services to such clients, connection based banking for individual entrepreneurs and little businesses; and group-based models, which several entrepreneurs close to using for loans and other services as a group (Wikipedia). Microfinance may be a movement whose object may be to which as many poor and near-poor households as possible access to an appropriate range of top-quality financial services. 
2.3.1.1 Microfinance Sector in Rwanda
The microfinance industry is charge for much of the progress towards financial inclusion in developing and emerging market countries, to support where weak institutions limit access to financial services for a large share of the population and knowledge frictions in credit markets are particularly costly thanks to the shortage of collateralizable wealth (Brown, Guin, and Kirschenmann, 2016). Financial services provide the poor a chance to enhance their livelihoods and, alongside social services, can contribute to poverty reduction. Further, the financial services needed do not cover micro-credit alone, but also other services are in demand. 
These include above all savings, there is money transfer services, micro-insurance, and micro leasing, all of these services play a pivot role in the economic empowerment of the poorest people. The Government of Rwanda is aware that poverty reduction couldn't be achieved without access to financial services by the poor. As a result, microfinance is taken into account as a strong tool and therefore the current Poverty Reduction Strategy Paper emphasizes it (Maher, 2018).  

Several initiatives to boost the microfinance sector in Rwanda have been put in place so far, including the development of a legal and regulatory framework. In addition, the development of a sector policy is underway. Even though the microfinance sector in Rwanda is still young, it has been growing at a fast pace in the last years and its outreach surpasses that of the traditional banking industry. The brief microfinance sector in Rwanda is relatively young (Eularie, 2018). Although informal mutual help organizations have existed for years, the sector was formalized in 1975 with the establishment of the first Banque Populaire in Rwanda (Mutual Saving Bank). After the end of the war 1994, international humanitarian organizations put in place a plan to encourage the rapid growth of microfinance as part of wider relief and reconciliation programs in Rwanda. The period during the mid-1990s was characterized by the emergence of start-up microfinance providers that used various approaches (Rwamigabo, 2019; Eularie, 2018). Often, there was no clear differentiation between loans, subsidies, and donations, confusing savers and borrowers, and several unregistered providers were operating. The result was a culture of non-repayment, leading to non-performing loans exceeding 45% of total outstanding credit, which adversely affected the operations of 

MFIs (AMIR 2018). 

Due to corruption and poor management of funds, in 2006, the GoR, through the National Bank of Rwanda (BNR), stepped in and closed eight MFIs. Around 195,000 depositors lost their savings from their respected MFIs and although the government agreed to pay 50% of the deposits of all clients in these microfinances, the events caused a remarkable loss of public confidence in the MFI sector. The government of Rwanda initiated an urgent remedy in 2007, publishing the National Microfinance Policy Implementation Strategy 2008-2012 (MINECOFIN 2013) followed in 2008 by the Microfinance Law and the 416 Umurenge SACCOs in 2009. Each initiative is described further below. 

2.3.1.2 Microfinance Institutions’ Policy and Operational Framework in Rwanda 
The Microfinance Law is further supported by Regulation No. 02/2009 on the Organization of 

Microfinance Activity. Together these form the legal framework for oversight of Categories 2, 3, and 4 of MFIs. Under the legislation, licensed microfinance institutions may only be constituted in the form of a corporation, limited liability corporation, or credit and savings cooperative. However, an institution constituted as a limited liability corporation is not allowed under the law to collect deposits from the public (Microfinance Law, Article 8). 
All applications for the licensing of microfinance institutions must be submitted to the National Bank of Rwanda (BNR). Except for Category 1 MFIs, it is prohibited by law to engage in microfinance activities without prior authorization of BNR (Microfinance Law, Articles 9, 15, 16). People engaging in microfinance activities without a license are liable to imprisonment of between six months to three years, and a fine of RWF 1-5 million (Microfinance Law, Article 103). BNR is required to process license applications within three months of submission and must issue a decision and notify the promoters or their representatives of the outcome. 
Successful applications are granted a license certificate (Microfinance Law, Article 12). BNR is granted the power under the Microfinance Law to supervise or delegate the authority to supervise these MFIs (Microfinance Law, Chapter IV). Microfinance institutions are authorized under the Microfinance Law to exercise activities related to the receiving of deposits and/or the granting of loans (Microfinance Law, Articles 17-18).   

Similar activities and services to the public are permitted by BNR, comprising: The delivery of remunerated services providing advice/ training to members or clients; Micro-insurance operations; Transfer of funds operations for client accounts made within the same institution or network; External transfer of funds operations not denominated in foreign currency, with other banks and other registered financial institutions; Purchase and sale of currencies; and any other activity as defined by BNR (Microfinance Law, Article 19). 

The National Microfinance Policy Implementation Strategy 2008-2012, aimed to create an effective and efficient financial system, with a target of achieving financial access for 80% of the adult population by 2017. The reforms also aimed to address constraints in the microfinance sector such as the lack of refinancing mechanisms for MFIs, the inability of MFI staff to manage the institutions and the insufficient access of women toward financial services. This policy framework established by the Ministry of Finance and Economic Planning (MINECOFIN) sets out the microfinance sector’s strategic vision. This framework specifies that the role of the State is to create an enabling environment for the development, growth, and progress of MFIs towards self-sufficiency, and to incorporate the microfinance sector into the financial sector. The policy was rapidly followed by the promulgation of Law No 40/2008 of 26/08/2008 establishing the organization of Microfinance Activities (GoR 2008), known as the Microfinance Law, which established the organization and supervision of microfinance activities.  

The Microfinance Law was adopted by Parliament in 2008 and published in the Official Gazette No. 13 of 3 March 2009. Under the legislation, the leading agencies responsible for promoting the microfinance sector are the National Bank of Rwanda (BNR), Ministry of Finance (MINECOFIN, Microfinance Unit), Rwanda Cooperative Agency (RCA), Association of Microfinance Rwanda (AMIR), and Rwanda Development Bank (BRD). The National Bank of Rwanda is the regulatory and supervisory authority of the banking and microfinance systems, non-bank financial institutions including the insurance industry, and pension schemes as well as payment systems.
The Bank also operates as the central security depository. MINECOFIN is responsible for promoting and developing the sector and aims to promote savings, develop credit and mobilize resources for MFIs. MINECOFIN is also responsible for coordinating the successful implementation of the National Microfinance Strategy. The Microfinance Law also introduces provisions for greater security within the sector and calls for more professionalism from actors, with particular emphasis on the security of deposits, MFI governance, and management. The Association of Microfinance Institutions in Rwanda (AMIR) notes challenges faced in the microfinance industry in its annual reports (AMIR 2011; 2012; 2013; 2014). They include; low capacity to professionally and sustainably manage MFIs: including limited management and board capacity and lack of resources to recruit and pay qualified staff; lack of capacity to support MFI product development, diversification and outreach services: MFIs tend to copy each other’s products and services such that there is little differentiation between competitors. 
The sector lacks market research and innovation skills; insufficient MFI refinancing mechanisms: the Business Development Fund (BDF) was designed to supply refinancing to MFIs and personal businesses; several social investors like Rabo Bank, SMGF, and Oiko Credit also provide refinancing services, but these are limited. Limited use of Management Information Systems (MIS): while most MFIs have an automated basic MIS to track savings and loans, and professionalize accounting systems, smaller Umurenge SACCOs and other cooperatives are not all automated, and still struggle to provide timely and accurate information. 

Tax on savings: GoR charges 15% interest on savings earned, which is withheld by MFIs. While this is not a big charge, MFIs find the tax a problem that has a significant impact on deposits and sustainability, as the tax deters savers who find little financial benefit in savings. Unrelated state and donor interventions: In 2011 AMIR recognized that many MFIs were not fully financially sustainable (AMIR 2011) and that while funds from governments and donors were increasing, MFIs still need solid foundations to avoid management failures and to create on lessons learned from the 2006 MFI crisis. Limited level of monetary literacy: weak financial literacy means customers sometimes confuse grants and loans, resulting in a poor savings culture. There is also little ownership by local governments, and SACCOs and other MFIs have a poor reputation of low solvency, bad loans, little security for deposits, and poor governance. The press had reported that MFIs are suffering from loan recovery failures causing MFIs to operate in losses (Nyesiga, 2012) and that in January 2012; RWF 1.2 billion of loans had not been recovered. 

According to Saavedra (2012), Microfinance is characterized by facing the same challenges and constraints which is why Saavedra was able to bring together the most relevant aspects to be considered when determining the desired degree of competitiveness, and consequent strategic management, such are Public policy, macroeconomic management and functioning of the state, and policy and promotion actions, Social issues, Financial management, Foreign trade, Internal market, Technology and innovation, Tax and labor aspects, Infrastructure, and Environment.
2.3.1.3 Sorts of Microfinance Providers 
The Microfinance Law governs the organization of activity of microfinance institutions in Rwanda. Articles 3-7 establish 4 microfinance categories:  

Category 1: informal microfinance institutions which don't require a prior license. They are constituted as tontines, which operate the idea of the contributions made by their members. They require no status or licensing from the financial institution to exercise their activities, although they need to register with the closes the local administrative entity. 

Category 2: microfinance institutions that are governed by laws on savings and credit cooperatives, where their collected deposits total but Rwf 20 million. Such institutions might not have quite one point of service or service outlet. 
Category 3: microfinance institutions that accept public deposits and have adopted the status of an organization or of a savings and credit cooperative, where their deposits total or exceed Rwf 20 million. Such institutions are required to watch all rules of management and prudential norms defined within the microfinance law and applicable regulations. 
Category 4: microfinance institutions that don't accept deposits from the general public (nonbank financial institutions). 

2.3.1.4 Challenges within the Microfinance Industry 
The Association of Microfinance Institutions in Rwanda (AMIR) notes challenges faced within the microfinance industry in its annual reports (AMIR 2011; 2012; 2013; 2014) as follows: Low capacity to professionally and sustainably manage MFIs: including limited management and board capacity and lack of resources to recruit and pay qualified staff; lack of capacity to support MFI development, diversification, and outreach services: MFIs tend to repeat each other’s products and services and there's little differentiation between competitors (Rwamigabo, 2019; Eularie, 2018). 
2.3.2 Microfinance Services and Organization Performance
Accessing microfinance services such as credit is considered to be a cricial factor in increasing the development of Small and Medium Enterprises. Empirical research has shown that access to credit enables poor people to beat their liquidity constraints and undertake some investments like the development of farm technology inputs thereby leading to an increase in agricultural production (Stoeffler, Mills & Premand, 2020; Kyankwanzi, 2018).   

Several studies have observed that savings-led groups perform better than credit-led ones (Chan, 2018; Eularie, 2018; Rippey & Allen, 2018). Access to micro-finance has the potential to help the poor in earning income from microenterprises, smooth their income and consumption (Chatterjee, DuttaGupta, & Upadhyay, 2018), and help households diversify their income sources. According to Soosai and Lalitha (2019), microfinance makes a considerable contribution to the reduction of poverty. It helps increase in income earning and asset-building opportunities which make households less reliant on one asset type and consequently affect disasters. According to Shamim (2019), many Grameen Bank borrowers were building larger houses. Schroeder (2020) advances that the income of borrowers has raised and their assets based have widened. Investments made by loans appear to possess been extremely productive and to possess contributed to significant improvements in household output, income, and consumption. 

Tegucigalpa and Cholteca (2003) did , effect assessment studies in Honduras and revealed that 60% and 50% of the recipients had their sales and incomes increase respectively one year after receipt of credit for working capital. Agricultural Finance Cooperation Limited in India assessed the development effect of microfinance programs in 2008. Clients reported an increase in income from 76% of activities. There is, therefore, a reason to believe microfinance services in their entirety should report the effect on savings, income, and investments alongside nonfinancial study were specific to investigating these aspects (Ismail, 2018). 
2.3.3 Microfinance Institutions and Alliances
MFIs are always full of contrast; on the one hand, the simple structure that many MFIs have, provided a vast pool of creative energy distributed in a small way of production that are more inclined to innovate and more ready to implement changes than large enterprises but, on the opposite hand, they, particularly in developing countries like Mexico, face structural problems; many of these MFIs are family-business, and others are owned by stockholders in which the conventional methods have been used generation by generation, many entrepreneurs argument that this way of operation has worked within the past, why should we modify our way of working? (Bayai & Ikhide, 2018; Caserta, Monteleone & Reito, 2018).  
In the industrial or dynamic sectors, MFIs overcome individual limitations through collective efficiency in three different ways: inter-firm cooperation, public-private collaboration, and supportive public policies (Muchangi, 2019; Syedda, (2018). These three forms provide the organizational forms under which the small firms can combine their advantages of flexibility and the support that came from large networks (Knoke, 2018). As a consequence of globalization, many MFIs find themselves challenged in the market because they lack many resources and the capacity to compete with large firms. Consequently, forming alliances within key areas of technology, marketing or other areas play part in their sustainability (Kar & Swain, 2018).

2.4 Theoretical Review
The study examined the effect of strategic alliances on the performance of microfinance institutions in Rwanda. In most cases, literature has demonstrated that there is a contradiction regarding the effect of strategic alliances on microfinance institutions’ performance.  In this study, the reference made to the theory which is in Modern English could also be an idea that originally derives from classical Greek philosophy as an example that Plato, and is derived from Ancient Greek theory, which originally meant” a looking, viewing, beholding”. 

 It is a well-substantiated explanation of some aspect of the natural world; an organized system of accepted knowledge that is applied during a kind of circumstances to elucidate a specific set of phenomena; ʺtheories can incorporate facts and laws and tested hypothesesʺ; ʺtrue actually and theory. Theories are analytical tools for understanding, explaining, and making predictions about a few given materials.  

There are theories in many and varied fields of study, including the humanities and sciences. A formal theory is syntactic and is merely meaningful when given a semantic component by applying it to some content i.e. facts and relationships of the actual historical world as it is unfolding (Das & Teng, 2010). To achieve the objectives of this study three theories are used as namely the transaction cost theory, strategic behavior theory, and Resource-based theory have been used. The following subsections discuss these three theories. 

2.4.1 Transaction Cost Theory
Ronald Coase in 1937 proposed the transaction cost theory. Transaction cost refers to the value of providing for product or service through the market instead of having it provided from within the firm. Further, transaction costs are: search and knowledge costs, bargaining and decision costs, and policing and enforcement costs. According to transaction cost theory, the firm’s decision of mode of transacting is influenced by the minimization of the sum of production and transaction costs (Huda, et al., 2019). The transaction cost theory is considered among the dominating theories regarding alliances, and it is mainly connected to the products and services alliance. 

Transaction costs exist due to the bounded rationality of actors and opportunism among actors, causing friction in markets (Albers, 2019). Actors presumably choose the option in the spectrum of ‘market and hierarchy’ that effectively leads to a minimization of the costs. The term of hierarchy in this study refers to actors internalizing functions in the form of company instead of using the market. While markets and hierarchies are opposites, alliances could be seen as something in between the spectrum (Penney & Combs, 2019). To better understand transaction cost theory in regards to alliance formation it is important to understand the occurrence of transaction costs in environments that could favor alliance formation. Narrow markets, in which firms must rely on individual suppliers for specialized products, can force actors to show high commitment due to high switching costs (Koo, Yamanoi & Sakano, 2020).  

Albers (2019) refers to this as asset specificity, meaning that assets can be highly specific for a transaction, leading to the existence of higher transaction costs. Distribution agreements force a same situation, as certain industries are attached to high economies of scale leading to fewer potential distributors. The trade of knowledge also impaired by transaction costs, due to the buyer’s uncertainty regarding the nature of acquired knowledge. All of these examples require institutions to monitor and rely on one another, forcing them to sign contracts for protection against cheating and opportunism. It is, however, impossible to predict every change in the environment, which ensures that contracts always will be incomplete. According to Penney & Combs (2019), it is the uncertainty over each other’s performance that is fundamental for choosing to ally. 

Yasuda (2018) indicates that transaction cost theory can be extended to explain alliances, even if it perhaps is not the only explanation. When viewing alliances from a transaction cost perspective there is a particular focus on one kind of alliance: the equity alliance. Equity alliances can be seen as a limited form of internalization of market functions, referred to as quasi-internalization. These alliances can, under certain conditions and due to structural arrangements, contain the opportunism that addressed would exist in inter-firm arrangements which lead to the firms’ performance. 

Whereas the equity alliance is closer to the hierarchy end, non-equity alliances are much looser arrangements that more resemble market transactions. Besides categorizing alliances according to the inclusion of equity or the lack thereof, the variety of alliances is explained in terms of link and scale alliances (Zhang, Tang & Qi, 2020). Huda et al. (2019) suggests that scale alliances are alliances formed by actors within the same industry, while link alliances are cross-industrial. Despite the heavy focus on equity alliances, the logic of minimizing the sum of transaction and production costs can be extended to explain non-equity alliances. Indeed, Klus et al. (2019) argues that the use of non-equity alliances could lead to transaction costs that are lower than own production costs, suggesting such alliances are formed to mainly reduce production costs.  

Baum and Silverman (2018) do, however, state that transaction cost theory makes for a poor explanatory model for non-equity alliances, as most literature on transaction cost theory almost exclusively argues for the reduction of transaction cost through alliances. Therefore, the transaction cost model contrary contributes positively to the firm’s performance due to the production cost reduction similar to the resource-based theory’s idea. As previously stated, transaction cost theory (TCT) propose that own internalization is a preferred means to decrease the costs of transactions.

Shared internalization could also be a viable alternative, in particular if transaction costs are of an intermediate level that does not justify own internalization (Burgelman, 2020).  Penney and Combs (2019) mentioned that certain assets are firm-specific and have low additional costs of usage. If an institution wants to acquire these specific assets, the own reproduction of these assets would impose higher costs than the cost of additional use. Better alternatives for acquiring these assets would be to acquire, merge, or form an alliance with the firm that owns the assets. 

A case that serves as an illustrative example of a situation that favors alliance formation: A bauxite-mining firm (bauxite is an aluminum) requires substantial investment to establish its aluminum refinery of efficient size. This refinery would in turn force the firm to deal with the bulk of the alumina produced, even though the firm might just require a fraction of the aluminum refinery’s output. The alumina market is also very narrow, so the use of the market would be difficult to manage to sell the output from the refinery (Das & Teng, 2019). 
The principles of transaction cost theory would suggest that alliance formation would be a better alternative than establishing own wholly owned subsidiaries or using the market in this specific case. Zang et al. (2020) argue that it is a will to avoid both transaction costs and management costs that motivates firms to share ownership. Even though an acquisition can be an alternative means to internalize, it could also imply entering unknown business arena.  Yosuda (2018) argue that alliance formation can be better understood by viewing how alliance formation can be more advantageous than an acquisition or merger. First, acquisitions and mergers are encumbered by diseconomies of acquisition due to the costs of digesting and managing unrelated activities (Koo, et al., 2020). An acquisition can also lead to a reduction of transaction costs at the expense of an equally high increase in production costs, resulting in no real reduction of the sum of costs. 

Hence alliances can be means to avoid inefficient markets while also avoiding risks of gaining unrelated activities and increased production costs. An alliance is not necessarily the better alternative in every situation. Baker, et al. (2018) noted that mergers and acquisitions are preferred when transaction costs are exceptionally high. However, following the argument of Zang et al. (2020), this research used the transaction cost theory as an explicit motive that drives firms to engage in a strategic alliance. As such, firms enter into market alliances to reduce the cost involved in setting up their operations in new markets, in engaging their rivals in marketing and advertising costs as well as other transaction costs. Similarly, firms may engage in alliances to reduce costs associated with new technological development or product/service innovation. 
Critics of Transaction Cost Theory: Alliances are not costless and the greatest costs are expected to occur when alliances fail to achieve its expectations. Baker et al. (2018) mention that a lack of mutual satisfaction could lead to one of the partners enforcing contracts surrounding the alliance, leading to costs that would negate the reason for cooperating in the first place. Further, the costs arising from management having to first reassess the firm performance and rationale before deciding if to end the alliance or not. This is particularly true for equity alliances that due to the shared ownership also involve higher exit costs. 
According to transaction cost theory, alliances fail due to a lack of inter-firm trust and commitment leading to opportunistic behavior within alliances. This in turn could lead to the termination of the alliance and lead to traditional market transactions between actors. The opposite scenario can occur with equity alliances, as these could lead to acquisitions or mergers, thus ending alliances. These two outcomes occur if either cooperative or competitive attitudes within the alliance increase out of hand, which often happens when alliance partners lose sight of the original purpose of the alliance (Penney & Combs, 2019). 

There is yet another sort of cost that arising from alliance formation, referred to as coordination of costs. Yasuda (2018) mentions that internalization creates a need to coordinate functions internally, while Zhang et al. (2020) argues that coordination costs exist due to alliance formation. Even though management costs and production costs can be avoided through alliance formation, costs would still arise from the need to coordinate tasks within an alliance. The mechanisms within equity alliances mentioned by Das and Tang (2019) should assist in the coordination of tasks that enhance the reduction of risk-associated costs. The failure to coordinate tasks does, however, not only lead to the existence of coordination costs. Baum and Silverman  (2018) mentions that alliances with broad scopes of purposes and poor division of tasks among partners tend to have higher degrees of uncertainty regarding the performance of alliance partners, leading to partners establishing contractual safeguards in case something unforeseen occurs. 

Transaction cost theory aims to minimize the costs involved in transactions. Such a view has been criticized for paying exclusive attention to effectively cost minimization and neglecting value-creation in strategic alliances. Transaction-cost theorists suggest that whether or not partner firms are in the same industry will affect the choice of alliance or acquisition (Balakrishnan & Koza, 1993).  

2.4.2 Strategic Behavioral Theory

Strategic behavioral theory can be traced back to Cyert and March in their work ‘a behavioral theory of the firm’ written in 1963. It refers to actions taken by firms that aim to influence the market environment during which they compete. About this definition, strategic behavior involves primarily long-run actions and decisions like promotion, distribution, research and development (R&D), fitness, advertising, and product differentiation (Ketprapakorn and Kantabutra, 2019), and the theory is mainly linked to the marketing alliance. The theory is composed by two categories such as non-cooperative behavior that occurs when a firm tries to improve its position relative to its rivals by seeking to prevent them from entering a market, driving them out of business, or notably reducing their profits. 
Further, cooperative behavior occurs when firms during a market seek to coordinate their actions and thus limit their competitive responses. Companies are expected to form cooperative agreements if they believe that the arrangements would enable them to better meet their strategic objectives, with the focus being on maximizing profits (Vogus, 2018). The strategic behavioral theory is key in explaining the behavior of firms and the management in deciding to enter into alliances. 
As such, this theory is applicable in this research as it offers explicit explanations for why firms may need cooperative behavior in the market if they are to improve their performance. Moreover, a strategic alliance ought to create synergy among the cooperating firms and hence improve the firms’ performance. However, the theory has not been yet explicitly tested regarding the strategic alliance, especially for the microfinance sector. This research was therefore an important contributor to the theoretical gap that existed.
Criticism on Strategic Behavioral Theory: Despite the arguments in support of the strategic behavioral theory, about the strategic alliance, some criticisms do exist in the literature. For instance, Arslan (2018), argue that the theory is based on the concept of strategic fit among the alliance partners. Medcalf (1997:720) considers strategic fit among alliance partners in the sense of “a shared understanding of the business rationale for the alliance”. The author argues that this may be difficult to attain practically for both partners. Thus, the author continues to emphasize that this, could be due to the nature of alliances that are being formed. 
For instance, alliances are formed even among unequal partners who may have different contributions and efforts in the alliance. Consequently, this may lead to unequal benefits for the alliance partners. Achieving the best strategic fit may cause conflicts among the partners and may prolong the formation stage of the alliances. In addition, Nikolova and Neycheva (2016) argue that strategic behavioral theory could be more applicable within a market which is dominated by a few firms, or that have monopolistic competition. In such a market, the behavior of the firms may have an impact on other players in the market. The theory is also more practicable in small markets and may not be verifiable in large markets or where competition is vibrant. This, Nikolova and Neycheva (2016), holds that because managers in a competitive environment may end up changing their strategies based on the market condition, hence neutralizing their strategic behavior.

2.4.3 Resource-Based Theory
The resource-based theory is a theory for achieving competitive advantage that emerged in the 1980s and 1990s, after the remarkable works published by Wernerfelt, B, Prahalad and Hamel, Barney, and others. The supporters of this respective view argue that microfinance should look inside the institution to seek out the sources of competitive advantage rather than watching the competitive environment for it (Arslan, 2018). 

Over the past two decades, the resource-based theory of the firm has gradually become one of the most useful theoretical perspectives in the domain of strategic management. The resource-based theory of the firm has been a useful instrument for the analysis of strategic alliance formation as there is growing consensus that the rise in the number of strategic technology alliances has been driven by resource interdependence and complementarities (de Man & Luvison, 2019).  

March, Waquet, and Martinet (2017) stated that microfinances own a diverse outline of tangible and intangible resources. The resource-based theory establishes the existence of key firm resources that can be used to achieve superior performance. The theory of the Resource Based View assumes that individuals are inspired to make maximum use of economic resources available and rational choices that a firm makes which are shaped by the economic framework (Dyer, et al., 2020).  

Resource-based theory suggests that the greater complementarities between partners the greater the likelihood of alliance success and lots of studies have found support for this. Resource Based View theory during this study played a task of evaluating and explaining the resources and capability of a firm that has the potential to make and maintain a firm's advantage (Kale and Singh, 2017) and thus higher performance among the microfinance industries in Rwanda. According to Kumar (2020), complex packages of skills obtained knowledge, ability, and experience that facilitate the company to manage activities of the firm and make use of resources to create competitive advantage through coordinating and putting resources into proper production use is what defines capability. This is the resource-based view of the firm in which competitive advantage emerges not from doing the same that other firms do an imitation, but from doing something rather unique.

This means, using to our advantage those elements or attributes that make us different like; (i) Resources, and/or (ii) Capabilities (Shelburn, 2018). Microfinance’s resources are the productive assets belonging to microfinance. According to Belgraver and Verwaal (2018), a firm is “a collection of productive resources”. The resource could be also understood as the resources of the firm that help the firm to provide the services and products the firm sells. As such, resources can be tangible for instance; money, machinery, and properties, or they can be intangible such as value, know-how, and reputation.  

For Alaaraj, et al., (2018), some firms’ intangible resources are more valuable than tangible resources. Human resources are an independent category since they're tangible but they're not owned by the firm. They bring experience and expertise to microfinance and therefore, in modern management systems, the value of human resources is increasing rapidly, and taking a central strategic role. The capabilities of the institutions are what the firm can do with its resources. Since resources are not productive on their own, an organization must deploy them to accomplish an objective. Capabilities such as efficiency and commitment to quality can increase the firm‘s competitive advantage. According to Belgraver and Verwaal (2018) resources can be defined as physical capital (machines, plants), human capital (experience, knowledge, experience), and organizational capital (planning, coordination mechanisms).  

According to Albers (2019), in strategic management, a Resource-Based View scrutinizes the resources and abilities that facilitate how the organization produces above the ordinary rates of return and higher performance benefits. The theory of the Resource Based View contributes to enabling the firm managers to check whether factors relevant to superior performance exist or not. Moreover, this enables the firm to be in a position of exploiting market imperfection to advance its set performance target. That way, management is put in a place where they could combine resources to sustain their desired performance advantage. Resource Based View theory provides the benefit to the firm specifically highlighting factors that creates superior performance for a firm. Resource Based Theory allows executives of the organization to choose the most important strategic factors to invest in from a given range of probable strategic factors in the microfinance industry.

 Dyer, et al. (2020) advanced that resources, in general, include the following key constructs; resources, capabilities, and competencies. In strategic management literature, resources are known as stocks of accessible things that are possessed by microfinance. Competencies are the firm's strengths that enable it to better differentiate its products or service quality by building technological systems and marketing channels to respond to customers' needs, hence allowing microfinance to compete more efficiently and successfully than other rivals.  
Resource Based Theory has contributed to strategic alliance management through its emphasis on firm-specific resources as a bona fide source of high performance. For microfinance to possess superior performance, resources and capabilities have to qualify as exceedingly valuable, rare, inimitable, and non-substitutable resources. Resources are value added to advancing the firm's performance. When the resources are rare, it creates ideal competition since resources in that category are possessed by fewer firms.  

Inimitable resources are costly to duplicate and non-substitutable, meaning that there is no other way to alternatively accomplish an equal function instantly available to competitors. Tangible resources are physical substances that a company possesses such as; facilities, raw materials, and equipment. Intangible resources include corporate brand names, organizational values, networks, and processes that don't seem to be included in normal managerial-accounting information (Xia, et al., 2018).
Intangible resources are more likely to come up with competitive advantage and superior performance as compared to tangible resources. Therefore, the resource-based theory argues that firms have specific resources that can be difficult for other organizations to imitate. These can be tangible resources such as; product design, jobs, standards, and technology, or intangible resources such as brand reputation and patents. Organizations form strategic alliances to gain access to these resources (Kim, 2015). Further, Resource-based theory argues that the state of having strategic resources provides an organization with a golden opportunity to attain performance that leads to developing competitive advantages over its rivals. 
Such competitive advantages, in turn, can help the organization enjoy strong profits (Baaij and Reinmoeller, 2018). Although resources are recognized by other theories; the resource-based theory strongly emphasizes the role of resources leading to the heterogeneity between them and the organizations to which they belong. It is due to the discrepancies between organizations’ resource endowments that firms can achieve strong competitive advantages (Wernerfelt, 2015). These competitive advantages are gained by holding important three sources, which in turn give favorable and strong strategic positions (Das and Teng, 2018; Eisenhardt & Schoonhoven, 2017). 

According to Nason and Wiklund (2018), attaining resources that hold all four characteristics are difficult, meaning firms often find themselves lacking strong positions that are particularly critical in environments with high uncertainty. Therefore, the resource-based model is one of the main strategic management theories to explain organizational performance, and it is also part of the larger management theory, a family which has evolved to suit the management of modern complex organizations and also the business environments within which the organizations operate. Thus the resource-based theory is the fundamental theory of this study and it embodies all constructs from all variables within the conception framework especially technological alliance and strategic alliance management. 
The core of this theory is the possessions of strategic resources which provide an organization with a golden opportunity to attain performance that leads to developing competitive advantages over its rival. In addition, it was remarked that the resource‐based philosophy is one of the main strategic management theories which is applicable to explain organizational performance, and it is also a part of the larger management theory family that has evolved to suit the managerial requirements of the modern complex organizations and also the business environments within which the institutions operate (Rockwell, 2019).  

Moreover, the resource-based theory stems from the management philosophy that the resource of firms’ competitive advantage lies in their internal resources, as opposed to their positioning in the external environment. Further, competitive advantage depends on the unique resources and capabilities that a firm possesses. The resource‐based theory of the organization predicts that certain types of resources owned and controlled by organizations have the potential and promise to generate competitive advantage and eventually superior firm performance. 
In addition, this theory carries this study in the sense that Microfinance institutions form alliances to strengthen their technology, improve the quality of the product offered or service design and marketing resources to attain a high product quality, and achieve outstanding performance. The resource-based theory focuses on gaining a competitive advantage through the value maximization of the resources within the organization (Nason and Wiklund, 2018).  

Critics of Resource Based Theory: Some authors have provided arguments that possibly point to the limitations of the resource-based theory by assessing its applicability in offering a holistic view of the firm ( Priem & Butler, 2018; Xia, et al., 2018; Ryall, 2019). Since the advent of this theory, much focus has shifted from an external and industrial analysis of firms. The shift saw most of the analysis of the business external environment being abandoned, and the uptake of this model proposed that firms become competitive by concentrating on their resource capabilities rather than by concentrating on the market, industrial and external environment. Though such paradigm shifts were practically plausible Xia, et al., (2018) note that the theory is limited in the area of external analysis. As the argument would go, no business operates in isolation, hence, external analysis cannot entirely be wished away. 

Ryall (2019) also argues about the limitations found in the resource-based theory, which according to them is a firm-centered model. Such models tend to ignore the fact of impact of the ever-dynamic business environment on firm performance. As such, the firm-centered models, like resource-based theory may fail to capture the needed analysis of the impact of the external environment on a firm’s competitiveness in the industry. 
On their part, Priem and Butler (2018) critic the resource-based theory as a tautological and self-verifying proposition which consequently may prove hard to verify empirically. According to these authors, the resource-based view proposes that a rare and unique resource leads to the competitiveness of the firm, and at the same time, defines competitive advantage as the possession of a rare and unique resource.  Further, existing research of alliances from a resource-based view perspective has been, at best, limited in scope and divergent in their approaches. As compared to other major theories relating to strategic alliances, such as transaction cost theory, and game theory, we believe the resource-based view in its nature can make enormous valuable contributions. The resource-based theory, mostly focusing on resource capabilities, does not imply such a relationship. 
The argument is that resource capabilities can be accomplished regardless of industry affiliation (Hennart & Reddy,1997). The resource-based theory proposes that the rationale for alliances is the value-creation potential of company resources that are pooled together. In other words, the resource-based theory recognizes and incorporates the resources that through strategic alliances the partners intend to obtain access to other firms’ resources rather than employ only their own resources. 

2.5 Empirical Literature Review
Several empirical literatures related to the current study were deeply examined. This study examined whether there is a relationship between strategic alliances under consideration of its variables and firm performance; and determined the effect of strategic alliances on the performance of MFIs in Rwanda. 

2.5.1 An Overview of Alliance
According to Wang et al. (2018) alliance is a choice to increase market power, increase political power, increase research, production, and marketing or other functions, and provide good products and services. For the research, this study followed Wang et al. (2018) definition. Alliances play an important role in company survival, by providing the access to needed resources that allow gaining and maintaining competitive advantages in today's turbulent economic environment (Cobeña, et al., 2017).  

According to Keith (2020), the literature on alliances has shifted its main attention to business networking that is realized through alliances. Moreover, the new aspect of the alliance focuses on clusters and other kinds of associations among small firms like MFIs to cause economic process through productivity gains supported by the alliance. It’s argued that the success of the commercial sector in Europe is predicated on a system that socializes risk across a broad array of public and private institutions (Gundolf, Jaouen, and Gast, 2018).  

Islam, Hossain, and Mia (2018) note that small firms like microfinance institutions don't need to bear the whole burden of developing new technologies, finding new markets, and training skilled workers to supply quality products and services. Many of the prices of specialization are shared by or embedded during a dense of alliances among MFIs.  The MFIs’ owner benefits because, the linkages allow institutions to reinforce their strategic marketing options and to compete effectively in, or circumvent, channels normally controlled by larger firms, serving as a source of competitive advantage (Gutiérrez-Nieto and Serrano-Cinca, 2019; Haghighi and Jalali, 2018). As stated previously, alliances should be understood during this study, as a cooperative agreement among themselves and/or with third parties such as universities, organizations, MFIs, etc., supported business contracts i.e. formal or informal to succeed in medium or future benefits that they might hardly obtain under dairy economic activities, like exchanging, sharing or co-development of products-services and technologies (Dyer, et al.2020).
2.5.1.1 Flexibility and Complexity of Alliance Formulation  Toward Firm Performance 
One of the foremost common advantages of MFIs identified by many authors is the possibility to vary constantly to be more adaptable to the environment or market situation. Therefore, taking this as a definition of flexibility during this study. The concept of flexible specialization has been notably related to how small firms can grow faster, maybe faster than large enterprises (LEs) with the method of development (Dyer, et al., 2020).  

In many western countries, including Japan, Sweden, and the USA; MFIs are found to be very significant as sources of invention, innovation, and efficiency. Hence our proposition makes regards to the upper level of flexibility as an element influencing positive alliance engagement. However, the complexity of the alliance literature has paid attention to the very fact that difficulties in managing alliances can weaken the innovative process related to alliances (Huda, et al., 2019). Early research in this area, primarily at the dyadic level or individual alliances, has claimed that managerial complexity, difficulty in coordination of alliance activities, and lining from alliance operations with the strategic goals of partners generally undermine alliance performance (O'Dwyer and Gilmore, 2018).  

Task complexity, resulting from the increasing scope of activities undertaken within an alliance and organizational complexity resulting from the rise in the number of partners will have negative consequences for alliance performance if not well managed (Huda, et al., 2019). Additionally, Gundolf, Jaouen, and Gast (2018) conclude that organizational complexity which arises thanks to physical, cultural, and institutional differences between partners weakens the beneficial effect of trust in cross-border strategic alliances leading to such negative consequences as lack of coordination of the various endowments in alliances, which leads to sub-optimal performance. 
Therefore, the broader the scope of the alliance, the more complexities to manage for the cooperating firms. Scope complexities will increase the probability of the termination outcome in the alliance because of greater uncertainty regarding the performance of individual tasks and the coordination of tasks and contractual hazards (de Man and Luvison, 2019). Increasingly, the alliance literature is adopting a portfolio approach to analyze the effect of alliances on firms’ performance. This approach is to a large extent motivated by the recognition that firms are ever more involved in various strategic alliances with heterogeneous partners at the same time (Das and Teng, 2019). 
Complexity issues identified at the dyadic level have repercussions for firms that have sizable alliance portfolios and therefore have to deal simultaneously with various partner types who often exhibit conflicting alliance objectives. Consequently, alliance scholars have examined the evolution of diverse and complex alliance portfolios (Huda, et al., 2019; de Man and Levison, 2019; Belderbos, Jacob, and Lokshin, 2018); the strategies that firms employ to deal with greater diversity and the resulting complexity in alliance portfolios, and the optimal configuration of a portfolio and the contribution of complex alliance portfolios to firms’ performance (Albers, 2019; Belderbos, Jacob and Lokshin, 2018). 

 Furthermore, studies have confirmed that firms that possess heterogeneous alliance portfolios tend to be more innovative and generate better financial performance (Bhawe, and Zahra, 2019; Degener, Maurer, and Bort, 2018; Hagedoorn, Lokshin, and Zobel, 2018). On the other hand, some research has shown that diversity in the alliance is yet important because it helps the firms to have a wider scope of the alliance as well as access to diverse resources. For instance, Chung, Kim, and Kang (2019) note that if alliances cover similar technologies and there is redundancy in the alliance portfolio, performance may be negatively affected, and more cessations observed.  

In addition, as the complexity of managing a heterogeneous portfolio of alliances increases, coordination among alliances and effective allocation of resources becomes challenging (Das and Teng, 2019; de Man and Levison, 2019). Management of conflicting demands of multiple and heterogeneous partners as well as monitoring and controlling the performance of a large scope portfolio may make alliance activity less effective (Chung, Kim, and Kang, 2019).  

This may leave the firm with a reduced ability to appropriate the innovative potential from its technology-sourcing portfolio (Ko, et al., 2020). The combination of R&D alliances with varied objectives and partners e.g. public research institutions and suppliers, each requiring R&D allocation and management attention, is detrimental to productivity (Belderbos, et al. 2018). The level of complexity and its associated costs is likely to be even higher when the institution simultaneously engages in alliance while maintaining sizable alliance portfolios.
Effective integration of sizeable targets demands substantial management attention and reorganization of the R&D activities. The management of the technology alliance portfolio also requires substantial managerial oversight, and redundancies with the knowledge base of the partner target have to be addressed. From the perspective of international knowledge sourcing and the importance of diversity, redundancies may result when a firm engages in alliances formulation in a given geographic region when it already has many alliances formed in that region. Redundant knowledge may thus add to the problems of monitoring and coordination characteristic of complex technology sourcing portfolios. 
2.5.1.2 Possession of Knowledge About Alliances  
Knowledge is considered to be among the most valuable and meaningful organizational assets (Qiu, and Haugland, 2019) affecting the competitiveness of firms in a global context, and even their survival (Hoffmann, et al., 2018). Indeed, in an economy where the only certainty is uncertainty, the one sure source of lasting competitive advantage is knowledge (Elhachemi, 2020). To create a competitive advantage, firms need to harvest and exploit knowledge (Qiu and Haugland, 2019) In fact; possession of information regarding different issues makes people more confident and more possibilities to decide their business strategies. Therefore we propose a positive correlation between possession of information about alliances and positive strategic alliances.

2.5.2 An Overview of Strategic Alliances
There exist several academic definitions of strategic alliances. According to O'Dwyer and Gilmore (2018), a strategic alliance is a purposive relationship between two or more independent firms that involves the exchange, sharing, or co-development of resources or capabilities to achieve mutually relevant benefits. It involves integrating the firm capabilities with another firm as partners to create synergy for better performance. 
Further, Burgelman (2020) defined a strategic alliance as a strategic coalition that needs a good partner to conduct a developing partnership, where organizational resources and capabilities are equitably shared and new ones are acquired and developed. Similarly, Yuan, et al. (2018), describe strategic alliances as collaborative efforts between two or more firms that pool their resources in an attempt to realize mutually compatible goals that they could not achieve easily alone. A similar definition was also provided by employed by Bubmann, Panz, and Schweighofer (2018). 
Despite the numerous definitions, one can view similarities between them in terms of having two or more parties who are cooperating, looking to share their resources soon mutually improve their performance either through learning and knowledge sharing or through creating opportunities to create competitiveness. Furthermore, a strategic alliance has to contribute to the successful implementation of the strategic plan; therefore, the alliance must be strategic. The alliance relationship has to be supported by executive leadership in the alliance and formed by lower management level at the highest step macro level. 
While the subsequent doesn’t represent a comprehensive definition of a strategic alliance, at this stage, one might define a strategic alliance as a relationship between organizations to achieve the successful implementation of a strategic plan (Gundolf, Jaouen, and Gast, 2018).  In simple words, a strategic alliance is usually just mentioned as a “partnership “that allows businesses to join forces for an interdependent opportunity and sustained competitive advantage (Huda, et al., 2019). Strategic alliances have various structures based on the sort of relationship within the companies in the alliance. Different forms of alliances, therefore, exist depending on the kind of partnership that the firms decide to engage in (Dyer, et al., 2020).  

They can be divided into contractual agreements which can be further broken down in terms of traditional contracts and non-traditional contractual partnerships where non-traditional contractual partnerships consist of several examples of strategic alliances such as joint R&D, joint marketing, and joint manufacturing, arrangements to access mutually complementary assets or skills and standard setting. Alternatively, there are equity arrangements that may be sub-divided into no creation of latest firms, or creation of separate entities which are the 2 areas where equity-based strategic alliances fall (Ongsakul, Parameswar, and Dhir, 2019). 

These areas can further be subdivided into minority equity investment and equity swaps in form of no creation of the latest organizations. In forms of the creation of separate entities, they can be divided into joint ventures, 50-50 joint ventures, and unequal ventures (Dyer, et al., 2020). To summarize, strategic alliances exist in several forms and are created in a manner that will be advantageous to the businesses involved. This incorporates the use of either contractual arrangements or equity arrangements and strategic alliances are further categorized based on the specific characteristics of the alliance. 
Further, Burgelman (2020) defined a strategic alliance as a strategic coalition that needs a good partner to conduct a developing partnership, where organizational resources and capabilities are equitably shared and new ones are acquired and developed. A strategic alliance is also defined as the partnership of two or more corporations or business units that work together to achieve mutually beneficial and strategically significant objectives (Wang et al., 2018). For companies, strategic alliances stand as an important instrument to ensure the knowledge capability and the availability of complementary resources (Lubello et al., 2015).

Jiang et al., (2016) are of the view that strategic alliances become a popular vehicle for organizational learning and knowledge sharing Although strategic alliances offer opportunities for knowledge sharing, they also carry the risk of knowledge leakage to partners (Jiang et al., 2016). Further, O'Dwyer and Gilmore (2018) referred strategic alliance as a purposive relationship between two or more independent firms that involves the exchange, sharing, or co-development of resources or capabilities to achieve mutually relevant benefits.
Burgelman (2020) defined a strategic alliance as a strategic coalition that needs a good partner to conduct a developing partnership, where organizational resources and capabilities are equitably shared and new ones are acquired and developed. For the research, this study follows Burgelman (2020) definition. Moreover, strategic alliances give the firm access to external resources that can enhance a firm’s ability to compete against rivals (Dyer, et al., 2020). 
In addition, strategic alliances may offer resources that enhance the firm’s capacity to respond to rivals’ attacks and therefore enhance its performance. Resources derived from alliances allow a firm to attack its rivals and/or to enhance the credibility of the threat of cross-market, further increasing the benefits of the alliance formed to its performance. Much of the previous research has emphasized that strategic alliances contribute to reducing risks because uncertainties are shared across firms, limiting the risk exposure of any one firm. For example, Das and Teng (2019) argue that alliances provide a superior vehicle for gaining access to new complementary products or technologies without all the risks of internal development. Echoing this view, Dyer et al. (2020) indicate that “companies enter into alliances in order to gain access to external resources and share risks.”  

Degener, Maurer & Bort, (2018) have argued that the success of any single alliance depends on some key factors that are relevant at each stage of alliance evolution). These include the formation phase, wherein a company decides to initiate an alliance that selects an appropriate partner, (b) the design phase, wherein a company and its partner set up appropriate governance to oversee the alliance, and (c) the post-formation phase, wherein a firm manages the alliance on an ongoing basis to realize the value (Haghighi and Jalali, 2018; Xia, et al., 2018). 
Finally, Gundolf et al. (2018) suggest that alliances, joint ventures, and other forms of cooperation are largely pro-competitive because they help firms reduce risk. Researchers in strategy alliance literature have made similar complaints, touting one advantage of strategic alliances as the “risk-sharing” component (Jagannathan, 2018). Despite widespread agreement that strategic alliances are mechanisms for risk reduction, empirical support for this view is limited. The current research has found that strategic alliance enhances the performance of a firm which leads to a competitive advantage. 

According to the identified aspects, it is possible to establish the importance of the use of strategic alliance in determining the course of action of institutions (Lehene and Borza, 2018). The whose contributions of such alliances are multiple such as; an optimization of resources, technologies, gaining access to new markets, good products, and services, the strengthening of leadership, and the commitment of people linked to the organization (Huda, et al., 2019).  

A strategic alliance is a good strategy for microfinance that employs various techniques and factors to perform collectively specific tasks systematically, based on the achievement of clearly defined objectives and processes (Golesorkhi, et al., 2019). This strategy is characterized by a long-term orientation, written strategies, and evaluation and monitoring (Johnston and Douglas, 2013). This orientation involves an extensive analysis of the environments in such a way as to help strategists and managers successfully address the major challenges facing their organization (Bryson, 2018). 

In the literature, Keith (2020) investigated how to make alliances count through creating innovation for spearheading growth in the company. The results of their study indicated that strategic alliances facilitate the growth of companies through gaining access to the foreign market and increase organizational performance through experience and knowledge. The author concluded that the basic conditions in entering the strategic alliance are the methods of forming alliances, types of alliances, and elements of alliances. 

Ko, et al., (2018) researched the effects of strategic alliance emphasis and marketing efficiency on firm value under different technological environments. The research was based on data from 337 alliances from 1994 to 2014. Of these alliances, 177 involved computer equipment companies and 160 involved food companies. The results showed that market efficiency creates no value in a high-tech industry and that there exists a negative effect of market efficiency on firm value in a low-tech industry. In addition, the type of strategic alliance does not have a statistical influence on firm value. 

Kim (2016) carried out a study on the effect of strategic alliance types such as; joint venture, technical alliance, joint technical development, and joint marketing alliance on company productivity in South Korea. The study employed a two-stage least-squares method and found that joint ventures positively affect firm performance and that the formation of international intra-industry alliances has a positive impact on firm performance. Hung and Lin (2015) conducted a study to investigate how competitive priorities relate to organization performance, with the inclusion of strategic alliances; its mediating effect was examined for MFIs in Taiwan. The study used SEM as a data analysis tool. The study results showed that quality and flexibility priorities can improve organizational performance. Strategic alliances directly influence firm performance. Through the full mediating effect of strategic alliances, cost priority enables a positive impact on organization performance. 

Muthoka and Oduor (2014) investigated the effects of strategic alliances on the organizational performance of supermarkets and their alliances in Kenya. The study employed a multiple regression model to analyze data and the study findings showed that strategic alliances positively and significantly affected supermarket performance. The study results indicated that technological strategic alliances had no significant impact on the levels of performance of a firm. They also indicated that there was a weak, negative effect on production strategic alliances and performance, for the supermarkets while for supermarket alliances there was a

large positive effect on the two variables. 
There was a strong, positive effect on marketing alliances and performance for the supermarkets. In general, the results stated that strategic alliances had a strong relationship with performance’s supermarket. Correspondingly, Muange and Maru (2015) carried out a study to determine the effect of strategic alliances on firm performance and the moderating effect of company size in retail organizations in Nairobi County in Kenya. The study findings indicated that joint marketing alliances, procurement-supplier alliances, joint manufacturing alliances, and technology development alliances had an important and positive effect on organization performance.  Therefore, their findings also shown that joint marketing, procurement-supplier, joint manufacturing, and technology development alliances mostly augment organization performance. Additionally, the authors concluded that strategic alliance assists organizations to improve production efficiency, and profitability. Strategic alliance also helps with the availability of products to the last users. 

Strategic alliance enables the companies to participate more in corporate social responsibility projects which in turn successively improves the living’s quality of the communities around them. However, in order for a strategic alliance’s objectives to be accomplished, a strategic fit is mostly required otherwise the formed alliance could be jeopardized Medcof (1997: 720). This requirement is not easy for some MFIs to fulfill so that they could adhere to an alliance, and this could be an obstacle or one of the disadvantages of a strategic alliance.  

On the other hand, a strategic alliance’s advantage is that the proliferation of strategic alliances in recent years marks a shift in the conception of the intrinsic nature of competition, which is increasingly characterized by constant technological innovations and promotion, distribution, speedy entry into new markets and product’s production and services. The critical part played by technology and promotion, distribution, and speed in the new competitive calculus, among other factors, has led to the contention that the key to success in the coming years lies in creating collaborative advantage through strategic alliances.
2.5.2.1 Factors to be Considered in Strategic Alliance Formation  
There exist several endogenous and exogenous factors that require to be considered in strategic alliances to ensure their success. To get an overall understanding of strategic alliances, Klus et al. (2019) argue that the motives behind the strategic alliance, selection of partners, control, and performance of the alliance need to be taken into consideration.  Previous academic research showed that the factors to be analyzed include organizational fit, cultural fit, operational fit, and human fit (Xia et al., 2020), while Mathuki et al. (2019) contend that firms engaged in alliances due to resource interdependence and the need for the firms to have direct control on certain resources for their better performance. 

Additionally, to Das and Teng (2019), strategic alliance formation also requires a real focus on risk reduction while Yamakawa et al., (2011) also place priority on organizational and environmental fit. This case primarily specialized in strategic alliance and management in terms of motives behind the alliance also as partner selection and strategic fit. The consideration of partner selection is especially based on the fact that the success of an alliance heavily relies on the selection of the proper and effective partner in terms of core competencies, capabilities and tangible and intangible assets. 
Strategic fit is highlighted during this case because the organizations in an alliance should be compatible in terms of strategy. This is supported by the strategic intent of the organization (Wang, et al., 2018) and will be considered as compatibility in strategy, or lack, therefore, affects strategic alliances’ success or failure at the end of the day.  

Partner Selection: The failure or success of many alliances can easily be traced to partner selection; partner selection is a crucial factor to be considered before going into a strategic alliance. As Wang et al. (2018) argue, alliance success is influenced mainly by smart partner selection. It’s therefore necessary to thoroughly analyze potential partners, because the choice of partner may affect the benefit that firms can gain from the alliance (Degener, Maurer, and Bort, 2018). 
Shah and Swaminathan (2008) highlighted four key factors which have an outsized influence on partner selection and subsequent strategic alliance performance; they include “trust, commitment, complementarity in terms of skills and resources, and value or financial payoff”. The main target of the case however will consider partner resources and strategic fit. Furthermore, in choosing appropriate partners, strategic alliance research also identifies four Cs (compatibility, capability, commitment, and control) as criteria for successful pre-selection of alliance partners consistent (Hagedoorn, et al., 2018). 
While these issues are examined differently in diverse inter-organizational contexts, not much work has been done to research empirically how this issue influences the evaluation of alliance decision-making; therefore we propose a positive influence between the high level of partner identification and therefore the positive alliance engagement. Expected characteristics of the relative size, resources, and market power of the partners affect the choice of engagement in an alliance. Alliances between equally strong, equally weak, or unequal partners are often dramatically different in their alliance motives and structuring process. Partner asymmetry which allows one partner to exercise power and control over another partner is one of the key alliance motives. Some of the stronger partners ally with the hidden agenda of capturing the weaker ones (Hoffmann, et al., 2018; Xia, et al., 2018).  

Small organizations are likely more vulnerable to their alliance partners’ opportunistic behavior (Maher, 2018). Hence we propose that asymmetry (size, technology, facilities, market, sector, location, and business relation) of enterprise characteristics increases positive alliance decision-making. Trust Partners’ trustworthiness influences the conduct of the partners altogether stages of alliance development. 
Trust is influenced by cultural background. Various studies seemed to point out the role of cultural beliefs within the performance of work organization, evaluation, and perform their work (Bubmann, et al., 2018). The construction of stereotypes relating to the country’s culture affects the way of doing business (Elia, Petruzzelli & Piscitello, 2019; Belderbos, et al., 2018). Some factors are considered in selecting a partner: complementary, resources relative to their value, status similarity, direct prior alliance experiences, indirect prior alliance experiences, and prestige. This research suggests special attention to the trust built by the prestige of partners, particularly in developing countries whose economies are fragile and highly vulnerable. Therefore, we propose that there's a strong influence on the extent of trust built by the prestige of a partner and therefore the positive alliance decision-making. 

Partner Resources: Dyer, et al. (2020) described complementary resources as the degree to which firms in an alliance are ready to eliminate deficiencies in each other’s portfolio of resources (and, hence, enhance each other’s ability to realize business goals) by supplying distinct capabilities, knowledge, and other resources. O'Dwyer and Gilmore (2018), complementary resources are mandatory in strategic alliances and are therefore a basic requirement to be considered during alliance formation. 
Additionally, Dyer, Singh, and Hesterly (2018) addressed the fact that the greater the complementarity in resources among alliances the greater the likelihood of alliance success. Belgraver and Verwaal (2018) further support the necessity for complementary resources arguing that the motive of the organization to form strategic alliances is the high payoff for cooperation particularly when institutions are in an undesirable strategic position or vulnerable situations. 
They further state that in such cases, strategic alliances can provide critical resources, both concrete ones like specific skills and financial resources also as more abstract ones like legitimacy and market power that improve strategic position (Dyer, et al., 2018). Dyer, et al. (2020) using the resource-based view to research the explanations for firms forming strategic alliances argued that resources provided both the requirements and therefore the opportunities for alliance formation. 
Complementary resources play a crucial role during the entire process of strategic alliances, thus before entering strategic alliances firms need to thoroughly evaluate partners’ resources in terms of both tangibles and intangible resources. According to Anatan (2018), firms can incorporate important skills or knowledge by developing them, acquiring them through knowledge transfer, or gaining access to them. Thereby, within the case of strategic alliances, firms can unite others who have already got the critical resources that are needed. In doing so, firms need to select future partners carefully otherwise it's going to affect alliance success. This is often particularly important for firms that are in emerging markets where the winning technology and appropriate distribution channels are often unclear as is the eventual direction of the market. 

In summary, firms tend to form alliance partners with rich, complementary resources to compensate or strengthen their capabilities and thus enable them to realize new competencies which can be either tangible like financial assets, technology, etc., or intangible like reputation, brands, managerial skills, etc. It can therefore be said that these resources should be aligned with the requirements of the alliance partner. Complementary resources are critical for organizational learning and gaining new knowledge or competencies which can help firms’ long-run development. 
2.5.3 An Overview of Technological Alliances
As noted by Xinet et al. (2019), globalization and the increasing intensity of product market competition are increasingly driving organizations to develop competitive strength through the development and utilization of technological assets. As internal sources of technology alliance development are often insufficient to cope with complex and uncertain technological alliance developments and external knowledge acquisition which has become a cornerstone of many firms’ R&D strategies. Technology alliances with MFIs are key success factors. There has been experiencing impressive growth in the number of technological alliances, i.e. inter-organization cooperation agreements implying joint innovative activities or exchange of technology. 
Technology-based alliances include, among others, transfers for property rights i.e.‘technology for cash’, licensing agreements, R&D contracts, and joint R&D (Giovanni, et al., 2016). Technological alliance agreements, providing firms with access to external information and know-how, increase firm performance, both supporting marketing activities and products and service development and MFIs with strong technological alliance capabilities can not only mitigate such alliance risks but also rapidly identify and access partner technologies and exploit complementary resources to enhance their market performance (Schilling and Phelps, 2017); Dyer, et al., 2020). 
Furthermore, technologically MFIs are better able to manage inter-organizational technological transfers and thereby can exploit existing and new knowledge in an alliance. Firms in a partnership can ensure that they gain from their alliance through a sharing platform of their knowledge base as well as the technological advantages possessed by the individual firms. Such collaborative efforts are usually driven by the self-motivating need to stay abreast with new technology needed to move the firm to greater heights. Further, it is noted that when small firms ally they can be able to pool together enough resources for research and development for innovation and technology adoption (Degener, et al., 2018). 
Some scholars have empirically tested the impact of technological and knowledge cooperation with universities and other research institutes on firms' performance. For instance, Anatan (2018) investigated knowledge transfer within university and industry alliances. The findings pointed out the aspect of knowledge and skill transfer through alliances between universities and industries. Further, there exists within such cooperation a technological transfer where the practical aspects within industries are transferred to the universities. De Silva and Rossi (2018) undertook a study on the effect of firms’ relational capabilities on knowledge acquisition and co-creation with universities. This empirical evidence pointed out that collaboration between firms and university stands to benefit both the firms and the universities in a knowledge-sharing approach to their cooperation. 
As such, the firms which interact with universities ensure that there is the alignment of the knowledge gap needed as well as the innovation that the firms need that can be generated in the university. Further research by Johnston and Huggins (2018) on university-industry linkages indicated that collaborative linkages between firms and universities create an atmosphere for technological, skills, and knowledge transfer.  Nevertheless, the dimensions of technology in alliances affecting the performance of microfinance remain under-explored by academics and a solid empirical base is needed (Schilling and Phelps, 2017). Furthermore, much research suggests that technology alliance advantages may not be sufficiently exploited; they need to be combined with alliance management capability for the partnering firms to enjoy the full benefits that accrue from such partnership within the emerging economies (Narula and Verbeke, 2015). 
The need for the broader development of technology assets and a broader search for sources of new technology has been accompanied by an increasing internationalization of R&D and external knowledge acquisition (e.g. Archibugi and Michie, 2018; Prashantham and Yip, 2019). Foreign R&D to make new technologies is an element of the response, as firms have to get access to centers of excellence in scientific and technological development additionally on pools of talented scientists and engineers at lower costs. While there is abundant literature on the performance effects of alliances (e.g. Bouncken, et al., 2018), very little attention has been given to their joint effects on performance. 
Furthermore, compared to the innovative contribution of M and As, the performance consequences of technology alliances have been the subject of much more extensive research and the evidence has been much less ambiguous. The majority of research has found out that technology alliances have a positive influence on innovative performance. For instance, Prashantham and Yip (2019) attested to this with the certainty of how local firms can compete with multinationals through alliances that create value partnerships through R&D and technological alliances. Much of the more recent research has focused on the properties of the broader alliance network of firms and the position that firms take in this network (Li, Qiu, and Wang, 2019; Kohtamäki, Rabetino and Möller, 2018). 
Surprisingly, the contribution of engaging in international alliances to innovative performance has received only scant scrutiny. The few studies that have paid attention to the international dimension have suggested that international alliances can serve a "radar function" by linking firms to diverse partners and accessing novel information in a world that is dynamic and not very transparent (Duysters & Lokshin, 2018). For example, Duysters and Lokshin (2018) found out that innovative firms are more likely to possess a broader portfolio of international alliances than non-innovators or imitators. The study by Lavie and Miller (2018) offered further support for this argument. Their results showed that moderate levels of international partner diversity (measured as a composite of several national-level differences like geographical, cultural, institutional, and economic diversities) contribute to improved (financial) performance. 
They argued that when the international diversity of partners is neither too low nor too high, firms can understand partners’ backgrounds and accordingly adopt collaborative routines that are effective in bridging national differences. Regarding choices, in the literature on external technological sourcing, one major strand has focused on the factors shaping the choice between alliances and M and As (Bouncken, et al., 2018; Cui and O'Connor, 2018; Carayannopoulos and Auster, 2015). The main conclusion emanating from this literature is that the flexibility and limited financial commitment of alliances are particularly preferred under circumstances of technological and market uncertainty.  

Hagedoorn and Duysters (2018) found that firms prefer M&As for their core businesses, while they demonstrate a higher preference for alliances in their other businesses where they lack key competitive advantages. The size of the target firms has also been found to be of importance. on condition that large target firms are rather difficult to 'digest' and integrate and diseconomies of scale and scope may arise when an organization acquires more knowledge than what's desirable, alliances could also be simpler (Arunachalam, et al., 2018).

On the other hand, alliances are found to be less effective in the sourcing of complex knowledge because access to complex knowledge requires access to a variety of knowledge elements (Carayannopoulos and Auster, 2017). Alliances limit the interaction to specific segments of the organization, and hence do not ensure broad access that will ensure the transmission of complex knowledge. Knowledge is regarded as the single most important resource for firms active in high-tech industries (Cui and O'Connor, 2018). 
The event of technological knowledge bases increasingly relies not only on internal technological strengths but also on knowledge sourced from, or jointly developed with, other firms. within the past twenty years, strategic technology alliances have received substantial attention as a way to mix internal and external technological capabilities to improve technological performance (Laursen and Salter, 2016). Increasing R&D costs, the growing sophistication of technologies, and the potential of emerging technologies to undermine the competitive positions of incumbents have spurred the growth of ‘learning alliances’ through which companies can speed up their capability development and exploit knowledge developed by others (Grant and Baden-Fuller, 2017). In general, market transactions are assumed to be a weak alternative to alliances as most valuable knowledge is seen to be cumulative and tacit.  

This specific nature makes it hard to transfer knowledge between organizations through market transactions (Cui and O'Connor, 2018). Furthermore, the creation of a strategic technology alliance network can facilitate access to technological resources across industries or technological fields. Alliances are often used by companies as instruments to acquire technical knowledge and to develop new skills that reside within the partnering companies (Prashantham and Yip, 2019; Islam et al., 2018). Previous research has established that technology alliances often have a positive impact on the technological performance of companies (Cui and O'Connor, 2018; Meyer and Peng, 2016). 
Technology alliances can ease several transactional and contractual differences, enable firms to scan their environment for new windows of opportunities and promising new technologies (Duysters and de Man, 2018), and lower the risks and costs of developing new technologies in-house (Meyer and Peng, 2016). On the other hand, research on inter-organizational networks in general and technological alliance networks, in particular, has also pointed out that involvement in a broad range of alliances may lead to saturation and over-embeddedness in the network (Prashantham and Yip, 2019). 
A strong inter-firm network could lead to inertia that holds organizations back from severing ties with existing partners and/or from entering into other and potentially more successful strategic alliances. This may be due to an implicit expectation of loyalty to alliance partners and pressure from their partners to replicate ties within the group (Prashantham and Yip, 2019). Meyer and Peng (2016) argued that the collective alliance capital resulting from dense networks can limit a firm’s openness to information and to alternative ways of technology development, which may cause to a “collective blindness” that has detrimental effects on technological competitiveness. Embeddedness in existing technology partnerships can create a dependence that increases the likelihood of a company falling into the so-called familiarity trap (Islam et al., 2018). It is argued that experience and competence in a specific set of technologies lead to the emergence of a dominant logic (Kohtamäki, et al., 2018) and an increasingly rigid view of technological capabilities (Cui and O'Connor, 2018). 

This, in turn, reduces the probability of a firm’s willingness to practice other problem-solving appropriate approaches. This absence of experimentation reduces the chance that a company will discover new technological opportunities in high-tech industries (Islam et al., 2018). As the benefits of expanding the alliance network may be limited, likewise the costs of allying can increase substantially in the number of alliances.  

Gomes - Casseres (2017) has shown that there is an upper limit to the number of alliances that a company can manage successfully. Alliance management draws on the same, scarce, managerial resources and management attention and management also has to coordinate across alliances (Islam et al., 2018). Management attention and integration costs may grow exponentially beyond a certain number of alliances (de Man and Luvison, 2019; Duysters and Lokshin, 2018) and a firm’s effectiveness at managing its alliances will decline with the number of alliances it maintains (Islam et al., 2018). 
Larger technological alliance portfolios increase the risks of dealing with various, often unfamiliar streams of knowledge that are increasingly difficult to integrate (Grandstrand, 2018; Ahuja and Katila, 2016). Therefore, an organizations commence to suffer from information overload and diseconomies of scale. A second reason for increasing costs of alliances is that unwanted knowledge spillover and free-rider effects are likely to increase as the number of alliance partners grows. More partners imply more potential free-riders or ‘recipients’ of spillover while, at the same time, resources and management time to monitor this need to be spread over a larger number of partnerships. 
This suggests that fewer managerial and R&D resources is also freed to consider the absorption and integration of technology developed within the alliance. The above arguments suggest that a rise in alliance portfolio size at some point results in reduced marginal benefits and effectiveness of additional alliances, whereas the additional costs of adding new alliances will increase (Prashantham and Yip, 2019). 
Finally, technology development in institutions has usually supported a mix of internal and external technological learning. The event of technological knowledge bases increasingly relies not only on internal technological strengths, but also on knowledge sourced from, or jointly developed with, other firms. Within the past twenty years, strategic technology alliances have received substantial attention as a method to mix internal and external technological capabilities to enhance technological performance (e.g., Meyer and Peng, 2016; Xu and Meyer, 2013). 

A growing number of studies have investigated the impact of portfolios of technology alliances on firm performance (Hagedoorn and Schakenraad, 2015; Bengtsson, Raza-Ullah, and Vanyushyn, 2016).) Other studies have examined the role of internal technological capabilities and technology portfolios on firms’ innovation performance, with particular attention to the role of technological diversification (e.g., Meyer and Peng, 2016; Wiersema, 2013). Further, technological capability building, internal technological development, and external technological learning have to be considered jointly in their impact on technological performance.
Technological strategic alliances as a variable gather the total number of strategic alliances that an organization has developed in innovation, staff training (R&D) in new technologies, and funding over some time (Bouncken, Clauss, and Fredrich, 2016). This variable is operationalized by summing the various agreements the organization has developed. Given that the impact of alliances on firm performance should be assessed after they have ended, (Bengtsson, Raza-Ullah, and Vanyushyn, 2016) only measured the alliances that had been completed at the time of the survey. 
Camisón, et al., (2017) conducted research on the effect of participation in technological strategic alliances on business performance by considering the knowledge-based distinctive competencies as a mediating variable using a sample of Spanish firms. Results from their findings proved that the relationship between research and development (R&D), innovation strategic alliances, and performance is mediated by the generation of knowledge-based distinctive competencies; and that the input of the participation in alliances to the growth of the organization’s knowledge stock depends on its creation of innovation competencies. This implies that R&D managers should enhance the development of this kind of competency to achieve superior performance. 

Jabar, Othman, and Idris (2011) examined the relationship between organizations' resource availability and absorptive capacity of alliances with organizational performance in Malaysia. Therefore, the study showed that in a real sense absorptive capacity positively affects strategic technology alliance. Additionally, it indicated that the type of alliance positively leads to strategic technology alliance formation as well. However, the findings showed that there is no negative relationship between the resource availability of organizations with strategic technology alliances. Finally, the study showed that strategic technology alliance negatively affects organizational performance.
2.5.4 An Overview of Marketing Alliance
There is intense competition and constantly changing marketing conditions in modern-day business. Due to these reasons, firms are increasingly becoming innovative to maintain their competitive edge. One of the solutions to remain competitive can be achieved through marketing alliance (Thomaz and Swaminathan, 2015). Therefore, a growing stream of research in marketing focused on the study of strategic alliances and how they add value to the market position of the firm is important (Anderson, Håkansson, and Johanson, 2017). 
The main goals of marketing alliances usually include obtaining essential knowledge for brand new products and development, attaining marketing resources, and gaining mutual business benefits from the connection. The common marketing strategies employed in strategic alliances are; brand alliance, distribution channel sharing, and joint promotional activities for new products (Yang and Meyer, 2015; 2019). Subsequently, alliance members expand their marketing strategies to reinforce their partners ‘competitive advantages within the market, allowing the partners to take care of sustained, mutualist cooperative relationships. Baker et al. (2018) indicated that marketing strategic alliances are based on the principles of resource sharing and cooperation, which enable alliance members to achieve certain objectives. Within the business world context, the forces of globalization and competition have led to a big shift within the institutional structure of organizations, from a stiff hierarchy to a more fluid and disaggregated institutional structure comprising of internal and external networks (Zhang and Wu, 2017).
Different from hierarchical forms of organization, networked organizations are structured such that innovation and marketing coordination takes place at the core and an increasingly large number of strategic alliance partners supplement the efforts of the firm in various crucial aspects e.g., gaining access to new markets, new technologies and developing new products and services. In this section, the focus was particularly on marketing alliance, which is defined as formal agreements between two or more organizations that focus on downstream value chain activities (Yang and Meyer, 2015; 2018). 

In addition, marketing alliances form a network wherein a given alliance acts as a conduit for the flow of data and resources between otherwise unconnected institutions. Consequently, each firm's unique position in this connection or network can affect its performance over time (Thomaz and Swaminathan, 2015), and it is used by organizations to access adequate resources, capabilities and signal quality (Swaminathan & Moorman, 2009). 
From this perspective, some researchers have shown that marketing alliances can lead to an increase in organizational performance (i.e. Thomaz and Swaminathan, 2015). In contrast, Watts and Koput (2019) in their paper researched whether a firm’s position in a network of market alliances influences the performance of the firm. The results revealed that having a prominent position in a very market network can harm the performance of the institution especially when uncertainty is high. Supplementary, marketing alliance has a long tradition of examining dyadic exchange relationships involving buyer-seller relationships (Palmatier, 2018). Supplementary, marketing alliance needs really to be understood as alliances that are formalized collaborative arrangements between two or more organizations focused on downstream value chain activities (Forkmann, Henneberg, and Mitrega, 2018). 
Consistent with recent research on the impact of marketing activities on firm value, marketing alliances can increase firm value in several key ways. First, a marketing alliance gives the firm access to new markets (Yang and Meyer, 2015; 2018). For example, by allying with a well-entrenched retailer, a firm gains access to the retailer’s customers. This access could augment the level and speed of firm cash flows. Second, a marketing alliance provides a firm with access to whole products, product features, brands, or services (Yu, Rahman, and Yan, 2019; Xia, et al., 2018; Thomaz and Swaminathan, 2015). 

 Such access could help the organization create stronger offerings, which can augment customer acquisition, satisfaction, retention, and associated cash flows. Third, a marketing alliance supplies a firm with access to new knowledge and skills (Qiu and Haugland, 2019; Carayannopoulos and Auster, 2015). Such access implies that firms don't have to develop these internally. Thus, income levels thanks to lower costs and income speed increase because the firm is accessing existing resources.
Achrol and Kotler (2018) predicted that as the institutional structure of firms shifts from hierarchical forms to networked organizations, marketing outcomes would increasingly be determined by competition between networks of institutions. Literature on strategic alliances in marketing has primarily focused on the dyadic level of analysis (e.g. Leischnig and Geigenmüller, 2018), though recent efforts have also explored how marketing alliances of inter firm agreements contribute to various aspects of performance. This study examines whether marketing alliances as a variable, defined as alliances that enable a firm to gain access to new resources, markets, brands, and products including services (Zhang and Wu, 2017), have an impact on firm performance. Hence, marketing alliances assist in diversifying a company’s product portfolio and extending its geographic reach, both of which reduce the volatility of the firm’s demand.
Thus, investors evaluating a marketing alliance announcement generated new value expectations based on firm-specific factors, which in turn impacted the firm’s idiosyncratic risk. Furthermore, marketing alliances can be a diversifying force, helping the firm gain access to new markets or products and services through external partnerships rather than through costly internal development. To the degree that these new acquisitions are unrelated to the firm’s previous market or products and services offerings, the firm’s cash flow volatility should decrease (Xin, et al., 2019). 
For example, the U.S. toy manufacturer Hasbro partnered with Gameloft, a French game developer, to leverage some of its intellectual property (My Little Pony and Littlest Pet Shop) on mobile gaming platforms (Hasbro 2012). This agreement extended Hasbro’s portfolio into digital gaming, in which revenues increased more than 4% in 2011, while the toy industry in the United States experienced a 2% decline in the same period (NPD Group, 2012; Price water house Cooper, 2012).  In this case, Hasbro allied to increase the number of product and service categories it operates in, making up for any downsides in one business with upsides in a different category. 
By combining unrelated or, at least, imperfectly related businesses or markets, a firm can reduce the volatility of its cash flows and, by doing so, reduce its idiosyncratic risk. Marketing alliances can also strengthen a firm’s positioning and increase its brand equity by acquiring new brand associations, as in the case of branding alliances. Furthermore, Leischnig and Geigenmüller (2018) defined marketing alliances as formalized collaborative arrangements between two or more organizations focused on downstream value chain activities. This is consistent with recent research on the impact of marketing activities on organization value (Geyskens, et al., 2018). 
Therefore, marketing alliances can increase organization value in several key ways. First, a marketing alliance gives the firm access to new markets (Forkmann, Henneberg, and Mitrega, 2018). For example, by allying with a well-entrenched retailer, an organization gains access to the retailer’s customers. This access can increase the sales level, and speed of the organization's cash flows and distribution. Second, a marketing alliance provides an organization with access to entire products, product features, brands, or services (Bouncken, et al., 2018; Mohan, et al., 2018). Such access can help the organization create stronger offerings, which can increase customer acquisition, satisfaction, retention, and associated cash flows. Third, a marketing alliance supplies an organization with access to new knowledge and skills (Zhang and Wu, 2017). 
Such access means that organizations do not need to develop these internally. Thus, cash flow levels due to lower costs and cash flow speed increase because the organization is accessing existing resources. In marketing, Houston, Johnson, and Shane, (2000) find out that firm returns from governance choice i.e., contract versus joint venture in buyer-seller alliances depend on supplier investments and the ability to monitor partners. 

Mohan, et al. (2018) found out that new product development alliances, some of which also involve marketing activities improve organization shareholder value. The extensive support provided by the marketing activity impacts overall firm performance and value in financial markets, whether, through advertising (Forkmann, Henneberg, and Mitrega, 2018), improvements to consumer satisfaction (Fornell, et al., 2018) helps develop a focus on service or focusing on brands (Forkmann, Henneberg, and Mitrega, 2018).
Moreover, the marketing concept holds that the marketing function might be a consideration of relationships, and as such the discussion of marketing’s impact on organization performance enjoys the consideration of more complex relationships between entities outside of traditional institutions boundaries. The foremost commonly thought-of assets under the control of a marketing manager, like consumer, brand, and channel equities are market-based. For example, a consumer’s brand equity is a function of the strength, valence, and uniqueness of the associations the consumer has made with the brand under some influence from the firm’s marketing efforts. 
This value’s equity illustrates the propensity of purchase, and if aggregated across all consumers, also offers a decent explanation for the degree of products sold, revenues generated, and any volatility observed if we consider these revenues over time. Hence, consumers don't hold these brand associations in a vacuum. On the other hand, the consumers resident in a world full of interactions, where they can both be influenced by other consumers, other types of brands, and competitive or cooperative marketing efforts. Therefore, it is not surprising that social network theory which allows us to chart, quantify, and study this interaction found applications in the marketing alliance literature.  Network concepts should not be just useful to managers in connecting institution action to firm performance (Leischnig and Geigenmüller, 2018), but also in the development of managerial tools and procedures that allow them to generate at least a temporary competitive advantage in the market and improve firm performance. 
2.5.5 An Overview of Products and Services Alliance
The microfinance industrial sector faces the particular challenge of developing new products and services through alliances. This section analyses the financial performance consequences of product and service alliances. Product and service alliances exist among firms seeking to develop their products or service to increase their customer base. Partners seeking this kind of alliance may be motivated by the existence of a particular resource, knowledge, or skill in another party that they intend to benefit from. 
As such, a company with not enough resources for R&D and innovation may seek a product and service alliance with another partner to gain a way of improving and innovating their products and services. However, product and service alliance is no longer the exclusive domain of product and service companies (Bettencourt and Brown, 2019). Product-driven or goods-based alliance refers to those companies typically classified within the industrial sector whose core market offering is a physical good, systematically adding alliance products and services to their traditional product-based business (Bouncken, et al., 2018). 
Nowadays over 30% of large manufacturing firms venture into the product and service business alliance, with the proportion increasing to almost 60% in Western economies (Neely, 2016). For instance, Caterpillar, IBM, Siemens, and Philips, Claas developed from a real and pure product manufactured of agriculture firms (e.g. harvester, mowers) into a service provider of maintenance, repair, and technical training services, where the development of new product and services alliance are an integral part of the overall business strategy. An organization’s engagement alliance is a fundamental driver of organic growth and key to establishing and sustaining competitive advantage (De Faria and Mendonça, 2018; Lindstrom, 2017). 
Despite a lively debate about how exactly firms’ alliance outperforms non-innovators, researchers and practitioners generally agree on the beneficial performance effects of strategic alliance in terms of products and services. In addition, products and services alliances are the key factors to consider for a company to develop a sustainable competitive advantage (Shelbum, 2018). The introduction of a new attractive product or service alliance enables a firm to remain successful in the short run as competitors catch up.
 To remain successful for a long period, companies-alliance should possess the capacity to consistently design and deliver good products and/or services together with good quality to meet the required standards. In product and services innovation within an alliance, there are strategies developed by researchers through which a product and service alliance can penetrate and remain attractive to the market. These strategies include; overall cost leadership, differentiation, and focus (Porter, 2018). 
This implies that organizations employing cost leadership, differentiation, or focus strategies, businesses enterprises can achieve substantial and sustainable competitive advantage over their competitors in the same industry. An organization must, therefore, choose the kind of competitive advantage intending to pursue and determine the scope within which it will attain it. Therefore, the cost leadership strategy is achieved through experience, efficient production facilities, and low operating costs achieved through programs like quality management (Nguli, 2017). 
In cost leadership, firms benefit more if there is increased managerial efficiency in leveraging operation costs. To understand more products and services offered by organizational institutions in cooperation, the study looked into the operational framework of microfinance institutions, especially in Rwanda. Concerning product alliance, empirical studies typically found positive effects on financial performance outcomes ranging from moderate ((Hult, et al., 2014; Danneels and Kleinschmidt, 2018). For instance, product and service alliances correspondent positively to revenue growth as stated by (De Faria & Mendonça 2017) and profitability indicated by (Cozza, et al. 2016). In this regards, several meta-analyses affirm the positive effects of product innovation on organization performance (Bowen, et al. 2015; Calantone, et al, 2015). When it comes to service alliances empirical controversy remains on whether they can directly impact the bottom line and thus truly differentiate an organization in the marketplace (Bettencourt & Brown, 2019). 
Researchers and practitioners have expected positive performance effects (Aas and Pedersen, 2017; Kindstroem, 2017) following the assumption that they exert indirect effects on company performance through improved customer satisfaction and loyalty (Baines, et al., 2018). Further, amongst others, Thakur and Hale (2015) confirm a positive effect on the loyalty of existing customers as well as the attraction of new customers to the firm. However, other studies document that the development of new services alliance can also directly impact financial outcomes such as revenue growth (e.g., Cainelli, et al., 2016) and profitability (e.g. Cheng and Krumwiede, 2018), and ultimately firm value (Dotzel, et al., 2015). 

To date, most of the empirical studies emphasize on companies operating exclusively in the firm-service sector. Colm, Ordanini, and Parasuraman (2017) analyzed the financial outcomes of product and service alliances in the hotel industry, while Cainelli et al. (2018) considered various service sectors, ranging from software development to hotels and financial services. While empirical studies pay particular attention to the financial service sector (Papastathopoulou and Hultink, 2017).  

Yet the overall results remain mixed, Aas and Pedersen (2017) found no effect of service alliance on company profitability and profitability growth, and Mansury and Love (2018) observe an insignificant relationship between service alliance and economic value added per alliance. Due to the lack of empirical evidence, open questions remain concerning the impact of product and service alliances on the performance of the Microfinance industry. Particularly, practitioners need to understand the consequences of the strategic impact of product and service alliances to inform management decisions (Barczak and Kahn, 2018). To shed more light on this important area of strategic alliance research, the study investigated the following research questions: what was the effect of product and service alliance on the performance of MFIs in Rwanda? 
2.5.6 An Overview of Organizational Performance
The concept of organizational performance is predicated upon the thought that a corporation may be a voluntary association of productive assists, including human, physical, and capital resources, for the aim of achieving a shared purpose. Those providing the assets only commit them to the organization so long they're satisfied with the worth they receive in exchange, relative to alternative uses of the assets (Arena, Azzone, and Bengo, 2018).  It is also often assumed that organizational performance is relatively stable, predictable, determinable, and controllable (Cannella and Monroe, 2018). Organizational performance is a high sort and research variable, but difficult to conceptualize. The treatment of performance in a research setting is probably one of the thorniest issues confronting academic research today (Muñoz and Kimmitt, 2018).
The definitional problem arises largely because the organization has multiple stakeholders such as shareholders, employees, customers, suppliers, community, and regulatory government agencies with varied and sometimes incompatible needs and expectations. This has resulted in several indicators of organizational performance. For instance, Steer (2017) identified 15 different indicators that have been used by one or more analysts in the measurement of organizational performance. These include; adaptability flexibility, productivity, satisfaction, profitability, resource acquisition, absence of strain, control over the environment, development, efficiency, employee retention, growth, integration, open communication, and survival. Consequently, organizational performance is a multidimensional concept, reflecting both financial and non-financial indicators.
 Prashantham and Yip (2019) grouped these indicators into three - outcomes, processes, and structure. Outcomes measures target materials or objects on which the organization has performed some operation. The process assesses efforts rather than effects. Structural assess the capacity of the organization for performance. Multiple indicators resulted in a number of definitions of organizational performance.  Hagedoorn, et al. (2018) organizational performance is the degree an organization achieves its goals, the degree an organization acquires the needed resources, the degree an organization maintains internal harmony, and the degree an organization satisfies its stakeholders. 
The above definition reflects some models of organizational performance. However, Prashantham and Yip (2019) highlighted several difficulties evident in the measurement of organizational performance.  First, the longer-term performance is also a mirrored image of past performance, secondly, the organization's performance are often reversed over time because of feedback mechanisms, and third, those differences exist between short-term and long-term influences on organizational performance. 
There's evidence suggesting that a corporation forming alliances will enhance its organizational performance (Nielsen, 2017). According to Lebans and Euske (2016) firm performance is a set of financial and non-financial indicators which offer information on the degree of achievement of objectives and results. In this current study, the firm performance has been measured by the use of a three-item scale: profitability, return on assets (ROA), and sales growth. Furthermore, studies show the employment of those indicators to live changes in knowledge, competencies, and learning of organizations.
Shrader (2016) adopted sales growth; Goerzen and Beamish (2015), ROA; and Dussauge, Garrette, and Mitchell (2017) increased market share. Moreover, the averages of the three indicators which are the observable variables used to determine the firm performance. When conducting research that involves stores and non-store organizations then it’s vital to adopt a common measure for both sets of firms. In addition, Yamakawa, et al. (2017) studied exploration versus exploitation in alliance portfolio looking at performance implications of organizational, strategic, and environmental fit. They used organizational performance as a dependent variable using return on assets (ROA) obtained from the year-end report in Standard and Poor’s COMPUSTAT (SPC) to capture the magnitude of organizations’ economic performance. 
They acknowledged that organizations forming more exploitation alliances as against exploration alliances tend to possess higher performance within the near term. This means that exploitation alliances may bring more direct and immediate benefits to the parent organization in comparison with exploration alliances, which supports March’s (2017) original contention that returns to exploitation are “positive, proximate, and predictable. Many ideas begin by explaining more about what performance is as an example consistent with Prashantham and Yip (2019), performance is defined in terms of output terms like quantified objectives or profitability. 
Performance is the topic of in-depth and increasing empirical and conceptual investigation within the small business literature Arena et al., (2018). The problems that remain unresolved are the goals against which performance should be assessed and from whose perspective the goals should be established (Muñoz & Kimmitt, 2018). Alasadi and Abdelrahim (2017) in their study stated that ‘the most commonly adopted definition of success or good performance is financial growth with adequate profits.’ Other definitions of success or good performance are equally applicable. For instance, some entrepreneurs regard success or good performance because of the job satisfaction they derive from achieving desired goals. However, financial growth thanks to increasing profits have been widely adopted by most researchers and practitioners in business performance models (Kessy, 2019). 

Global Entrepreneurship Monitor (GEM) Kessy, (2019) defined performance about positive outcomes as results of equitable use of resources. Performance entails the act of doing something successfully using knowledge as distinguished from merely possessing it. However, performance seems to be conceptualized, operationalized and measured in several ways thus making cross-comparison difficult (Muñoz & Kimmitt, 2018). Recognizing the restrictions of relying solely on either financial or non-financial measures, owner-managers of the fashionable small businesses have adopted a hybrid approach using both financial and non-financial measures. 
Prashantham and Yip (2019), define performance as a function of a corporation's ability to satisfy its goals and objectives by exploiting the available resources efficiently and effectively. Studies by Hagedoorn et al. (2018) show that performance is often measured at both organization and individual levels and this measurement is usually mentioned as performance appraisal. The author urged that organizations desired potentials in terms of capacity attraction, market share, and financial strength which performance is the difference between those potentials and what has been achieved. 
The World Bank defines financial self-sustainability because of the process of accelerating the capacity of institutions or groups to form choices and to rework those choices into desired actions and outcomes (Muñoz and Kimmitt, 2018). Central to the present process are actions that both build individual and collective assets and improve the efficiency and fairness of the organizational and institutional context which govern the utilization of those assets. To make sure financial viability, sustainability must be central within the planning and day-to-day operation of the firm. Indeed, financial sustainability is often considered a crucial dimension because it may be a condition for achieving sustainability of another project component. 
It’s achieved if the revenues of the firm are much greater than the expenditures that the organization experiences. However, financial sustainability is an output of the sustainability of other components at an equivalent time. Financial sustainability may be a key factor for institutions' sustainability because it may be a condition for achieving sustainability of other components and therefore the survival of tiny and Medium Enterprises (Arena et al., 2018). Moreover, financial sustainability is predicated on a given minimum purchasing power and sufficient density of potential organizations' customers. Additionally to budgeting, bookkeeping, and strict financial discipline Small and Medium Enterprises should establish financial controlling mechanisms keeping them informed of the status of planned vs. actual expenditures, earnings, and cash flows (Gnyawali & Charleton, 2018).  
2.5.6.1 Determinants of Organizational Performance  
Some factors have been widely identified as determinants of organizational performance. These include; structure, environment, leadership variable, organizational strategy, organizational culture, and organizational climate (Marques, 2018). It is notable that these factors exist as organizational performance determinants: organizational structure, environmental characteristics, technology, organizational culture, leadership style, job satisfaction, and organizational commitment (Hagedoorn, et al., 2018).
2.5.6.2 Organizational Performance and Strategic Management  
Some studies are conducted on strategic management and organizational performance. Edison (2017) investigated the connection between work team strategic management and work team performances. The study was conducted on 57 students project teams in 12 classes of (327 respondents during a defense acquisition university executive level, six-week management class in six locations in San Diego. Results of the study revealed a direct relationship between work team strategic management and team performances altogether with 15 hypotheses tested. This means that a significant relationship was observed in both composite and dimensional analyses of strategic management. 
A limitation of this work is within the instrument used to measure strategic management. Strategic management exists in the statement of mission, vision, and objective, but not every statement in mission, vision, and objective is strategic management. Strategic management involves statements of intention and action (Gnyawali and Charleton, 2018). Contrarily, the measure developed and used for the study were statements on mission, vision, and objective that did not express strategic management. Samples of statements within the measure were “how similar is your understanding of your work team’s purpose thereto of the opposite members of your work team?” “How similar is your understanding of your work team’s objectives thereto of the opposite members of your work team?”. 
Fawcett, Smith, and Cooper, (2017) conducted a survey on 131 senior executives to investigate whether there was a relationship between strategic management and firm performance. They found out that the best obstacle to competitive success seems to be maintaining focus and consistency among strategic goals and value-added capabilities and they concluded that what's measured is more important to employees than the stated strategic intent. 
In Japan, Laguinto (2011) investigated the connection between intended strategies and performance in manufacturing firms. Using the order of entry i.e. pioneering and leapfrogging this mixed method, qualitative and quantitative study concluded that intended strategies have a real impact on firm performance and this impact is contingent on environmental factors, within the case of the study and the prevailing business climate. 

Marques (2018) investigated the connection between strategic management, among other variables, and organizational performance in the pharmaceutical industry. Within the qualitative study, three hypotheses on strategic management-organizational performance were tested. These were, (a) firm-level strategic management is negatively associated with short-term firm performance, (b) there exists a negative relationship between the extent of strategic management and magnitude of short-term performance, and (c) that the negative short-term effects of firm-level strategic management will attenuate over time. 
While the information analyzed confirmed the primary two hypotheses, the third hypothesis was not supported. Richard (2018) study was a very creative study. It goes beyond the mere examination of the direct relationship between strategic management and organizational performance. During this study enterprise performance has been measured in terms of employing a three-item scale: profitability, return on assets (ROA), and sales growth. 
2.5.7 An Overview of Strategic Alliances Management
Strategic alliance management is the source of the partners to be proactive, and the formation of alliances enables firms to gain a competitive advantage for three main reasons. First, only a small number of ‘best’ e.g., more prominent, resource-rich, experienced) alliance formulations may be available, which leaves late movers with suboptimal options (Leischnig and Geigenmüller, 2018). Thus, alliance pro-activeness can help organizations to realize first-mover advantages, especially when future relationships tend to evolve from earlier relationships (Baum and Silverman, 2018).  

For instance, Baum and Silverman (2018) found out that biotech ventures achieved superior growth by quickly obtaining many R&D alliances, while Leischnig and Geigenmüller (2018) found better performance for proactive firms with strong partner-search capability. Second, early movers may create entry barriers by forming alliances that inhibit entry by third parties and thereby create a source of competitive advantage. 
Zhang and Wu (2017) strategic alliance management has a great impact on the firm performance due to its management of the formed alliances, even if in most cases the success or failure of those alliances depend on the capability of alliances and management of parent firms. According to Leischnig and Geigenmüller (2018) the activities are largely carried out by individuals involved in the day-to-day management of the alliance. For example, Cisco had had two failed alliances with Motorola and Ericsson. The partners had turned into rivals since of acquisitions, and acquisitions had turned allies into adversaries. 
Muthoka and Oduor (2014) note that with insider knowledge of each other, sought to use the information they had against each other. This example illustrates how management would invoke the failure or success of technological alliances. Considering products and services alliances, in 2001 South African brewing giant, SAB Miller ceded the production of its key beer brands to Nairobi-based East African Breweries Limited (EABL) – its main challenger in the Kenya beer market following a bruising battle in which consumer hostility was spewed at Castle Lager. 
Castle Lager is reportedly working to replace EABL as Kenya's national football team sponsors hence seeking to revive its presence in Kenya by 2014 (Mabuka, 2013). Regarding marketing alliances, Media24 a South African organization trading by the name East Africa Magazines Limited (EAM), started joint operations with Nation Media Group (NMG) in 2005 to publish ubiquitous southern African named the Drum, True Love, and Move in the City of Nairobi. The coexistence lasted only four years as NMG, East Africa’s largest media company, pulled out of the deal, taking with it a number of the journalists and salespeople. This left Media24 vulnerable. This explains the impact of management on marketing alliances (Muthoka and Oduor, 2014). Furthermore, strategic alliance management plays a crucial role for alliances to survive and achieve common goals. Dyer, et al. (2018), and Islam et al., (2018) argued that through effective creation and management of strategic alliances, companies can utilize strategic alliance management as a source of competitive advantage. 
This is further supported by Shreiner et al., (2018) who argued that strategic alliances impact firms’ performance and therefore their ability to manage effectively alliance can be a source of competitive advantage. It is, therefore, necessary that alliance management is carried out effectively to ensure the success of the alliance in the long run. This is further supported by Shreiner et al., (2018) who argued that strategic alliances impact firms’ performance and therefore their ability to manage effectively alliance can be a source of competitive advantage. It is, therefore, necessary that alliance management is carried out effectively to ensure the success of the alliance in the long run. 
2.5.7.1 Alliance Management Capability  
Alliances enable firms to access complementary resources and know-how that is controlled by their partner and unattainable in the market (Zhang and Wu, 2017). In alliance management, the firms' abilities to assess the value of partner resources, assimilate and utilize them for commercial purposes, and enhance critically the firm’s competitive positioning (Sarkar, et al., 2019). As such, alliance management capability helps firms to develop new partnerships, and augment their resource base (Stuart, et al., 2017). 
Further, it constitutes a specific form of dynamic capability that helps firms to transform their operational resources to sustain competitive advantages in changing environments (Zhang and Wu, 2017). Similarly, Heimeriks and Duysters (2018) suggest that learning from alliances increases a firm's ability to perform repeatable patterns of action concerning, for instance, identifying partners, initiating relationships, or restructuring alliances. It enables firms not only to benefit from singular alliances but from a portfolio of alliances (Zhang and Wu, 2017). 
Empirical studies confirm the importance of alliance management capability, showing its association with performance indicators at multiple levels of analysis, including new product and service development (Leischnig and Geigenmüller (2018), operational performance (Rungsithong et al, 2017), alliance portfolios and stock market value (Sarkar, et al., 2019). Many researchers suggest that technology alliance advantages may not be sufficient: they need to be combined with alliance management capability to be exploited successfully in an emerging economy (Narula and Verbeke, 2015). 
The development of an alliance management capability can even be beneficial in alliance management. According to Sarkar, et al., (2019), alliance management capability is defined as a multidimensional construct that comprises skills to address three main aspects in managing a given alliance and these include “coordination, communication, and bonding. Coordination focuses on the creation of specific tasks and responsibilities for alliance partners so as to prevent conflicts within the alliance. 
Communication focuses on the ability to relay any necessary information as soon as it is required, while bonding focuses on an attraction or psychological linkage that arises between alliance partners when one partner is close to receive some instrumental value from its partner. Developing an alliance management capability is vital because it helps partners manage their interdependencies while establishing clear communication between them which is important to make sure that that alliance is successful within the post-formation stage and beyond. To further develop strategic alliance capabilities it is essential that the alliance partners clearly state specific roles and tasks that partners should carry out which further avoids conflicts and misunderstanding. 
Alliance partners should also have a clear feedback mechanism to ensure the proper flow of relevant information which can lead to the development of interdependencies within the alliance (Leischnig and Geigenmüller, 2018). Finally, bonding includes various tasks such as providing reliable and timely responses to a partner’s work-related needs, being proactively responsive to its concerns, spending time connecting with a partner, and remaining in frequent contact. Alliance management capability incorporates a critical impact on strategic alliances' success since it's been viewed as a source of competitive advantage and it's, therefore, necessary for firms to develop alliance management capability which is especially useful in the post-formation stage of the alliance (Sarkar, et al., 2019).
Dyer, et al., (2018) further advocate for the use of a dedicated strategic alliance function to coordinate all alliance interests and therefore spread the know-how from the alliance throughout the company. They further suggest that the position ‘chief alliance manager’ be created to ensure the alliance runs smoothly. In summary, the effective management of an alliance to ensure its success is dependent on the development and applicability of the alliance management capability through communication, coordination, and bonding.
2.5.7.2 Codified Tools to Alliances Management 
Firms can implement four deliberate processes to find out, accumulate, and leverage alliance management knowledge either from their own alliance expertise or from that of others. Usually, individual managers in a firm are the primary repository of useful alliance management experience and knowledge gained from prior or current alliance experience. As such, an organization can undertake efforts to assist individual alliance managers to articulate their personally held know-how of alliance management. 
By doing so, the firm can capture and externalize that knowledge so that other managers in the firm can learn from those experiences. A firm can go a step further and codify its accumulated alliance management know-how in the form of usable knowledge objects, such as alliance management guidelines, checklists, and manuals that includes best practices to manage the various phases and decisions within the alliance life cycle. 
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2.5.8 Critical Review
As presented in the previous sections, different empirical research has been conducted across the globe regarding strategic alliances as well as regarding organizational performance. As pointed out, the authors have tackled a wide range of perspectives like Wang et al. (2018) on the increase of market power; competitive advantages discussed by Cobeña, et al. (2017); Keith (2020) who discussed alliance as a means of creating business networking. On their part, Dyer, et al. (2020) see alliances as means for exchanging, sharing, or co-development of products-services and technologies. 
Yuan, et al. (2018), describe strategic alliances as collaborative efforts between two or more firms that pool their resources together for their benefits; while Jiang et al., (2016) pointed out that these are vehicles for organizational learning and knowledge and Yang & Meyer (2018) evidenced that sharing marketing alliance gives the firm access to new markets. Xin, et al., (2019) pointed out that marketing alliances can be a diversifying force for alliance partners while still can be platforms for new product development as pointed out by Mohan, et al. (2018). 
However, some authors have looked at the challenges that face alliances. For instance, O'Dwyer and Gilmore (2018) on the difficulty in coordination of alliance activities which tend to undermine alliance performance; Gundolf, Jaouen, and Gast (2018) found out that organizational complexity can make alliance partners face difficulties while formulating alliances. All this literature has widely covered strategic alliance but piecemeal. Different authors have tackled the alliances from a singular perspective.
The current research provides a wider coverage of strategic alliances that included technological alliances, marketing alliances, and product and service alliances as well as evidence of the mediating effect of strategic management alliances. Only a few researchers like Islam, Hossain, and Mia (2018) have concentrated on small firms regarding the strategic alliance. Moreover, the authors have discussed more or less left out the service industry, to which strategic alliance can be beneficial.
2.5.9 Research Gap

2.5.9.1 Theoretical Gap 
To understand more and have a common sense of the theoretical gap, one is pointing at an area for which theory falls short, which means also that no published theory has addressed the concerned area (Sylvester, Tate, and Johnstone, 2013). In this current research, the author followed the conceptual framework proposed by Matata Muthoka and Petronilla Oduor, the two authors who conducted a study in a manufacturing company in Kenya. Their conceptual model has been developed and applied in Rwanda whereby there are yet no published theories and the same conceptual model regarding strategic alliance in Microfinance Institutional towards organizational performance. Furthermore, in reviewing various theoretical models used in strategic management, three basic theories were identified that closely explain strategic alliances. The theories have therefore been applied in this study as a basis to explain and test the concepts under review. 
Those theories were transaction cost theory, strategic behavioral theory, and resource-based view theory. However, these theories have only been applied in other fields and general management of the business. To this end, therefore, the theories have not particularly been applied or tested empirically in the field of strategic alliance, more so, for the MFI. This was identified as the existing theoretical gap. The theoretical models like the resource-based model have not yet been tested before in the formation of alliances. The transactional cost model that supports the idea of an alliance has not yet been tested before in MFIs' formation of alliances either, and strategic behavior theory has not yet been tested in MFIs as well. 
2.5.9.2 Contextual Gap 
Previous studies have abundantly discussed the subject of the effect of strategic alliances on organization performance in different fields. However, there is a limited number of studies regarding MFIs (Díaz et al., 2017). Furthermore, those few existing research on microfinance institutions is particularly conducted in the advanced countries, developing and African countries, where Rwanda belongs are almost unsearched (Vonortas and Sofioleas, 2017). A review of the literature has shown that there is no literature on the subject matter in Rwanda. To cover the contextual knowledge, this research was conducted to assess the effectiveness of strategic alliances on the performance of microfinance institutions in Rwanda.

2.5.9.3 Knowledge Gap 
Microfinance institutions have been in the marketplace for decades, but their operations and competitiveness in the market do not always match their large counterparts. This may be attributed to a lack of resources, experience, firm age, or other factors. Yet, these shortcomings would be easily taken care of in these microfinance institutions would embrace strategic alliances. However, there exists a knowledge gap among the MFIs and the managers / chief executive officers (CEOs) on the possibilities and benefits of engaging in the alliance. This has made a strategic alliance to be more practiced among large firms and other industries other than service industries. This was identified as the knowledge gap in this research which intended to bridge this gap by increasing the awareness among the MFIs of the possibilities and the benefits of engaging in a strategic alliance. 

2.5.9.4 Empirical Gap 
The discussed empirical studies demonstrated that the relationships between strategic alliances and business performance are mixed. The effects of strategic alliance on organization performance remain debatable since some of the researchers showed that there is a lack of a direct effect of strategic alliance on organization performance.  Some authors like Ritala, Hallikas, and Sissonen (2018); conclude that there is a negative impact of strategic alliance on firm performance while others confirm that there are several advantages of entering into strategic alliances (Soares, 2017), (Muthoka and Oduor, 2014), (Plazibat and Davor, 2013). There is very little empirical literature on strategic alliance in the service industry, and very little empirical literature in the MFI sector (Franco and Haase 2015; Chi and Soldi, 2017). 

Moreover, there is empirically a huge gap in the literature regarding strategic alliance in microfinance Institutions in the least developed countries (Hagedoorn, et al., 2018) such as Rwanda, thus this current research was carried out to close the gap. According to the existing literature, there were few existing studies conducted with the setting based on small and medium enterprises (SMEs) in advanced economies (Díaz et al., 2017; Hungar and Wheelen, 2014). The mentioned few studies did not include the strategic alliance’s aspect in the MFI industry. 
According to the existing empirical literature regarding the field of strategic alliances, the service business alliances remained understudied, especially in the financial service industry (Chi and Soldi, 2011). Furthermore, there were discussions and misunderstandings on the effects of strategic alliance on organization performance which were a subject of debatable since researchers showed there was a lack of a direct effect of strategic alliance on organization performance (McCutcheon and Stuart, 2015) is why there was a need for more studies to clarify such contradiction. Thus this current research is carried out to bridge the gap and utilized in the MFI domain.  
2.5.10 Conceptual Framework
A conceptual framework is an instrument to be used in guiding the inquiry. It is, therefore, the researcher’s position on the problem and gives the direction to the study. Furthermore, it's going to be an adaptation of a model employed in a previous study, with modifications to suit the inquiry. Except for showing the direction of the study, through the conceptual framework, the researcher is ready to show the relationships of the various constructs that he wants to research. 
Figure 2.1 presents the conceptual framework of this study in a form of a schematic presentation to explain the relationship between the study's independent variables, dependent variables, and mediator variables. The conceptual framework described in this study clarifies ways in which strategic alliance is influenced and how strategic alliance positively affects organizational performance and vice versa based on resource-based theory. The constructs displayed in the figure were developed both from empirical studies and theoretical reviews.  
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Figure 2.1: Conceptual Research Model Showing the Effect of Strategic Alliance on the Performance of Microfinance Institution in Rwanda.  
Source: Researcher, 2019 



Empirical research has shown that strategic alliances can be carried out under different formats where firms may enter into alliances based on a particular aspect of the firm. For instance, Giovanni, et al. (2016) and Schilling and Phelps (2017) on the technological alliance, Thomaz and Swaminathan (2015), and Yang and Meyer (2019) and on the marketing alliance, and Bouncken, et al. (2018) on the product and service alliance. 
In addition, the three theories, namely, transaction cost theory, strategic behavioral theory, and resource-based view theory, used in this research have been tested based on the constructs. The transaction cost theory is linked to the motivation that drives firms to engage in alliances, which is to reduce the costs associated with business operations. This is linked to the costs associated with developing new products/services and launching them into the market. Both the technological alliance and the product and service alliance are founded on the transaction cost theory arguing that firms engaged in these types of alliances can benefit from the synergy created. Consequently, they can reduce the costs associated with building their technology or their product or service. 
The strategic behavioral theory is linked to the market behavior of firms regarding strategic alliances. Lastly, the resource-based theory is linked with the firms’ resource capabilities to develop new products/services. It is also linked with the technological capabilities of these firms as well as their market positioning whenever they engage in alliances. In brief, therefore, the technological alliance and the product and service alliance are explained by both the transactional cost theory and the resource-based theory while the marketing alliance is explained by the strategic behavioral theory. Owners of microfinance institutions can better facilitate organizational performance between workers and the organizations they work for, using new technology, marketing, and quality products and services. 
Technological factors are; funding, innovation, and training. In addition, marketing alliances are measured by distribution, sales, and promotion while product and services alliance is measured by design, jobs, quality, standards, purchasing, and capital. Firm performance is measured by the return on assets (ROA), profitability, and annual sales. Finally, strategic alliance management is measured by responsibility sharing, knowledge sharing, coordination of activities, tasks, and resources as well as the creation of new assets and capabilities. 
This study applied a seven-point Likert scale ranging from 1 to 7 and the dependent variable (firm performance) is measured by ratios. The combination of these factors incites good performance and augments competitive advantage which increases organizational revenue and productivity hence bringing in organizational performance.  It is better to realize these factors for proper utilization of alliance management

Table 2.1: The Summary of Empirical Studies 
	No.
	Author
	Country
	Methodology

	Dependent
	Independent
	Moderating or control variable
	Results

	1
	Muthoka & Oduor (2014)
	Kenya
	Independent one- way ANOVA (chi-squares and Pearson moment 

correlation)
	Organization performance
	Strategic alliance
	SA Management Organization al culture 

Organization al structure
	The results indicated that strategic alliances had a strong relationship with supermarket performance.

	2
	Kim (2015)
	Korea
	Two stage Least square
	Firm productivity
	-Joint Marketing; 

Joint Technical; Technical alliance; co productivity 
	-
	The study found that the engagement in joint ventures positively affects firm productivity and that the formation of international intra industry alliances has a positive impact on firm productivity.

	3
	Hung, & Lin (2015)
	China 

(Taiwan)
	SEM
	organization performance
	Cost; Quality; Delivery; 

Flexibility.
	Strategic alliances 
	This study demonstrates that quality and cost priority can both enhance SMEs marketing position and lead to competitive advantage. The arguable ‘trade- off concept of manufacturing strategy can be overcome through strategic alliances.

	4
	Muange&Mar

u( 2015) 
	Kenya
	Multiple regression analysis
	Firm performance (marketing, technology and production/manufacturing alliances)
	Strategic alliances
	
	Study findings indicated that joint marketing alliances, procurement supplier alliances, joint manufacturing alliances and technology development alliances have significant and positive effect on firm performance. 

	5
	Plazibat & Davor (2013
	Croatia
	SEM
	Firm performance (Knowledge, experience)
	Strategic alliances
	-
	The results of their study indicated that strategic alliances facilitate companies to enter into a foreign market and increase firm performance through experience and knowledge off concept of manufacturing strategy can be overcome through strategic alliances.

	6
	 Jabar, 

Othman&

Idris (2011)
	Malaysia 
	SEM
	Organizational performance
	Resource 

availability, absorptive capacity, type of alliances
	Strategic alliances
	The result indicated that collaborations and partnerships is factor of consideration to enhance capabilities and performance.

	7
	Ko, et al.
(2018)
	Republic of Korea
	Random 

Effect model
	Firm Value
	Market efficiency Strategic alliance emphasis
	Technologic al 

environment
	Alliance success depends on market efficiency, Negative relationship between market efficiency and firm value That the type of alliance does not significantly affect firm value

	8
	Klus et al. (2019)
	Germany
	Exploratory research design
	Digital innovation
	Strategic alliance
	
	The results showed that different motivations drive organizations to seek alliance. For banks, they are looking for technological innovation while for fin techs they seek for resources 

	9
	Lavie and 

Miller (2008)
	USA
	SEM
	alliance portfolio internationalization
	Financial performance
	_
	Their results show that moderate levels of international partner diversity (measured as composite of several national level differences like geographical, cultural, institutional and economic diversities) contribute to improved (financial) performance. The results provide support for the sigmoid relationship as well as for our predictions that firms which have gained experience with foreign partners and maintained wholly owned subsidiaries in their partners' countries of origin can overcome some of the liabilities of API and better leverage its benefits
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	Faems et al., (2010)
	Netherla nds
	SEM
	Technology 

Alliance, 

Portfolios and 

Financial 

Performance
	Value‐Enhancing and Cost‐

Increasing Effects of Open Innovation
	Strategic alliance
	They stated that “working together with other organizations might encourage the transfer of codified and tacit knowledge, resulting in the creation of resources that would otherwise be difficult to mobilize and develop”. Moreover, as a result, technology alliance portfolio diversity has a positive impact on internal innovation efforts, which increases product innovation performance. On a managerial level, these findings suggest that, when making technology alliance decisions, managers not only should consider the potential benefits of such collaborative strategies but also should take into account the additional costs of intensifying the technology alliance portfolio. 
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	Hernández, 

Cardona &

Del Rio, (2018)
	Canada
	Qualitative and quantitative approach
	Management, 

Strategies,  competitiveness

ss 


	Globalization, SMEs, and markets
	Strategic alliance
	Their research revealed that strategic alliance is presented as a response to the need to structure its actions according to the fulfilment of visions, missions and objectives coherent with the reality of its position in the market, and its internal conditions.  The contributions of strategic alliance are multiple such as an optimization of resources, technologies, gaining access to new markets, good products and services, to the strengthening of leadership and commitment of people linked to the organization. 
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	Ferreira, A., & Franco, M. (2019)
	Portugal
	SEM
	Strategic alliance
	Human capital development
	
	The results showed that knowledge/learning, efficiency and market alliance have strong influence on human capital development


2.5.11 Chapter Summary
Among patterns of cooperation within microfinance institutions, strategic alliances are becoming more and more popular owing to their high strategic flexibility. The success rate and effect of such alliances are on the rise globally. Strategic alliances are formations that seek to achieve organizational objectives through collaboration rather than through competition and thus making such partnering organizations gain a competitive advantage over their rivals. Furthermore, strategic alliances have been recognized as a strategic coalition that needs a good partner to conduct a developing partnership, where organizational resources and capabilities are equitably shared and new ones are acquired and developed (Burgelman, 2020). Moreover, it is considered an important dimension in enhancing organizational performance (Plazibat and Davor, 2013). 
Literature has identified numerous advantages for an organization to enter into strategic alliances, and those include cost savings, market penetration, and retention, financial injection, infrastructure constraints, circumventing institutional constraints, and market stability. In general, strategic alliances are operationalized in terms of technological, marketing, and product and service alliances which when forged by the organization affect firm performance shown by the organization's return on assets, sales growth, and market share (Muthoka and Oduor, 2014). 
CHAPTER THREE
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY
3.1 Overview
Chapter three presents the research methodology that guided the study in assessing the effect of strategic alliance on the performance of microfinance institutions. It comprises of various subsections mainly overview, research philosophy, research design, survey population. Others include; area of the research, sample size, sampling procedure, sampling methods, variables and measurement procedures, methods of data collection, data processing and analysis, validity, and reliability as well as ethical consideration. 

The chapter presents the roadmap which states how the study was conducted. It states techniques that were used to get the data and how the data were collected, presented, and analysed. It is a pathway, an overall scheme, or a blueprint that guides the researcher from the starting point up to the completion of the research. The procedure comes up with solutions to problems under investigation and gives the whole picture of how the research was conducted (Palitano, Walton, and Parrish, 2018). Each of the elements above mentioned is discussed in line with the purpose and objectives presented in chapter one and the literature presented in chapter two. 

The goal of this study was to assess how strategic alliances which are constituted by variables such as; technological alliances, market alliances, and products and services alliances were posited to affect the performance of microfinance institutions in Rwanda. The current research is based on a quantitative method approach. The quantitative research method is a systematic scientific inquiry that uses quantitative data, numerical and/or statistical data. Due to the nature of this study, the questionnaire was employed as the research strategy.
3.2 Research Philosophy

The research philosophy adopted by a researcher in any research shows the assumptions on how that researcher views the world (Kumar, 2020). Research philosophy is a belief about how data about a phenomenon should be gathered, analyzed, and used. According to Kumar (2020), there exists four types of research philosophies: positivism, interpretivism, realism, and pragmatism. 

In this study, positivism was adopted as the relevant philosophical assumption to guide this research work because it adheres to the view that only factual knowledge gained through observation including measurement, is trustworthy. Further, positivism is formative and generalizable. This study gathered empirical observations which have been analyzed through statistical tools. 

3.3 Research Design
A design of the study is developed for data or evidence for testing the hypotheses. A design of research involves method, sample, and techniques of research (Singh, 2006). By definition, a study design is the set of methods and procedures used to collect and analyze data in a study (Bhattacherjee,2012). Further, the research design constitutes the blueprint for the collection, measurement, and analysis of data. Flick (2020) defines the research design as the plan and structure of investigation conceived to obtain answers to research questions. Thus, this study employed a causal research design. This study is descriptive and used a quantitative approach to show the relationship between the study’s variables (Independent, Dependent, and Mediating).
3.4 Survey Population
Flick (2020) defines population or universe for a study as any group of individuals or institutions which have one or more characteristics in common that are of interest to the researcher. Kumar (2020) argues that the target population should have the same characteristics as the population of the study. Researchers often select samples in their research because it is difficult to conduct their studies on the whole population (Panke, 2018).  The study conducted a survey on microfinance institutions in Rwanda. The research considered all of the five provinces of Rwanda. As it is indicated in the report of the Ministry of Finance and Economic Planning of August 2013, 416 SACCOs (microfinance at 3 levels) and 75 MFIs were registered, and this makes a total of 491 which was the research population of this study. The researcher was motivated by the need to conduct the research in such a way that all country provinces were represented.

3.5 Area of the Research
The study was carried out in SACCOs, i. e. MFIs at the level and MFIs 220 in total located in four different provinces that are, Northern, Southern, Eastern, and Western provinces including Kigali City in Rwanda. The provinces were selected due to the need of selecting respondents who would represent the entire country of Rwanda. Rwanda is a small country (26,388km2) located in East Africa with an estimated population of 11.9 million (National Institute of Statistics of Rwanda, 2010). 
Data from different institutions located in urban and rural areas would be a good representation of the entire country. The institutions were selected based on the fact that they represent the whole picture of what is currently taking place in the whole country since each province was represented. Therefore, it is in the framework that the researcher sampled the research area in a way that each province is represented so that the results may be generalized to the whole country. The researcher preferred Rwanda and microfinance institutions in particular because the researcher is a Rwandan, A member of the Rwanda Microfinance Association (AMIR), Rwanda Microfinance Association consultant, and Rwanda Microfinance Association Representative in Europe. The researcher knows the microfinance industry, and this knowledge helped him to simplify the task of collecting data and understanding the field. 

The researcher started to work in the microfinance institution as Head of Logistics and Administration supervisor and then transferred to the Credit Department as Senior Credit Officer at Vision Finance Company (an affiliation of Word Vision international).  After that, the researcher found a position in the banking sector at Banque Populaire of Rwanda as a Senior Credit Analyst, then at Kenya Commercial Bank as Credit Monitoring Manager, then as a Credit Risk Manager. In 2019, the researcher started his own company named Global Business Solution Group which is located in Sweden.
The scope of the research was confined to the factors that influence strategic alliances to enhance the performance of MFIs in Rwanda. As indicated by Lubua and Semlambo (2017), the nature and size of microfinance present considerable potential for the use of strategic alliances. This means that MFIs experience their growth resulting in strategic alliances. Therefore, in this study, it was appropriate to study the effect of strategic alliances on the performance of microfinance institutions in Rwanda.
3.6 Sample Size and Sampling Procedure
The researcher surveyed Rwanda to collect empirical data for the study. This study preferred to use a sample instead of the population due to fact that sample data was cheaper and easier to collect, had greater speed. Furthermore, the study used probability sampling procedures. The research considered each of the five provinces of Rwanda. As it has been indicated in the report of the Ministry of Finance and Economic Planning of August 2013, 416 SACCOs and 75 MFIs were registered, and makes a total of 491 which was the population for this research. In this study, one person represented one microfinance as a respondent to answer the research questionnaire. 
3.6.1 Sample Size
A sample is understood as a selected and manageable number of people to participate in research (Amin, 2005). Thus, the researcher could not investigate the total population of 491, thus the sample size of 220 were selected using the Slovene sampling formula (Rosenstein, 2019). The Slovene’s sampling formula goes as follows:
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3.6.2 Sampling Procedure
This research used a sample size of 220 from the whole country. Selecting a sample is an alternative way to study the entire population and data from the sample is generalized to the whole population. Sampling could be a process of selecting elements from a population in such a way that the sample elements selected represent the population. Therefore, the results of collected data from the sample are generalized to the entire population under study. As it is difficult or sometimes impossible to reach each individual from the research population, the researcher has chosen to constitute a sample under which the research was conducted.  

It is in this line that sampling presents strengths by the fact that it reduces costs as collecting data from the entire population is more expensive than collecting data from a sample. Besides, it saves time and it provides greater accuracy because there is careful execution of the task by the researcher because of the limited number of respondents than dealing with the whole population (Bairagi and Munot, 2018). In the selection of respondents, the Slovene formula was used, and the Managing Director of each institution designated a person who was supposed to answer the questionnaire. It used Slovene’s sampling formula (Rosenstein, 2019) to obtain a sample of 220 MFIs. (See the formula above). 
According to Kumar (2020), simple random sampling is the most commonly associated with the survey, where the researcher needs to make inferences from the sample to answer the research questions or to meet research objectives. Burkholder et al. (2019) argue that random samples emphasizing representativeness was seldom be able to produce this kind of insight; it is more appropriate to select a few cases chosen for their validity. It is used to give equal opportunity to all members of the population to be included in the study. The active populations who were in MFIs were selected through this technique. 

3.7 Variables and Measurement Procedures
Performance measures: consistent with prior studies, Return on Asset (ROA), Profitability, and Annual sales we used as a measure of performance. The purpose of using ROA, Profitability, and Annual sales is to capture the institutional executive’s effectiveness for the maximization of profits from investments in assets, and operational performance respectively. In this study, the dependent variable was firm performance while the independent variable was a strategic alliance which had the following constructs: technological alliances, market alliances, and products and services alliances. Further, the study had strategic alliance management as the mediator variable. Firm performance is measured by the Return on Assets (ROA), Profitability, and Annual sales. Technological alliances are measured by funding, innovation, and training.  

In addition, marketing alliances are measured by distribution, sales, and promotion while product and services alliance is measured by design, jobs, quality, standards, purchasing, and capital. Finally, strategic alliance management is measured by responsibility sharing, knowledge sharing, coordination of activities, tasks, and resources as well as the creation of new assets and capabilities. This study applied a seven-point Likert scale ranging from 1 to 7 in the measurement of independent variables i.e technological alliances, product, and services alliances, and marketing alliances and mediating variables i.e strategic alliance management. By using a 7-point Likert scale, the research was able to approximate the measurement scale into an interval scale as proposed by Jackson (2015). The dependent variable or firm performance is measured by ratios. 
Table 3.1: Measurement of the Variables 
	Variable and Question Number in Appendix I
	Source
	Measurement

	Technological alliances (section B) 
	(Muthoka and Oduor, 2014) 
	7 -  Point Likert Scale 

	Product and services alliances (section C) 
	(Muthoka and Oduor, 2014) 
	7-  Point Likert Scale 

	Marketing alliances (section D) 
	(Muthoka and Oduor, 2014) 
	7-  Point Likert Scale 

	Strategic alliances management (section E) 
	(Muthoka and Oduor, 2014) 
	7-  Point Likert Scale 

	Firm performance (section F) 
	(Muthoka and Oduor, 2014) 
	Ratios (ROA & Sales 
ratio) 


Source: Researcher, (2020)
3.8 Methods of Data Collections
3.8.1 Data Sources
The data was obtained directly from the field through a self-administered questionnaire. Data was collected through a structured questionnaire that was answered by selected MFIs in Rwanda. Besides, the data was original and relevant to the research. In addition, the data was up to date and reliable.
3.8.2 Data Collection Procedure and Techniques
3.8.2.1 Data Collection Procedure
Before conducting research meetings with the respondents, the meetings with the senior managers including managing directors were held with appropriate target MFIs to gain acceptance of their participation. Data collection procedures followed as follows: 

i. After samples were marked as available.

ii. The respondents were fully informed about the objectives of the study and were requested to respond to the questionnaire distributed.

iii. The questionnaire was then delivered to the respondent and the date for feedback collection was agreed upon.

3.8.2.2 Data Collection Techniques
Data collection is about gathering of information that makes a researcher get a clear understanding of the problem under investigation. In data collection, a quantitative approach was used and quantitative data was gathered. Different data collection techniques were used to get reliable data. The questionnaire was also distributed to respondents by the researcher and research assistants. Multiple research instruments of data collection allowed the researcher to get relevant information by overcoming boundaries that might occur while using a single technique (Kumar, 2020). By using questionnaires, a large amount of primary data was collected within a short time, and got a deep understanding of the subject matter. Respondents helped the researcher get information in its real originality. 
3.8.2.3 Pre-Test
Before data collection, a pre-test was done to predict the biases of data collection tools and adjust them before the phase of final data collection. At this stage, the researcher collects information through primary data collection tools such as; questionnaires and analyses whether they were set accordingly to meet the research objectives and answering the research questions.  With a pre-test, the researcher got to know whether the data collection tool was clear and understandable to the respondents and make adjustments where necessary. 
The pre-test allowed the researcher to estimate the time needed to take the survey. Further, with the pre-test, the researcher checked the data’s validity, adaptability as well as the accuracy of data collection instruments. Questionnaires were distributed to 18 respondents with the same characteristics as the target population of the study. Thereafter, the questionnaire was adjusted by comments which were given especially the length of the questionnaire.

3.8.2.4 Primary Data Collection
According to Palitano, et al. (2018), primary data are those data collected by the researcher through questionnaires, interviews, observations, and focus group discussions and they are also called original data. The primary data for this research were obtained through questionnaires. Primary data has several advantages; it provides updated information and views of respondents which cannot be found in secondary data. In addition, primary data are likely to be more authentic, valid, and reliable than secondary data. 

Questionnaire: According to Kumar (2020), the questionnaire is a set of questions presented to respondents for answers to understand the issue. Respondents read the questionnaire to understand it, interpret what is expected, and then write down the answers themselves. While using a questionnaire, questions should be clear and easy to understand as there is no one to explain the meaning of questions to respondents. This technique helped the researcher get the right information as respondents expressed themselves freely without any constraint since their answers were anonymous. Questionnaire was composed of close-ended whereby respondents preferred within proposed answers and open-ended questions where respondents had to freely express their ideas towards given questions using their own words. 

Kumar (2020) indicates that a questionnaire has several advantage by saying that it is valuable since it is less expensive and offers greater anonymity by giving respondents sufficient time to formulate accurate responses. It seems that no case is ever perfect, and it has disadvantages. The first limitation is that its application is only to people who can read but this limitation did not affect the present research as it was conducted in MFIs where all of them can easily read and write. The second limitation is that there can be possibilities of unreturned questionnaires, yet in the case of this study all questionnaires were respectively returned. 

In this regard, the questionnaires were administered to 220 microfinance across Rwanda to the different managers and chief executive officers (CEOs) of those institutions, and researcher made a good follow-up of distributed questionnaires. The questionnaire contained close-ended questions to ensure accuracy and consistency of responses from the respondent. The questionnaire utilized a seven-point Likert scale to measure technological alliance, product/service alliance, marketing alliance, and strategic alliance. The scale was made of 1 = strongly disagree, 2 = mostly disagree, 3 = slightly disagree, 4 = neutral, 5 = slightly agree, 6 = mostly agree, and 7 = strongly agree. Likert scale is a psychometric response scale primarily used in questionnaires to obtain respondents' preferences or degree of agreement with a statement or set of statements (Bertram, 2007). 

There are different variations of the Likert scale but the five and seven-point Likert scales are most frequently used in positivist studies (Joshi, Kale, Chandel, and Pal, 2015). The main reason for choosing seven Point Likert scales in this research was that the studies that previously validated the items (e.g. Muthoka and Oduor, 2014; Chang et al., 2018) also used seven-point Likert scales. Moreover, the seven-point Likert scale provides more varieties of options which in turn increase the probability of meeting the objective reality (Joshi et al., 2015). 

On the other hand, performance was measured using ratios obtained through the managers and the financial statements. Therefore, the questionnaire was divided into six sections, namely; Section A for Background information, Section B for the technological alliance, Section C for product and services alliance, Section D for marketing alliance, and Section E for the mediator variable, strategic management alliance. Lastly, the final Section F was administered to the senior managers of MFIs to provide the performance (ratios).
3.9 Validity and Reliability
The validity and reliability of collected data can be affected by participants’ error, participant bias, observer error, and observer bias (Greener and Martelli, 2015). To reduce the possibility of getting the wrong data and consequently wrong inferences, the attention was taken to ensuring both reliability and validity as explained in the following sections: 
3.9.1 Validity
According to Saunders et al. (2015), validity in research refers to the extent to which data collection method or methods measure accurately what is intended to be measured. For this study, the validity was assessed by applying factor analysis. Factor analysis was conducted to test the validity of constructs and determine the factors to retain for modelling. Kline (2014) suggests that before factor analysis is conducted, research should test the suitability of the mode for factor analysis. 

In this research, the factor test was conducted using the Bartlett test of sphericity and the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) test. Later, factor analysis was conducted using the Principal Component Analysis (PCA) method. After the results, factor loading was conducted as well as factor rotation using the orthography method. These procedures were necessary to obtain the validity of the constructs or factors that should be included in the model.

3.9.2 Reliability
Reliability refers to the extent to which data collection techniques or analysis procedures yield consistent findings (Saunders, et al., 2015). The researcher made sure that information obtained from various sources at different times was consistent. Therefore, this study applied internal consistency reliability while making sure that all information by the consent of the respondents gathered was steady. The scale reliability test conducted in STATA gave results of 0.7116 as shown in Table 3.2.  

Table 3.2: Test Scale Using Alpha 
	Test scale  
	Mean (unstandardized items) 

	Average inter-item covariance: 
	.2169548 

	Number of items in the scale: 
	18 

	Scale reliability coefficient: 
	0.7116 


Source: research data, (2020)
According to Esposito, et al. (2010), a scale test using Cronbach’s alpha of 0.7 or more is considered to be sufficient evidence of the reliability of the research instrument. According to Politano et al. (2018), internal consistency reliability is the degree to which the items that make up the scale are all measuring the same underlying attribute. For this study, Cronbach’s α has been used to explore the level of reliability of all the constructs. The Cronbach’s alphas for all constructs should be greater than 0.7, the value suggested by Politano et al. (2018). 
3.10 Data Processing and Analysis
The study used the quantitative method and Structural Equation Modelling for data analysis. The quantitative method allows the description of current conditions and analyses the cause-effect relationship of variables (Kumar, 2020). The quantitative data analysis method refers to presenting quantifiable data either in categorical data or numerical data (Ghauri et al., (2020). Therefore, the quantitative data were presented and analyzed in numerical form and counted as quantities. Frequencies and percentages of respondents on a given answer were presented and commented on. 
The quantitative method was used in quantifying the results while calculating frequencies and presenting results in tables. This method was used in quantifying the results and presenting them clearly in tables and facilitated data presentation and analysis. The quantitative approach helped in the tabulation and quantification of the results. The gathered quantitative information was interpreted and converted into numerical form. Further, SEM was preferred because it is a popular method across disciplines and increasingly is a ‘must’ for researchers in the social sciences (Ling and Ling, 2019). Other studies in strategic alliances have also used SEM, (Plazibat and Davor, 2013), Jabar, Othman, and Idris, 2011). It is a combination of factor analysis and regression or path analysis (Boateng, 2018). The popularity of SEM is based on its role in testing complete theories and concepts.
PLS-SEM is a causal-predictive approach to structural equation modelling that emphasizes prediction in estimating statistical models, whose structures are designed to provide causal explanations (Hair, Risher, Sarstedt, and Ringle, 2019). In addition, SEM's success can be attributed to its ability to evaluate the measurement of latent variables, and test relationships between latent variables (Boateng, 2018). SEM was used to test and determine the coefficients of the structural paths in the research. Different goodness-of-fit tests were conducted to evaluate the significance of the models. Further, the four hypotheses previously formulated were tested for significance, and decisions were made based on the p-values generated.  STATA 16 software was used, and all constructs were modelled using reflective measures. 
The research was based on two main models as presented in these two equations: In the first model, the interest was to determine the direct relationship between the predictor variables Techno (technology Alliance), Market (Market Alliance), and ProServ (Product and service Alliance) on the performance of MFIs. Technology alliance was measured by Techn1, Techno2 and Techno3 while marketing alliance was measured by Market1, Market2 and Market3 using the questionnaire. Similarly, product and service alliance was measured by PorServ1, PorServ2, PorServ3, PorServ4, PorServ5, and PorServ6 also obtained through the questionnaire. 
Performance was determined by finding the average ROA, sales, and profitability of MFIs as provided by the respondents. This model was used to determine the relationship between each of the three predictor variables with performance as the dependent variable. It was used to test the first three hypotheses as stated in chapter one. The second model introduced the mediator variable strategic management alliance (StratMgt) into the first model as shown in the equation. Strategic alliance management was measured by StratMgt1, StratMgt2, StratMgt3, StratMgt4, StratMgt5, and StratMgt6 obtained using the questionnaire. This model was interested in investigating the mediating effect of strategic alliance management on the alliances-performance relationship. 
It was used to determine the mediating effect by investigating the direct effect, the indirect effect, and the total effect between the predictor variables, the mediator variable, and the dependent variable. This model was used to test the fourth hypothesis as stated in chapter one. However, before building the model, preliminary model analysis were conducted to allow the data and the model to meet the assumptions for SEM. 
The basic assumptions for a standard SEM model include sample size, interval scale for data, multivariate normality distribution, model identification, and uncorrelated error terms. The procedure involved four basic steps that were followed. Step one involved building the path diagram in the SEM builder interface. In this, the measurement model and the structural model were drawn as a path diagram connecting latent variables and the observed variables.  

Step two involved testing the reliability and validity of the measurement model. The reliability of the model was tested using Cronbach’s alpha test for reliability. On the other hand, the validity of the constructs in the measurement model was tested using Principal Component Analysis (PCA). Factor loading and rotation helped the researcher to determine the number of factors or constructs to retain for analysis purposes. The third step involved model estimation. The Maximum Likelihood (ML) method was used because there were no missing variables in the data. Four different estimations were conducted in line with the four hypotheses that guided this research. The last step involved examining the results and drawing up a conclusion. Different statistical measures were used to help conclude the model fit and the hypotheses.
3.11 Ethical Considerations
A researcher in all areas of study needs to consider research ethics, especially research which involves human participants. For ethical considerations, the researcher paid attention that ethical principles were observed. Panke (2018) provides the following voluntary participation and harmlessness, informed consent, anonymity, and confidentiality as well as disclosure to comply with ethical standards. The permission was obtained from the management. Some respondents anticipated that responding to the questions was risky on the ground that their responses may affect their work. To reduce this, the researcher envisaged adequately explaining to the respondents that the results of this study were purely for academic purpose and therefore a high degree of confidentiality was assured.  

In this line, respondents were not requested to write their names on the questionnaires, and the researcher collected the questionnaires himself to avoid contacts who may help another person to combine the given information and guess the respondents. Burkholder, et al. (2019) presents the basic ethical principles in research. They argue that these principles need to be respected before respondents take part in any research. Those principles are presented below:
3.11.1 Consent
It should be consent from participants before they take part in any research. In this line, the researcher requested respondents to take part in the research willingly, that is, they were not forced to answer.  Before respondents consent, the researcher had to introduce himself, tell the respondents how and why they were selected and that they were free to change their minds at any time without any explanation. Furthermore, the researcher must make sure that the respondent is ensured that the information given would be strictly treated with anonymity and confidentiality before they agree to take part.  
3.11.2 No Pressure on Respondents to Participate
It should be known that respondents take part in research with no personal interest. Further, they participate to contribute effectively to the research. Incentives to take part should generally not be provided to not make people participate while they would prefer not to take part. If a respondent fails to complete and return a questionnaire, a researcher needs to know in advance what to do. In this framework, the researcher wrote down the respondent's contact (telephone numbers and emails) to make a regular follow-up on the completion and return of the questionnaires. No respondent was pressurized to answer immediately the questionnaire; instead, the researcher left the questionnaires to respondents who were not ready to answer immediately. 

3.11.3 Avoid Causing Harm
It is the responsibility of the researcher to ensure that respondents’ information does not cause any harm. Thus, when the information given is anonymous and confidential, no harm can be observed. This makes respondents willing to participate since they are guaranteed security and protection. On the other hand, if there is no confidentiality and anonymity of respondents, they may feel unsecured and in that case, the level of willingness to participate in research would decrease. Mouton (2017) highlights that because scientific research is a form of human conduct; it follows that such conduct has to conform to generally accepted norms and values. The issue of fabrication or falsification of data was not entertained throughout the study. Finally, plagiarism has been highly taken care of by making appropriate citations and referencing was duly acknowledged.   
3.12 Chapter Summary
Chapter three presents the methodology adopted by the researcher. It explains the research philosophy and research design and gives reasons for each choice. It describes the sample size and sampling procedures. Further, it identifies how institutions were selected. Further, the chapter presents ethical issues. The researcher got a clearance letter from the university for permission to collect the data from selected institutions. Moreover, it presents methods that were used to collect and analyze the data. Primary data were collected through questionnaires and quantitative method was used to analyze the data.
CHAPTER FOUR
DATA ANALYSIS AND PRESENTATION FINDINGS
4.1 Overview
This chapter presents the analysis and findings of the data collected from the field on the basis of the objectives of the research. The data emerged from the answers of 220 respondents, including managers, and chief executive officers of microfinance across Rwanda. All the distributed questionnaires were duly filled and collected representing a 100% response rate. The analysis was made through the use of both descriptive statistical and structural equation modelling. The results are presented in figures and tables with necessary statistical analysis and interpretations provided. 

This chapter has the following sections: the first section discusses the responses rate and respondent demographic data, followed by the second section which discusses the institutional characteristics. The third section g discusses the results of the research following the four specific objectives. This section starts by discussing the validity and reliability of the measurement model.  The structural model is discussed, and this structure shows the results of research objectives, i.e. the relationship between technological alliances and firm performance, the effect of marketing alliance on a firm’s performance and the effect of products and services alliances on firm performance, and the mediating effect of strategic alliance management on the relationship between variables. 
4.2 Responses Rate and Respondents’ Demographic Data
4.2.1 Response Rate
For data collection, the researcher visited all 220 microfinance across Rwanda and allocated to them a total of 220 questionnaires to 220 different staff, managers and chief executive officers (CEOs) of those institutions. All 220 questionnaires were collected back from those respondents, which yielded a response rate of 100%. 

4.2.2 Respondents Demographic Data
Table 4.1 showed that 47% of the respondents were female and 53% were male. Although there was a little difference of 6% percentage, generally these results indicated that the sample was reasonably represented; both women and men were equally engaged in institutional business activities and one man or woman represents one MFI in answering the research questionnaire.

Table 4.1: Respondents’ Gender 
	Gender 
	Frequency (N= 220) 
	Percentage 
	Cumulative Percentage 

	Men 
	116 
	52.73 
	52.72 

	Women 
	104 
	47.27 
	100 


Source: Research Data 2021
4.2.3 Respondents Experience
Table 4.2: Respondents’ Work Experience 
	Experience
	Frequency (N=220)
	Percentage
	Cumulative Percentage

	Less than 5 years 
	54 
	24.55 
	24.55 

	Between 6 and 10 years 
	81 
	36.82 
	61.36 

	Between 11 and 15 years 
	77 
	35.00 
	96.36 

	Above 15 years 
	8 
	3.64 
	100.00 


Source: Research Data 2021
Table 4.2 shows that 24.55% of respondents had less than 5 years of work experience, 36.82 % had between 6 and 10 years of experience, 35 % had an experience that ranged between 11 and 15 years and 3.64 % had above 15 years of work experience.

4.2.4 Education Level 
Table 4.3 shows that 41.54% of respondents were of secondary/high school level, followed by bachelor level 45.64% and masters level 12.82%. These results suggested that the majority of respondents were CEOs and managers of microfinance and SACCOs, had attained the university level. 
Table 4.3: Respondents’ Level of Education 
	Education level
	Frequency (N=220)
	Percentage
	Cumulative Percentage

	Secondary level 
	102 
	46.36
	46.36

	Bachelor level 
	89
	40.45
	86,81

	Masters level 
	29
	13.18 
	100.00 


Source: Research Data 2021
4.2.5 Institutional Characteristics: Age and Size
4.2.5.1 Institutions Age 
Table 4.4:  Institutions Age 
	MFI age 
	Frequency (N= 220) 
	Percentage 
	Cumulative percentage 

	
	
	
	

	Under 5 
	33 
	15.00 
	15.00 

	Between 6 and 10 
	101 
	45.91 
	60.91 

	Between 11 and 15  
	67 
	30.45 
	91.36 

	Between 16 and 20  
	16 
	7.27 
	98.64 

	Above 21 
	3 
	1.36 
	100.00 

	Total 
	220 
	100.00 
	100.00 


Source: Research Data 2021
Table 4.4 shows that 15% of visited MFI were under five old. 46% were between six and ten years old, 30% were 7 between sixteen and twenty years and 1 % were above 20 years old. As outlined above the initiative of establishing microfinance started in the 2000s. This is the reason behind the majority of institutional between six and ten years old.
4.2.5.2 Institutions Size 
The institution's size is based on the number of employees. Table 4.5 shows that the majority of visited MFI (35 %) had between 101 and 150 employees. The table also showed that only 4% of visited institutions had under 50 percent of employees.

Table 4.5: Institutions Size (N=220)
	Number of Employees 
	Frequency 
	Percentage
	Cumulative Percentage

	under 50 
	8
	3.64
	3.64

	Between 51 and 100 
	67
	30.45
	34.09

	Between 101 and 150 
	75
	34.09
	68.18

	Between 151 and 200 
	42
	19.09
	87.27

	Above 201 
	28
	12.73
	100.00

	Total 
	220 
	100.00 
	


Source: Research Data 2021
4.3 Descriptive Statistics
Before presenting and analyzing the results related to the objectives of the study, the researcher first presented the descriptive statistics necessary for this research. This included the mean, standard deviation (sd), variance, coefficient of variance (cv), skewness, and kurtosis. The descriptive statistics for all the constructs are shown in Table 4.6 regarding the overall descriptive statistics for all constructs.  

Table 4.6: Descriptive Statistics 
	STATS 
	MEAN 
	SD 
	VARIANCE
	CV 
	SKEWNESS 
	KURTOSIS 

	Techno1
	5.327
	1.286
	1.655
	0.241
	-0.420
	2.490

	Techno2
	5.123
	1.436
	2.062
	0.280
	-0.401
	2.163

	Techno3
	5.209
	1.437
	2.066
	0.276
	-0.305
	1.953

	ProServ1
	5.400
	1.332
	1.775
	0.247
	-0.504
	2.175

	ProServ2
	5.064
	1.528
	2.334
	0.302
	-0.392
	2.194

	ProServ3
	5.386
	1.352
	1.827
	0.251
	-0.359
	2.040

	ProServ4
	5.323
	1.355
	1.836
	0.255
	-0.500
	2.523

	ProServ5
	5.164
	1.307
	1.708
	0.253
	-0.219
	2.253

	ProServ6
	5.250
	1.316
	1.732
	0.251
	-0.263
	2.216

	Market1
	5.250
	1.326
	1.759
	0.253
	-0.313
	2.160

	Market2
	5.327
	1.444
	2.084
	0.271
	-0.456
	2.256

	Market3
	5.423
	1.166
	1.359
	0.215
	-0.384
	2.790

	StratM~1
	5.186
	1.546
	2.390
	0.298
	-0.514
	2.158

	StratMgt2
	5.195
	1.425
	2.030
	0.274
	-0.338
	2.085

	StratMgt3
	5.386
	1.355
	1.836
	0.252
	-0.537
	2.553

	StratMgt4
	5.686
	1.173
	1.376
	0.206
	-0.648
	2.704

	StratMgt5
	5.682
	1.076
	1.159
	0.189
	-0.509
	2.799

	StratMgt6
	5.609
	1.187
	1.408
	0.212
	-0.589
	2.678

	ROA
	0.009
	0.136
	0.018
	14.677
	0.171
	3.380

	Sales
	0.413
	0.218
	0.047
	0.527
	-1.012
	3.431

	Profitability
	0.131
	0.215
	0.046
	1.638
	1.901
	6.323


Sd= standard deviation, cv=coefficient of variation 
Table 4.6 presents the descriptive statistics including the mean, standard deviation, variance, coefficient of variation, skewness, and kurtosis for all the constructs used in the study. According to Paolella (2018), the acceptable range for skewness is between -3 and +3 while for kurtosis is between -10 and +10 whenever using the SEM technique. This showed that the values obtained in this research were within the acceptable threshold in terms of skewness and kurtosis. 
4.4 Model Analysis
This research used the structural equation modelling technique to achieve the research objectives. However, before building the model, preliminary model analyses were conducted to allow the data and the model to meet the assumptions for SEM. The basic assumptions for a standard SEM model include; sample size, interval scale for data, multivariate normality distribution, model identification, and uncorrelated error terms. The assumption on sample size holds that the sample should be large enough, at least more than 200, for structural equation modelling. 

This research was able to meet this requirement with a sample size of 220 observations. Similarly, the data were supposed to have an interval scale. According to Jackson (2015), if the Likert scale is symmetric and equidistant, it can sufficiently approximate an interval scale. The use of the Likert scale with seven items enabled the researcher to meet this requirement. Similarly, the error terms are assumed to be uncorrelated since the data is not time series nor related to time. The test for multivariate normality was conducted using the Doornik-Hansen test which revealed significance (X2 = 625.899, P< 0.05). 

According to Biswas, Giri, and Srivastava, (2006), for a model to achieve identification, the number of distinct sample moments should be greater than or equal to the number of distinct parameters to be estimated  which gives the degrees of freedom, d.f.. If they are equal, the model is considered to be just identified. If the number of distinct sample moments is less than the number of distinct parameters to be estimated, then the model is unidentified. However if greater than, then it is over-identified. In this case, looking at the output of the estimation, the model was over-identified since d.f. were computed in each estimation.  

According to Schermelleh-Engel, Moosbrugger, and Müller (2003) estimations in SEM can only be done if the model is just identified or over-identified. Further, note that there exists no specific statistics to ensure that a structural equation model fits. They specifically recommend that the researcher should keep checking results against the X2 results which provide the level of significance and an idea of whether the model fits the empirical data. In addition, other goodness of fit statistics exists that can be used. With this knowledge, the researcher was able to proceed with the analysis. The overall model specified in this research is represented by the path diagram in Figure 4.1.

[image: image3.jpg]Techno1

{Techno2)

Techno3|

ProServ

SO0

ProServy

pProServ.

pProServ

ProServy

ProServ

Market1

Market2

POOPOOV

&

Market3

ECHNOLOG!

PRODUCT

MARKETING

€1

STRATEGY

rforman £2

ratvigt]

tratMgtd

tratMgtd PtratMgtd

tratMgt!

tratMgtt

©

£10

En

€12

€13





Figure 4.1: Overall Research Model: Path Diagram 
As shown in Figure 4.1, the path diagram presents the overall model used in this research to obtain the research objective. The model is composed of two composite models, namely the measurement model and the structural model. The measurement model which is also the outer model is made up of the measurement variables/constructs used in the research while the structural model is the inner model that is made up of technology, product, market, strategy, and performance. In Stata, an SEM path diagram is drawn with observable variables/constructs presented as rectangles and latent variables presented as ovals as shown in Figure 4.1. As presented in the figure, performance was treated as an observable variable and was computed as the average of ROA, ROE, and profitability.  
The cut point for reliability is an alpha equal to or greater than 0.7 (Esposito, et al., 2010). According to Table 4.1, the lowest alpha is 0.688 which is close to the cutoff point and therefore retained. The overall test scale was 0.712 which provided enough reliability to retain the measurement scale and all the items on the scale. Further, factor analysis was conducted to corroborate this and determine the factors to retain for modelling.  

4.4.1 Measurement Model: Validity and Reliability
As recommended by Hooper, Coughlan, and Mullen (2008), before any structural equation modelling is conducted, the measurement model should be tested for the reliability of the observable constructs. This was done using the Cronbach alpha reliability test presented in Table 4.7.
Table 4.7: Cronbach alpha Reliability Test
	
	
	
	Average

	

	
	item-test
	item-rest
	interitem
	

	Item
	Obs
	
	Sign
	correlation
	correlation
	covariance
	alpha

	Techno1
	
	220
	+
	0.381
	0.262
	0.220
	0.702

	Techno2
	
	220
	+
	0.494
	0.373
	0.207
	0.691

	Techno3
	
	220
	+
	0.456
	0.331
	0.211
	0.696

	ProServ1
	
	220
	+
	0.521
	0.412
	0.206
	0.688

	ProServ2
	
	220
	+
	0.502
	0.374
	0.205
	0.691

	ProServ3
	
	220
	+
	0.493
	0.380
	0.209
	0.691

	ProServ4
	
	220
	+
	0.433
	0.313
	0.215
	0.698

	ProServ5
	
	220
	+
	0.363
	0.241
	0.222
	0.704

	ProServ6
	
	220
	+
	0.475
	0.362
	0.211
	0.693

	Market1
	
	220
	+
	0.387
	0.265
	0.220
	0.702

	Market2
	
	220
	+
	0.355
	0.219
	0.222
	0.707

	Market3
	
	220
	+
	0.354
	0.246
	0.224
	0.704

	StratMgt1
	
	220
	+
	0.388
	0.244
	0.218
	0.705

	StratMgt2
	
	220
	+
	0.493
	0.373
	0.208
	0.691

	StratMgt3
	
	220
	+
	0.454
	0.336
	0.213
	0.695

	StratMgt4
	
	220
	+
	0.282
	0.168
	0.230
	0.710

	StratMgt5
	
	220
	+
	0.306
	0.203
	0.229
	0.707

	StratMgt6
	
	220
	+
	0.215
	0.098
	0.236
	0.716

	Test scale
	
	
	
	
	
	0.217
	0.712


Source: researcher, (2020).
However, as suggested by Kline (2014), before any factor analysis is conducted, the researcher should conduct a factor test that shows whether there is a need for factor analysis or not. In this research, the factor test was conducted using the Bartlett test of sphericity and the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) test. The results showed that the Bartlett test was significant (x2 = 539.22, p <0.05) while the KMO showed an overall score of 0.6775. The KMO results for each factor are presented in Table 1 in Appendix III. 
According to Denis (2015), factorability is achievable if the Bartlet test is significant and if the KMO test is greater than 0.6. Hence, the research data passed this test, which led to the next level of factor analysis. Factor analysis was first conducted using the Principal Component Analysis (PCA) method. After the results, factor loading was conducted as well as factor rotation using the orthography method. The rotated factors were then sorted from highest to lowest using the sort command in STATA. This final result and the results for PCA are shown in Table 4.8 and Table 4.9. Other results related to this procedure are shown in Table 2 and Table 3 in Appendix III.
Table 4.8: Factor Analysis: PCA Method 
[image: image4.jpg]Factor analysis/correlation Number of obs 220
Method: principal-conponent factors Retained factors s
Rotation: (unrotated) Nurber of params = o5

Factor Eigenvalue  Difference Proportion  Cumulative
Factorl 3.21302 1.69426 0.1530 0.1530
Factor2 1.51966 0.10907 0.0724 0.2254
Factor3 1.41058 0.09661 0.0672 0.2926
Factora 1.31397 0.02714 0.0626 0.3551
Factors 1.28683 0.09055 0.0613 0.4160
Factors 1.19629 0.11749 0.0570 0.4734
Factor7 1.07880 0.03868 0.0514 0.5248
Factors 1.04012 0.03994 0.0495 0.5743
Factors 1.00018 0.08564 0.0476 0.6219

Factorle 0.91455 0.01975 0.0435 0.6655
Factorll 0.89480 0.09877 0.0426 0.7081
Factor12 0.79603 0.02640 0.0379 0.7450
Factorl3 0.76963 0.04500 0.0366 0.7826
Factorld 0.72164 0.04435 0.03a4 0.8170
Factorls 0.67729 0.04010 0.0323 0.8493
Factorls 0.63719 0.04652 0.0303 0.87%
Factor1? 0.59067 0.04056 0.0281 0.5077
Factorls 0.55011 0.04246 0.0262 0.9339
Factor1s 0.50766 0.04624 0.0202 0.9581
Factor2e 0.46142 0.04276 0.0220 0.9801
Factor2l 0.41865 : 0.0199 1.0000

LR test: independent vs

saturated: chi2(210) =

541.76 Prob>chi2 = 0.0000




Table 4.9: Rotated Factor Loading 
[image: image5.jpg]Rotated factor loadings (pattern matrix) and unique variances sorted

Variable | Factorl Factor2 Factor3 Factor4 FactorS | Uniqueness
Proserv2 | 0.7676  0.1202  0.0233 -0.0608  0.0896 0.3801
Market2 | 0.6032  0.0950 -0.0892 -0.0122 -0.0556 0.6159
Strathgt2 | 0.4612  0.1188  0.0043  0.3187  0.1809 0.6388
Proservs | 0.3813 -0.3247  0.2770  0.3665  0.1915 0.5015
Proservl | 0.1996  0.6751 -0.0587  0.1324  0.1626 0.4570
Technol | ©0.0186  0.5184 -0.0332  0.2371  0.0529 0.6708
Proservd | 0.0451  0.5112  0.3528 -0.0300  0.0983 0.6016
Technoz | ©0.2048  0.4819  0.3357  0.2116  -0.2098 0.5204
ROA | ©.2064 0.0385 -0.6798  0.0846 -0.0708 0.4816
Proserv3 | 0.3649  0.1514  0.5016  0.1955 -0.1561 0.5297
Technos | ©0.3417  0.1852  0.4716  0.0636  0.0145 0.6355
Strathgtl | 0.2264  0.2605  0.3089 -0.2515  0.1984 0.6829
Strathgts | 0.1921  0.1621 -0.2018  0.2612  0.2279 0.7315
Marketl | -0.0520  0.1430 -0.0037  0.7696  0.0804 0.3781
Stratigts | 0.1599  0.1433 -0.0040  0.4983 -0.2410 0.6475
Stratigts | -0.1254 -0.2080  0.2763  0.3761  0.2033 0.6819
Market3 | -0.0089  0.1701  0.0333  0.1673  0.5793 0.6063
Profitabiley | -0.2720  0.1715  0.1392  0.0579 -0.5344 0.5877
Strathgt3 | 0.0607  0.3958  0.1377 -0.0345  0.5087 0.5608
Proservé | 0.1072  0.1139  0.4230  0.1718  0.4444 0.569
Sales | 0.2170 -0.2707 -0.0400 -0.0659 -0.3251 0.7680





As shown in Table 4.8, five factors were retained and these accounted for 41.64% of the variation. The rotated factor results shown in Table 4.9 sorted the constructs differently but confirmed the retention of five distinct factors. Since the results retained five factors, the researcher opted to also retain the factor as a priori chosen as a technological alliance, product and service alliance, marketing alliance, strategic alliance, and performance as well as retaining all the construct whose individual scores were favorable. After confirmation of reliability and the retention of all the constructs, further analysis could then be conducted using inferential statistics to test the hypotheses that guided the research.  
4.5 The Results on the Research Objectives Findings
This research was guided by four specific objectives connected to four hypotheses. This section presents the results of each of the objectives and the conclusion drawn on the hypotheses. 

4.5.1 Findings on Objective One.
The first objective was to examine the effect of technological alliances on Microfinance Institutions ‘performance. The associated null hypothesis was formulated as H01: There is no likelihood of technological alliance’s influence related to Microfinance Institutions’ performance.
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Figure 4.2: Path Analysis Diagram for Technological Alliance 
The path analysis diagram for this with the results is shown in Figure 4.2. In this case, the latent variable technology as measured through the observed variables Techno1, Techno2, and Techno3 was determined whether it affects the performance of MFIs. In addition, the mediator variable is strategic alliance also a latent variable measured by StratMgt1, StratMgt2, StratMgt3, StratMgt4, StratMgt5 and StratMgt6.Table 4.10 provides more detailed information for testing the hypothesis. Further, Table 4.11 shows the results obtained for the goodness of fit tests.

Table 4.10: SEM Results on Technological Alliance 
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Table 4.11: Goodness-of-fit tests (Technological Alliance) 
[image: image8.jpg]. estat gof, stats(rmchi2)
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As shown in Table 4.10, the regression coefficients are not significant since the p-values are greater than the 5% threshold. In addition, Table 4.11 shows that the model was not significant (x2 = 31.532, p = 0.54) indicating that it was not acceptable. In addition, Root Mean Square The error of Approximation (RMSEA) indicated a value of 0.000 and a pclose that was not significant (p=0.967). According to Steiger (2007) RMSEA value should be between 0.05 and 0.07 shows a close fit model. Therefore the results in this test were at reasonable levels. As shown in Table 4 in Appendix III, the reported R2 was found to be 0.5834. These statistics indicated the model was not significant and hence the null hypothesis could not be rejected. Conclusively there was no significant relationship between technological alliance and the performance of MFIs in Rwanda. 

4.5.2 Findings on Objective Two
The second objective that guided this research was to assess the effect of marketing alliances on Microfinance Institutions’ performance. Its associated null hypothesis was formulated as follows: 
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Figure 4.3: Path Analysis Diagram for Marketing Alliance 

H02: There is no likelihood of the marketing alliance’s influence related to Microfinance institutions’ performance

The path analysis diagram for this with the results is shown in Figure 4.3. In this case, the latent variable marketing as measured through the observed variables Market1, Market2, and Market3 was determined whether it affects the performance of MFIs. In addition, the mediator variable was strategic alliance also a latent variable measured by StratMgt1, StratMgt2, StratMgt3, StratMgt4, StratMgt5 and StratMgt6. Table 4.12 provides more detailed information for testing the hypothesis. Further, Table 4.13 shows the results obtained for the goodness-of-fit tests.
Table 4.12: SEM Results on Marketing Alliance 
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Table 4.12 reveal that the regression coefficients for marketing alliance and strategic alliance were significant with all the p-values (p<0.05) meeting the cutoff point of 0.05. This shows that the marketing alliance had a significant influence on the performance of MFIs in Rwanda as mediated by the strategic alliance

Table 4.13: Goodness-of-fit (Marketing Alliance) 
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Table 4.13 shows that the model was also significant (x2 = 52.113, p < 0.05), with a reasonable with a reasonable close fit model since RMSEA value is <0.08 and pclose was also not significant (p = 0.37). The results of this showed that the marketing alliance for MFIs had a better and more significant effect on performance than the technological alliance. The overall reported R2 was found to be 0.71 (see Table 5 in Appendix III) which was significant. For this case, the results were significant, and therefore the null hypothesis was rejected which implied that there exists a significant relationship between marketing alliance and the performance of MFIs in Rwanda. The R2 of 0.71 showed that 71% of the changes in the performance of MFIs were due to marketing alliance as mediated by the strategic alliance management. 

4.5.3 Findings on Objective Three
The third specific objective sought to examine the effect of products and services alliances on the Microfinance Institutions’ performance. The null hypothesis for this objective was formulated as follows: 

HO3: There is no likelihood of products and services alliance’s related to Microfinance Institutions’ performance.
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Figure 4.4: Path Analysis Diagram for Products and Services Alliance 
The path analysis diagram for product and services alliance with the results is shown in Figure 4.3. In this case, the latent variable product and services alliance as measured through the observed variables ProServ1, ProServ2, ProServ3, ProServ4, ProServ5, and ProServ6 was determined whether it affects the performance of MFIs. In addition, the mediator variable was strategic alliance also a latent variable and included in the path analysis diagram. Table 4.14 provides more detailed information for testing the hypothesis. Further, Table 4.15 shows the results obtained for the goodness-of-fit tests. 

Table 4.14: SEM Results on Product and Services Alliance 
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Table 4.15: Goodness-of-fit Tests (Products and Services Alliance) 
[image: image14.jpg]. estat gof, stats(rmchi2)
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Table 4.14 reveal that the regression coefficients for product and services alliance (p=0.091) and strategic alliance (p=0.125) were not significant with all the p-values greater than 5% failing to meet the acceptable threshold. However, Table 4.15 shows that the model was significant (x2 = 100.619, p < 0.05), with a reasonable close fit model since RMSEA value is <0.08 and pclose was significant (p < 0.404). The results of this showed that the product and service alliance for MFIs had a significant effect on performance. For this case, the results were significant, and therefore the null hypothesis was rejected which implied that there existed a significant relationship between marketing alliance and the performance of MFIs in Rwanda. The reported R2 of 0.99 as shown in Table 6 in Appendix III revealed that 99% of the performance of MFIs was influenced by product and services alliance as mediated by the strategic alliance. 
4.5.4 Findings on Objective Four
The fourth and last objective investigated the mediating effect of strategic alliance management on relationship between technological, marketing, and product and services alliance and microfinance’s performance. The hypothesis for this objective was stated as follows: 

H04: There is no significant mediating effect of strategic alliance management on the relationship between technology, marketing, and product/services alliances and microfinance’s performance. 

To test this hypothesis, the researcher investigated the direct effect of the technological alliance, the direct effect of the marketing alliance, and the direct effect of the product and services alliance against the indirect effect and the total effect when the mediator variable was in the model. Figure 4.5 presents the overall path analysis with the results of regression coefficients.
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Figure 4.5: Overall SEM Path Analysis with Results 
To find the direct effect, the path that points from the three latent endogenous variables (technology, product, and marketing) to performance was used. The indirect effect was obtained from the paths pointing from the three latent endogenous variables to performance but via strategic alliance. The total effect was obtained as the sum of a direct and indirect variable. For example, for technological alliance, the total effect = direct effect (-0.0126) + indirect effect (0.4428*0.7411)= 0.3155. Table 4.16 summarizes the results for direct effect, indirect effect, and the total effect (Detailed results with significance can be obtained in Table 4 in Appendix III). Table 4.16 provides the summary results obtained on the effect of the mediating factor on the relationship between the independent variables and the dependent variables. To determine whether the mediating effect was significant, the columns for direct effect on performance, indirect effect, and total effect provided good insights.

Table 4.16: Direct, Indirect and Total Effect 
[image: image16.jpg]Direct to  Direct to
Perfornance _Strategic Indirect _ Total

Technology|  -0.0126  o0.a428  0.3282  0.3156
Product/Services|  0.3638 04898  0.363  0.7268
Narketingl  0.0179  0.759  0.563  0.5451
startesid  0.7411 s - omm





The indirect effect was significantly different from the direct effect of technological alliance and marketing alliance. The total effect was much more significant for all the independent variables. This clearly showed that the mediating effect of the strategic alliance was found to be significant and hence the rejection of the hypothesis (see Table 7 in Appendix III). 

CHAPTER FIVE
DISCUSSIONS OF RESEARCH FINDINGS
5.1 Overview
This chapter discusses the findings obtained in previous chapters in line with other empirical research. The discussions are structured along the following four specific objectives: 

i. To examine the effect of technology alliances on Microfinance Institutions’ performance.  

ii. To assess the effect of marketing alliances on the Microfinance Institutions’ performance.  

iii. To examine the effect of products and services alliances on the Microfinance Institutions’ performance.  

iv. To examine the mediating effect of strategic alliance management on microfinance’s performance. 
5.2 Discussions on Technological Alliance
As noted by de Man and Luvison (2019), the rise in the need for technological alliances has been driven by the resource-based view of the firm. Many organizations have found the need to include technological alliances based on the need to increase the technological resources they have. This has been driven by the current changes in technology which require firms to constantly upgrade their technology to remain relevant in the market as well as competitive.  

In addition, firms may find that instead of investing in research and development of new technologies which may require large investment input, they ally with firms that are specifically in R&D to take advantage of their development. Moreover, MFIs may find that they are resource constraints to invest in and therefore opt for technological alliances.
 Kim (2015) in his research corroborates this argument that firms enter into technological alliances to gain access to unique resources that they  might not possessive themselves. The findings on objective one revealed that an R2 of 0.5834 (see Table 3, Appendix III) though it was not statistically significant. Similarly, the reported statistics on the model were not significant. This revealed that there was no enough evidence to reject the null hypothesis leading to the conclusion that technological alliance had no significant effect on MFIs’ performance. 
In connection to the RBV theory, these findings did not support the theory that when firms engage in alliance, it will necessarily result in an improved technological base. The current result of this research provided different findings from those of Jabar, Othman, and Idris (2011) who examined the relationship between organizations' resource availability and absorptive capacity of alliances with organizational performance in Malaysia. The study showed that strategic technology alliance positively affects organizational performance. 
As discussed in this current study, the strategic technology alliance due to its components such as innovation, staff training (R&D) in new technologies, and funding, the result revealed no statistically significant relationship between technological alliance and microfinance performance. Klus et al. (2019) in their research investigated what motivates banks and fintech to form alliances. They also investigated the different types of interactions that exist in these alliances. 
They used an exploratory research design and collected data using a semi-structured interview. The resulting motives were then systematized in a conceptual framework and associated with different types of alliances. The findings of the research revealed that the motives were heterogeneous within the two groups. Further, banks were found to pursue alliances for outsourcing and innovative purposes while fintechs seek to benefit from the bank's resources and reputation. These results revealed that banks are more driven in benefiting from rapid innovation, as provided by fintech, without being directly involved in its development. For fintech, the purpose was to gain from the alliance by managing to meet the regulatory framework within the financial service sector as well as gaining customer confidence by associating themselves with banks. 

Faems et al., (2017), in their study ‘Technology Alliance Portfolios and Financial Performance: Value‐Enhancing and Cost‐Increasing Effects of Open Innovation’, they state that “working together with other organizations might encourage the transfer of codified and tacit knowledge, resulting in the creation of resources that would otherwise be difficult to mobilize and develop”. They indicated that the resource-based view’s worth and the importance of the strategic alliance, their findings were in line with the results revealed by the current research, which states that forming an alliance lead to firm performance. The formed alliance may gain skilled; knowledge resulting in the creation of resources that would be used to enhance firm performance. Moreover, as a result, technology alliance portfolio diversity has a positive impact on internal innovation efforts, which increases product innovation performance. On a managerial level, these findings suggested that, when making technology alliance decisions, managers not only should consider the potential benefits of such collaborative strategies but also should take into account the additional costs of intensifying the technology alliance portfolio. 

Degener, et al. (2018) in their findings revealed that the need for the broader development of technology assets and a broader search for sources of new technology has been accompanied by an increasing internationalization of R&D and external knowledge acquisition. One way to build up an international R&D presence and tap into technological knowledge abroad is through high-tech cross-border acquisitions and collaborative modes of international R&D. The current study revealed also that technologies gained from alliances can enhance the performance of a firm. 
The findings indicated above, stated that technology assets might be gained from external knowledge acquisition through strategic alliance. Different studies have found out that technology alliances have a positive influence on performance. Duysters and Lokshin, (2018) in their study “find out that firms are more likely to possess a broader portfolio of international alliances. Furthermore, the study by Lavie and Miller (2008), on “Alliance Portfolio Internationalization and Firm Performance supports this argument. 
Their results showed that moderate levels of international partner diversity measured as a composite of several national-level differences like geographical, cultural, institutional, and economic diversities contribute to improved (financial) performance. They argued that when the international diversity of partners is neither too low nor too high, firms can understand partners’ backgrounds and accordingly adopt collaborative routines that are effective in bridging national differences. 
According to the current study, it is mediated by strategic alliance management. The findings revealed that the firm’s success or failure depends generally on the strategic alliance management. However, the study by Schilling and Phelps (2017) indicated that the field of technological alliance among microfinance institutions is underexplored and recommends further academic and empirical studies in this area. On a similar note, Narula, and Verbeke (2015) suggested that any technological alliance should be done in conjunction with the strategic management to ensure effective performance of the firms engaging in this alliance. As Laursen and Salter (2016) emphasize, small firms should take advantage of forming alliances to combine their internal technologies with other partners who may have more resources or efficient technological know-how. 

Moreover, the research by Kohtamäki et al. (2018) revealed that a firm can gain a technological advantage over its competitors through experience and competence. However, in a resource-constrained situation, a firm can take advantage of the competency and experience of others by joining in a technological alliance to enable the firm to compete in the market like other firms. However, on their part Ahuja and Katila (2016) cautioned that a large technological alliance portfolio should be handled carefully to avoid situations where the whole alliance flops due to a lack of sufficient integration.  

Most of the literature accessed on technological alliance has revealed that firms stand to gain whenever they engage in the technological alliance. Therefore, the literature is much in agreement that there is the synergy created whenever firms are in technological alliance. Despite this, some authors have also cautioned that the technical alliance should be handled carefully for it to be efficient enough for the partners. Failure of being vigilant on the part of engagement partners can ally to flop (Ahuja & Katila, 2016).   
5.3 Discussions on Marketing Alliance
Regarding whether marketing alliance leads to the performance of MFIs, the reported R2 was significant and strong at 0.71. The results of the model showed a close fitted and statistically significant model. In this case, there was enough support to reject the null hypothesis. This showed that marketing alliance, as mediated by strategic alliance management had a significant effect on the performance of MFIs. Hence, the findings of this research support that MFIs' performance is enhanced through marketing alliances. The contributing effect of marketing alliances for these institutions was positive and significant implying that the MFIs gain additional synergies from forming market alliances. The findings are in support of the strategic behavioral theory which proposes that firms behave in a certain way that will benefit their performance.
In engaging in alliances, the objective of the firms is to improve their financial performance and their market position in the competitive environment. In addition, the RBV theory on firm market positioning as one of the resources that enhance competitiveness is supported by these findings. De Man and Luvison (2018) in the research titled Strategic repositioning using alliance networks: the case of IBM stated that there is a good performance effect of the alliance. Their study employed qualitative and quantitative data, and their study showed that by involving new partners in the network and by loosening the ties with its existing partners, IBM managed to transform from a hardware manufacturing company to a global service provider and software company. 

The findings suggested that the traditional view of large firms as being slow to adapt might not be valid because alliance networks can be used to overcome inertia. On the other hand, the current research indicated that strategic alliance contributes positively to the alliance performance from the global perspective. Further, marketing and products and services alliances sustain and contribute to the firm’s performance. 

Lubello et al., 2015 share the same views as the author because the result of the current research revealed that due to globalization, the firm’s success depends on collaboration, and it is difficult for one company to satisfy alone to the customer's needs. Thus strategic alliance is required to solve customers' needs, sustain the development of a firm and gain a competitive advantage. Alliance gives rise to several gains for the firm which include the division of the cost of new product development between the firms that are working together, shortened lead times as well as the contribution of core competencies by the various partners involved. 

Tabares, (2016) study revealed that the new models of organization and the evolution of strategies of commercialization and patterns in new technologies, marketing, and product and services, are necessary to obtain strategic advantages that provide conducive positions in the market. The finding was in line with the current author’s findings while all these variables contribute to the performance of the firm as proved by the analysis conducted and the statistic already done. Therefore, technological alliance, marketing, and product and services constitute a blueprint to be implemented to advance strategically in the global business world. 

Thomaz and Swaminathan, (2015) in their research on Marketing Alliances, Firm Networks, and Firm Value Creation revealed that companies can adapt marketing alliances to achieve a competitive advantage in the marketplace. The authors wanted to examine whether marketing alliances as a variable, enable a firm to gain access to new resources, markets, brands, and products. Their findings revealed that firms enter into marketing alliances to gain access to new resources, markets, brands, and products. 

Incongruent with these findings by Thomaz and Swaminathan, (2015), the current study had also pointed out the significant contribution that firms gain by engaging in healthy marketing alliances. In particular, the researcher found out that MFIs stand to gain significantly when they have engaged partners in the alliance to gain market capabilities and positioning.  

Marketing alliances help diversify a firm’s product portfolio and expand its geographic reach, both of which reduce the volatility of the firm’s demand. Compared to this current study, the result of the analysis revealed almost the same at the satisfactory level. The respondents confirmed that marketing alliances can be a diversifying force, helping the firm gain access to new markets or products through external and internal partnerships, and this has a positive impact on firm performance. In addition, further analysis using Pearson’s correlation and regression analysis showed that marketing alliance has a significant effect on the performance of MFIs. 
Similar findings were obtained in a study carried out by Yang and Meyer (2019). In this research, the author found out that marketing alliance enables firms to gain more knowledge about new products and development. In addition, firms that exploit marketing alliances may be able to enter into new markets without needing to conduct market research or invest in direct market entry. Further, there is more resource sharing among the alliance partners which can enhance the market capabilities of the partners (Baker et al., 2018).  

Palmatier (2018) also points out the need for marketing alliances which tend to enhance the buyer-seller relationship in the market. Since all companies produce to ultimately reach the market, forming a market alliance can enhance the market reach of a company. In this regard, firms end up increasing their market share or their customer base through marketing alliances.

The research by Achrol and Kotler (2018) revealed that entering into a market alliance can benefit firms in forming networks with other organizations. Such networking can offer firms an avenue for customer growth, new markets, increased sales, and new knowledge about the market. Zhang and Wu (2017) found out that market alliances help organizations to reduce the volatility of their demand. Similarly, Mahan et al. (2018) found out that marketing alliances could help organizations increase customer acquisition, satisfaction, and retention. The ease of ace to customers can be achieved when firms ally with a distribution channel. It is, therefore, notable from this literature that market alliances have a high likelihood of producing positive effects from the engaging partners. Similar to these arguments, the current research also found out that a marketing alliance is beneficial for MFIs in providing marketing capabilities and increasing the MFI's customer base. However, Watts and Koput (2019) revealed that it is not every time that a market alliance yield positive results. In situations where there is high market uncertainty, market alliances may end up yielding negative results, especially for the firm that invests more in the partnership.
5.4 Discussions on Product and Service Alliance
This objective sought to investigate whether there was a significant effect of product and services alliance on the performance of MFIs. The reported R2 (see Table 5 in Appendix III) was 0.99. In addition, the goodness-of-fit statistics revealed that the model was significant. This led to the conclusion of rejecting the third null hypothesis. Hence, the research supported a very strong and statistically significant relationship between product and service alliance and the performance of MFIs as mediated by the strategic alliance management.  
These findings were in support of the transactional cost theory which proposes that firms engaging in a strategic alliance do so to improve their product/service performance and consequently, their overall performance. In addition, the findings supported the resource-based theory which was used as the foundation theory for product and service alliance. This is because engaging in product and service alliances is beneficial to the engaging partners who can gain additional resource capabilities through these alliances. 
According to Shah and Swaminathan (2018), in the study entitled “Decisions at the Boundary: Role Choice and Alliance Manager Behaviours, the authors used the case study method. The interview was conducted to come up with the findings. The qualitative and quantitative approach was used to analyze the data. The authors focused on the importance of strategic alliance formulation which is to seek complementarity in resources. The result revealed that complementary resources were mandatory in strategic alliances and are therefore a basic requirement to be considered during alliance formation. 

In the current study, the literature demonstrated that each of the firms in alliance, before allying should have owner resources to complement each other, and this is the key element in alliance formulation as stated in the importance of the strategic alliance. Norman (2017) firms have sought to accelerate the pace of product development, market-entry, and new technologies such as innovation. In line with these, product/service alliances enable the MFIs to benefit through the innovative product and service creation capabilities of their alliance partners.  

Kale and Singh (2019), in their research entitled Managing Strategic Alliances: What Do We Know Now, and Where Do We Go from Here?” The authors stated that alliances present a paradox for firms. On the one hand, firms engage in a large number of alliances to secure and extend their competitive advantage and growth; on the other hand, their alliances exhibit surprisingly low success rates. In their paper, they discussed how firms could address that failure by identifying some of the primary drivers of alliance success. Firstly, the authors discussed how organizations can achieve success with any individual alliance by considering critical factors at each phase of the alliance life cycle. Secondly, the authors showed how firms can increase their overall alliance success by developing and institutionalizing firm-level capabilities to manage alliances.  

Thirdly, they highlighted emerging issues in the alliance context, including the need to recognize a new class of alliances between firms and not-for-profit organizations or individuals, the benefits of taking a “portfolio approach” to alliance strategy and management, and the opportunity to transfer one’s alliance capabilities to the effective management of other inter-firm relationships, including acquisitions. 

Bettencourt and Brown (2019) in their research found out that product-driven alliances were not meant exclusively for companies dealing with products. Companies that also offer services like microfinance companies can also engage in product and services alliances. The benefits of these alliances include product and service innovation and the ability for an organization to customize services to the customers’ needs. 
MFIs should therefore embrace these strategies to improve their product and service provision to their customers. Moreover, product and service alliance, which was found to have a significant effect on the performance of MFIs, can be adopted by MFIs as a way to improve their product and service providers that is more innovative and tailored to the customer needs.  

In addition, Neely (2016) found out that product and service alliance increases the competitive edge of a company. Nguli (2017) further added that product and services alliances can be adopted along various strategies like cost reduction, differentiation, and/or focus strategy. Companies entering into these alliances can decide to focus on a given market niche that requires a different product or service. 

Colm, Ordanini, and Parasuraman (2017) and Cainelli et al. (2018) have in their studies pointed out that product and service alliance can be practiced in the service industries, including hotels, software development companies, and financial institutions. However, Aas and Pederson (2017) found no effect of service alliance on the company's profitability and growth while Mansury and Love (2018) observed an insignificant relationship between service alliance and economic value added to the company. 

5.5 Discussion on Strategic Alliance Management 
Objective four sought to investigate whether there exists a significant mediation effect of strategic alliance management on the relationship between technological alliance, marketing alliance, and product and services alliance and performance of microfinance institutions. This was investigated by checking the direct effect, indirect effect, and the total effect of the SEM model. As shown in Table 4.16, (see also Table 6 in Appendix III) the total effect was higher than the direct effect for all the three independent variables.  

This showed that strategic management alliance is an important factor wherever MFIs seek alliances in terms of technology, marketing, and product/services. It implied that firms should conduct alliances within and in line with their strategic goals to remain focused and to gain more from these alliances. In addition, it also means that regardless of the type of alliance a firm is snagging in, it should always look back at its long-term strategies and visions and craft the alliances with this in mind. 
The findings tend to support the strategic behavioral theory which was the basis for strategic alliance management. Moreover, the strategic behavioral theory supports that firms adopt certain behavior that improve their performance. Hence, firms behave strategically if they feel that this improves their performance. The findings of this research concurred with the previous relevant literature that indicated that a strategic alliance enhances its member firms’ access to new markets, increases resource availability, and helps the companies adapt to environmental uncertainty (Leischnig and Geigenmüller, 2018). This current study adopted the research framework from Muthoka and Oduor (2014), who investigated the effects of Strategic Alliances on Organizational Performance: Supermarkets and their Alliances in Kenya.  

Although previous studies have found the positive effect of strategic alliance on the firm’s performance, while other studies found out the negative effect of strategic alliance. For example, the research conducted by Ko, et al., (2018) on the effects of strategic alliance emphasis and marketing efficiency on firm value under different technological environments. The results showed that market efficiency creates no value in a high-tech industry and that there exists a negative effect of market efficiency on firm value in a low-tech industry. 
In addition, Shreiner et al., (2018) reported that there is no relationship between the firms’ engagement in strategic alliance and their performance. To summarize, the results of this research is that all have confirmed the existing theories. Its main contribution was that the results had extended and combined some aspects one step beyond. For instance: adding technological factors into operational factors, extending the research from traditional strategic alliances to virtual alliances; the ICT system factors are regarded as intermediary variables thereby linking the concept of international strategic alliances with virtual organizations; extending the information system success within an organization to international inter-organization setting, which makes international virtual cooperation measurable and controllable.
 A strategic alliance is referred to as a “partnership” that offers businesses a chance to join forces for a mutually beneficial opportunity and sustained competitive advantage. Compared to this current study, the findings revealed that independent variables such as marketing and products and services alliances contribute positively to the firm’s performance. However technological alliance has no significant relationship to firm performance. 
The fact that statistical analysis proved that for the most part partnership offers businesses a chance to join forces for more and more mutual benefits including sustained competitive advantage, risk sharing, new technologies, resource capabilities, strong marketing strategies, etc (Dyer, et al. 2018). 

As per, Islam et al. (2018), strategic alliances have different structures based on the type of relationship between the firms in the alliance. While reviewing the literature, the current study found also that strategic alliances have a different structure based on the type of relationship but while allying; it is more likely to ally with firms that have at least the same structure in nature and compatibility in strategy. This issue has been seen as a challenge in allying and, or lack, therefore, affects strategic alliances’ success or failure in the long run. 

Lubello et al., (2015) in their study titled Strategic Alliance Success Factors: A Literature Review on Alliance Lifecycle investigated how firms can achieve alliance success. The study tried to understand why, facing with such a high failure rate, more and more firms decide to enter or form strategic alliances. It appeared necessary to identify key factors and showed how firms could successfully manage them in each phase of the alliance lifecycle. As a methodology, the study adopted a qualitative approach to explore and understand the research problem. 
The issues of alliance success factors were investigated through the analysis of the existing literature, focusing particularly on the last two decades. By viewing numerous theoretical perspectives, researchers identified alliance success factors and showed what kind of relevance they had in each phase of the alliance lifecycle. Furthermore, it was found out that strategic alliances develop through three phases. Alliance success lies in the successful management of key factors, involved in each phase (Sarkar et al., 2019). For organizations, strategic alliances represent a crucial instrument to ensure knowledge advancement and the availability of complementary resources.  

Compared to the current research, the researcher had also a paradox according to the reviewed literature or many studies which demonstrated the positive effect of forming strategic alliances on organizations’ performance, but knowing that other empirical studies demonstrated that the relationships between strategic alliances and business performance are mixed, thus the effects of strategic alliance on organization performance remain debatable since researchers showed lack of a direct effect of strategic alliance on organization performance (Stuart et al., 2017). Therefore, there was a need for more studies to clarify the contradiction which is why this current research has been carried out to clarify and provide insights into the field of strategic alliance. 

Morgan, Murphy, and Li (2015) in their study support the need for complementary resources arguing that the reason firms form strategic alliances is the high payoff for cooperation particularly when firms are in a vulnerable strategic position or difficult market situation. Complementary resources play an important role during the whole process of strategic alliances, thus before entering strategic alliances firms have to thoroughly evaluate partners’ resources in terms of both tangibles and intangible resources.
Therefore, the result of the current study complements the finding of the research conducted by Sarkar et al. (2019) because the current study found out that the firms form alliances to complement their resource, once a firm feels the gap in resources then an alliance may occur to remedy the problem. Narula and Verbeke (2015) in their study, the authors argued that firms may decide to establish alliances to get fast access to new geographic or product markets which could lead to risk sharing and new knowledge acquisition. This current study discussed the importance of the strategic market alliance and found out that strategic market alliances contribute to the microfinance institutional performance particularly new geographic or new customers. 

As Lambe and Spekman (2017) in their study “Alliances, External Technology Acquisition, and Discontinuous Technological Change argue, alliance success is influenced mainly by smart partner selection. The failure or success of many alliances can easily be traced to partner selection and strategic alliance management; partner selection is an important factor to be considered before going into a strategic alliance. The author’s argument is in line with the current research’s findings whereby reviewed literature showed the huge importance of partner selection before joining the alliance, and the result demonstrated that strategic alliance management plays a crucial role in achieving joined alliances’ goals. 

Hernández, Cardona, and Del Rio, (2017) in their study on Strategic Management for SMEs: For the Projection to Global Markets” research on the ways microfinance institutions are a driving factor in the country economy, being fundamental for the generation of most of the country's employment; their limited conditions lead these organizations to face challenges to achieve a sustained position in the market and favorable returns.
In this sense, a strategic alliance is presented as a response to the need to structure its actions according to the fulfilment of visions, missions, and objectives coherent with the reality of its position in the market, and its internal conditions. This is how this research proposes an analysis of the main contributions of the use of methodologies, techniques, and strategic alliance management tools in SMEs such as microfinance, highlighting their contribution to the establishment of successful alliance marketing plans, innovation in new technology, and product and services as well. 
The methodology applied was of mixed cuts, since quantitative and qualitative paradigms were combined. The results allow glimpsing a great disposition on the part of the SMEs for the strategic alliance. Nevertheless, few resources are managed for such purpose. The contributions of the strategic alliance are multiple such as an optimization of resources, technologies, gaining access to new markets, good products, and services, to the strengthening of leadership and commitment of people linked to the organization. The current research also found out that firms form alliances to share risks and strengthen their technology, marketing, products and services. The surveyed persons demonstrated how marketing service in a firm was very crucial. Marketing strategy works out to make known or advertise what is going on in a particular firm to effectively attract customers, and neutralize its rivals. 
5.6 Discussion on the Hypotheses
This research was guided by four hypotheses which were tested using the structural equation method. Table 5.1 provides the summary of the results.
Table 5.1: Results for Hypothesis Tests 
	Hypotheses 
	Path coefficient/total effect 
	Pvalue 
	Supported/ not 
Supported 
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As shown in Table 5.1, all apart from the first hypothesis were supported since their p-values were less than 5%. Hence the new model proposed in this research is looked like this, and technological alliance is excluded. 
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Figure 5.1: New Model following the Research Finding
CHAPTER SIX
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
6.1 Overview
The chapter presents the summary, conclusions, recommendations and limitations of the study. The conclusions are based on the research objectives and the findings. Based on the findings, recommendations are made to government bodies and suggestions for other researchers. 

6.2 Summary
The complexities of the world economy, and the challenges facing by the institutions were the cause of the development of strategic alliances, shortening times, and reducing management spaces, influence MFIs to change their focus on the challenges and the new opportunities before them. The shift of focus has been happening due to the availability of various opportunities for growth in the MFIs through mechanisms that have been brought by alliances.

In that sense, MFIs have been able to embrace new resources even where they are themselves constrained whenever they engage in alliances with other suitable partners. Access to these alliances provides mechanisms for microfinance institutions to be more competitive in the market. On these bases, the strategic alliance has become a strategy that microfinance can adopt to increase their speed of access to the market and increase their performance.

 In this sense, the framework and the evolution of strategies of commercialization and patterns in new technologies, marketing, product and services, are necessary to obtain strategic advantages that provide conducive positions in the market (Rockwell, 2019). In general, MFIs are considered a source of innovation, flexibility, and economic growth. However, the insufficiency of technologies, lack of marketing skills, quality products and services, and the strong competition in the markets in which they operate generate volatility in their operations. With the use of strategic alliances, the MFIs can be able to tackle these shortcomings and increase their sustainability. Thus, strategic alliance is considered vital for microfinance, since it helps them adapt to a changing environment and can be applied to all levels of management (Kalra and Mathur, 2018). 
For these and other reasons, it is considered essential for the MFIs to rigorously follow the right procedures and channels to ensure that the alliance is a successful one. However, in this study problems affecting small and medium-scale, business growth was found to include; lack of skills, inadequate training, lack of finance, lack of adequate technologies and marketing strategies, and lack of quality products and services. Nevertheless, lack of new technologies, marketing capability, and good products and services were identified as growth barriers for microfinance institutions across Rwanda to improve their business practices. 
This study intended to shed more light on the effect of strategic alliance on the performance of microfinance institutions in Rwanda. In the business environment, the strategic alliance has been an important strategy in making microfinance institutions profit. In fact, without the strategic alliance, the objectives of the MFI cannot be adequately and timely achieved. This would, in turn, hinder the performance of the MFIs in achieving their profitability and sustaining their vision and mission for a long time. 
Strategic alliance as a gateway, MFIs can be able to reap benefits from the synergy created through partnership, which includes increased access to technology, better marketing channels, innovation, and product and service adaptability, among others. The current study was based on a survey of 220 microfinance institutions operating in Rwanda territory from 2017 to 2018. The research was guided by the following objectives: the first objective sought to find out the effect of technological alliance on the performance of microfinance institutions in Rwanda, the second objective attempted to assess the effect of marketing alliance on the performance of microfinance institutions in Rwanda, and the third objective sought to determine the effect of product and services alliance on the performance of microfinance institutions in Rwanda, and the last objective was to examine the mediating effect of strategic alliance management on the relationship between technology, marketing, products and services alliances and microfinance’s performance. 

In literature, the study highlighted different authors who have contributed to the study of strategic alliance (Burgelman, 2020; Dyer, et al., 2020; Huda, et al., 2019; O'Dwyer and Gilmore, 2018; Jiang et al., 2016). Most of the literature concurred that, given strategic alliance opportunities, firms can be able to increase their operations, and efficiency, improve product and service innovation, and overall improve their performance.  

At the same time, the literature pointed out different areas through which firms can enter into alliances, for instance, through R&D partnerships. However, there was consensus among most authors on the need for partner selection whenever an organization is thinking of allying. Such initial preparedness in the strategic alliance was found to benefit the firm in gaining maximum utility from the alliances. 
Similarly, the study identified three theoretical models, from the literature, on which the study was anchored. These theoretical models included transaction cost theory, strategic behavioral theory, and resource-based theory. In the transactional cost theory, the study argued that firms can minimize their transaction costs, in the build-up and the aftermath of the alliance. 
For instance, in a technological alliance, a firm can easily minimize its transaction costs associated with the use of old technology, search costs for new technology, and costs in research and innovation by engaging a partner in the alliance that has the technological resources and knowledge. Thus the study, supported by other literature (Huda, et al., 2019, Koo et al., 2020), found out this theory to be necessary for a strategic alliance. Further, the study saw patterns in strategic alliance formation between firms as being a result of the influence of the strategic behavioral theory. 
In particular, two distinct behaviors drive a firm towards or away from the alliance, namely, non-cooperative behavior and cooperative behavior. Whilst cooperative behavior is seen when the organization in a market looks for alliances with like-minded partners, non-cooperative behavior seeks to block any attempt at alliance formation, especially where rival competitors are involved (Ketprapakorn and Kantabutra, 2019). 
Still, on the theoretical model, the study found out strong bases for argument on strategic alliance in the resource-based theory (Arslan, 2018). Most of the literature consulted in this study pointed out that one of the main motives behind alliance formation was, either in full or in part, related to resource cooperation, coordination, or integration. As such, majority of firms seek alliances to cover up for resources they miss or to better integrate their resource to increase synergy and hence competitive advantage. 

The objectives of the study were achieved using a quantitative research approach. In addition, the study used Structural Equation Modelling for data analysis, and the survey method was employed as a research strategy which helped to get the research questions answered. Besides, the study adopted a causal research design, and other various ways were consulted to the basis of the research findings. In reality, the study revealed that the alliance formulation was crucial to the Microfinance Institution’s performance. This is so because it contributes to the new technologies, even though at this stage, in this current study, technological alliance insignificantly affected negatively firm performance. Marketing alliances help diversify a firm’s product portfolio and expand its geographic reach. Marketing alliance announcements generate new value expectations based on firm-specific factors, which in turn impact the firm’s idiosyncratic risk. Furthermore, marketing alliances can be a diversifying force, helping the firm gain access to new markets, innovations, products, and services.    
6.3 Conclusion
Alliances are widespread in today’s business landscape. In the face of growing competition, the high rate of marketing, product and service, and technological change and discontinuities within most industries, firms pursue a large number of alliances to access new resources, enter new markets, good products, and services, or arenas, or minimize their risk. Yet there is a paradox: they frequently fail to reap the anticipated benefits of most of their alliances. 
Moreover, one of the most important objectives of business entities is the achievement of good returns on their activities. There is a widespread consensus among economists that the desire for higher performance represents one of the driving forces of overall economic activity in market economies. However, while traditional economics define differences in performance as a transitory feature of a firm’s behavior and predicts convergence of business entities toward normal profit levels, alternative economic schools of thought suggest that some institutions can outperform others over a considerable period (Cannella and Monroe, 2018). 
Throughout the decades, the research attempted to identify the factors behind the differences in business performance of entities. The results of these investigations pointed to several groups of factors, such as; technology alliance, marketing alliance,  product and services alliance. To reiterate, the objective of this research was to investigate the effect of strategic alliance on the performance of microfinance institutions with a particular emphasis on MFIs in Rwanda. To this end, after data analysis, the researcher came up with the proposed model to be considered the novel of this research. Marketing alliances and product and service alliances were found to have a significant effect on firm performance. However, since the mediating effect of strategic management alliance was significant to this effect, and was found to add a significant impact, any form of the alliance should be carried out in the framework of strategic management. This would increase the effect of the alliance on the firm performance. 

This research represents the first step, as such, in the investigation of alliances in the microfinance sector in Rwanda. The results of the investigation provide support to the assumption about strategic alliance. Business entities that are more successful than their rivals retain their supremacy in the long run. The most important finding concerns the relationship between strategic alliance and firm performance, with a clear indication that firm performance is greatly enhanced by and through alliance formation. 

From the results obtained, one can conclude that factors such as; cost sharing, risk diversification, and knowledge transfer, recognized in the existing literature as positive externalities of strategic alliances, contribute to the performance of business entities in the microfinance sectors of the analyzed country. In addition, the findings, supported by literature, have shown that firms increase their resource base through partnering in alliances. It is worth emphasizing that the failure of strategic alliance is also specifically based on the inadequate consideration of strategic alliance management within alliance formulation in the microfinance sector.

6.4 Contribution of the Study
6.4.1 Theoretical Contribution
This research added insights into the strategic alliance and its influence on firm performance. From the theoretical perspective, the research has blended well three basic theoretical models, namely; the transaction cost theory, resource-based view theory, and strategic behavioral theory, to examine the effect of strategic alliance on the performance of organizations. These theories have been tested in the context of MFIs, which are in the financial service industry and considered to be in a similar category to small, and medium enterprises. 
In line with the transactional cost theory, this research nested on the proposition that in production and service delivery within alliances, the transactional cost theory would help the MFIs reduce their costs-related transactions through synergy created in the formed alliances.  On the other hand, marketing alliance was founded on the strategic behavioral theory, through which, parties to an alliance act according to the market condition and according to what they feel best suits their organizations.
 In addition, technological alliance and strategic alliance management were founded on the resource-based view theory arguing that through alliances, organizations gain more resources increasing their capabilities and competitiveness in the market. The research has therefore provided a link of theories with the practical application of strategic alliance in the service industry. 

6.4.2 Knowledge Contribution
This research has provided a better understanding of the effect of strategic alliance in augmenting organizational performance. Especially, it provided awareness among the MFIs and their managers for them to embrace strategic alliance as a form for improving institutional performance. The major findings of this research were also been shared with the microfinance institutions to increase the knowledge base on the importance of alliance formation. 

6.4.3  MFIs and Other Institutions
One of the objectives of this study was to offer insights to the MFIs and other service industries about strategic alliances. The findings showed that organizations can benefit in terms of resources when they engage in alliances. The study, therefore, contributed to the growing debate on the need for a firm to improve their performance through strategic alliances and proposes that the service industry, especially micro, small and medium enterprises should adopt strategic alliances as a form of increasing their resource base, improving their technological capabilities, engaging in the market and related to research and development of new product and services.
6.4.4 Policy Makers
The findings pointed to the benefits attributed to strategic alliances. Policymakers can utilize these findings to ensure organizations improve their financial performance. From the contributions of this study, policymakers should come up with regulations that create a fair play in the market. 
6.4.5 Scholarly Work
Researchers, academicians, and scholars should be able to utilize these findings to create similar studies. Future research can be constructed from the current study findings that could increase the contribution to the scholarly work. Further, the new model that has been generated in this research can be replicated in other research.  
6.4.6 New model of the Study
The findings on objective one “which was to find out the effect of technology alliances on the Microfinance Institutions’ performance” revealed an R2 of 0.5834 (see Table 3, Appendix III) though it was not statistically significant. Similarly, the reported statistics on the model were not significant. This revealed that there was no enough evidence to reject the null hypothesis leading to the conclusion that technological alliance had no significant effect on MFIs’ performance. 
Therefore, the remaining independent variables after analysis were the marketing alliance, product and services alliance instead since the technological alliance’s p-value was great than 5%, and the other variables did not change. Even though this study followed Muthoka and Oduor's (2014) model, after the analysis a new model was formulated, which contributed to the study’s originality. In the study of Muthoka and Oduor (2014), the moderating variables included; strategic alliance management, organizational culture, and organizational structure, while in the current study, the new model adopted strategic alliance management as the mediating variable. 
6.5 Practical Implications and Recommendations
The study demonstrates a significant and clear effect of strategic alliance usage on microfinance’s performance. The study findings are intended to be more useful to the Microfinance sector, Managers, Government entities, and Regulators. The research findings would be instrumental if most of these recommendations would be put into practice. Firstly, to the microfinance institutions, the study findings are according to the microfinance’s management point of view. The results showed that in general, the strategic alliance contributed positively to microfinance’s performance compared to the organizations without alliance. The findings, therefore, recommended that microfinance institutions should always strive to ensure that they increase the number of alliances while at the same time ensuring that their financial leverage is kept as low as possible. This would be achieved through strategic alliance management. There is a need of determining how the organization needs to be prepared if an alliance breaks up and what might be a strategy that microfinance could take to sustain itself after the breakup. 
Secondly, strategic alliance is indirectly involved in the country's development. The findings showed that organizations can benefit in terms of resources when they engage in alliances. It is recommended that the government should encourage healthy strategic alliances even in other service organizations as a way of improving their performance, and growing the country’s economy. The government could protect and create a conducive environment in terms of national policies and regulations. Such service industries like; hospitality, universities, and telecommunications can benefit from these alliances.
Thirdly, despite the limitations of this study, researchers, academics and scholars should be able to utilize these findings to create similar studies to be carried out targeting other industries such as the banking sector, telecommunication industries, hospitality, transport, and mining industry. At the same time, there is a need for further research narrowing down on how each type of strategic alliance entered into with financial institutions might contribute to the financial performance of microfinance. Further, the new model validated needs to be tested in other sectors, extended and validated in other industry sectors different from the microfinance sector. 
This study calls upon future studies to develop several models implicating a strategic approach designed to be implemented in MFI’s business activity so as to boost up the performance of MFIs in Rwanda. This study enhanced a better understanding of the components of technological alliance, marketing, product/services, and management strategic alliance. 
Fourthly, from the policy perspective, this study highly points out the need for effective policies and programs to support the development of strategic alliance within business strategy, and this depends absolutely on adequate knowledge of the business environment in the global context. A sound policy should be made that provides firms with the opportunity to interact fairly in the market and learn from each other. Similarly, having an enabling environment for small firms create an avenue for cooperation and eventually alliances for small firms that may feel constrained. 

Regarding the theoretical implications, this study has demonstrated that the transaction cost theory, resource-based view theory, and strategic alliance theory are key in explaining the need for and the formation of alliances among firms. Particularly, the use of alliances can help firms reduce the associated costs of developing their product and services as well as entering the market. In addition, the effect of the market alliance on firm performance has shown that the strategic behavior adopted by firms can greatly influence the performance of institutions. 

Though the test on the technological alliance was found not to be significantly related to firm performance, this does not entirely negate the RBV theory. This is because the RBV theory also proposes that a firm’s market capabilities or positioning can greatly work to benefit the firm as they engage in alliance, which this study has proven. 
6.6 Limitations of the Study
Several limitations of the study merit additional discussion. First, although MFIs participated in the study, all MFIs were in the financial sector, and the financial statements used in the study were for a period of two years only from 2017 to 2018. Besides, it was difficult for the MFIs to provide all the information considered sensitive and confidential and thus the researcher had to convince them that the purpose of the information was for academic research only and may not be used for any other intentions. Secondly, the results may be specific to the Microfinance sector, meaning vigilance is necessary for generalizing the results to other industries such as; telecommunication, hospitality, mining, and construction industry. Literature chosen often fails to distinguish between alliance types; something mentioned by Gravier et al. (2008). Thirdly, this study explored the effect of strategic alliance usage on the performance of MFI institutions in Rwanda and not in other countries or areas. Despite these limitations, the results have implications for both theory and practice.  

The findings of the study contributed toward a better understanding of the effect of strategic alliance in augmenting organizational performance by engaging strategic alliance management. The current study introduced the strategic management alliance as a mediator of the relationship between strategic alliance and firm performance. The applicability of strategic alliance has unlocked the opportunity for further understanding of ways to improve an organization’s performance.
The study opened future research opportunities in the area which can benefit from testing strategic alliance’s role in the relationship within different industries. The new model could be tested and validated in other industry sectors, and it could be extended as well. The commonly linked theories such as; transaction cost theory, strategic behavioral theory, and resource-based theory have been used in the strategic alliance within microfinance sector. 
REFERENCES
Aas, T. H. & Pedersen, P. E. (2017). The impact of service innovation on firm-level financial performance. The Service Industries Journal, 31(13), 2071-2090.  

Achrol, R. S., & Kotler, P. (2018). Marketing in the network economy. Journal of Marketing, 63(4_suppl1), 146-163. 

Alaaraj, S., Mohamed, Z. A. & Bustamam, U. S. A. (2018). External growth strategies and organizational performance in emerging markets. Review of International Business and Strategy-INCOMPLETE.

Alasadi, R. & Abdelrahim, A. (2017). Critical analysis and modeling of small business performance (Case Study: Syria). Journal of Asia Entrepreneurship and sustainability, 3(2), 1-131. 

Albers, S. (2019). The Design of Alliance Governance Systems. Wiesbaden, Germany: Springer, Gabler. 

Anatan, L. (2018). An institutional perspective of knowledge transfer within university and industry alliance. International Journal of Economic Policy in Emerging Economies, 11(4), 378-395.  

Anderson, J. C., Håkansson, H. & Johanson, J. (2017). Dyadic business relationships within a business network context. Journal of Marketing, 58(4), 1-15. 

Arena, M., Azzone, G. & Bengo, I. (2018). Performance measurement for social enterprises. VOLUNTAS: International Journal of Voluntary and Nonprofit Organizations, 26(2), 649-672.  

Arslan, B. (2018). The interplay of competitive and cooperative behaviour and differential benefits in alliances. Strategic Management Journal, 39(12), 3222-3246.  

Arunachalam, S., Ramaswami, S. N., Herrmann, P. & Walker, D. (2018). Innovation pathway to profitability: The role of entrepreneurial orientation and marketing capabilities. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 46(4), 744-766. 

Baaij, M. & Reinmoeller, P. (2018). Prelims', Mapping a Winning Strategy: Developing and Executing a Successful Strategy in Turbulent Markets. UK: Emerald Publishers 

Baines, T. S., Asch, R., Hadfield, L., Mason, J. P., Fletcher, S., & Kay, J. M. (2018). Towards a theoretical framework for human performance modelling within manufacturing systems design. Simulation Modelling Practice and Theory, 13(6), 486-504. 

Baker, G. P., Gibbons, R., & Murphy, K. J. (2018). Strategic alliances: Bridges between  islands of conscious power”. Journal of the Japanese and International Economies, 22(2), 146-163. 

Barczak, G. & Kahn, K. B. (2018). Identifying new product development best practice. Business horizons, 55(3), 293-305. 

Baum, J. A. & Silverman, B. S. (2018). Picking winners or building them? Alliance, intellectual, and human capital as selection criteria in venture financing and performance of biotechnology startups. Journal of Business Venturing, 19(3), 411-436. 

Bayai, I., & Ikhide, S. (2018). Financing structure and financial sustainability of selected SADC microfinance institutions (MFIs). Annals of Public and Cooperative Economics, 89(4), 665-696. 

Belderbos, R., Jacob, J. & Lokshin, B. (2018). Corporate venture capital (CVC) investments and technological performance: Geographic diversity and the interplay with technology alliances. Journal of Business Venturing, 33(1), 20-34. 

Belgraver, H. & Verwaal, E. (2018). Organizational capital, production factor resources, and relative firm size in strategic equity alliances. Small Business Economics, 50(4), 825849. 
Bertram, D. (2007). Likert scales. Retrieved November, 2, 2019. 

Bettencourt, L. A. & Brown, S. W. (2019). Role stressors and customer-oriented boundaryspanning behaviors in service organizations. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 31(4), 394-408. 

Bhattacharyya, S. S. (2019). Development of an Integrated Model of Strategic Alliance. Indian Journal of Industrial Relations, 54(3), 27-46.  

Bhawe, N. & Zahra, S. A. (2019). Inducing heterogeneity in local entrepreneurial ecosystems: the role of MNEs. Small Business Economics, 52(2), 437-454.  

Boateng, S. (2018). Structural Equation Modelling (SEM) Made Easy for Business and Social Science Research Using SPSS and Amos. London: Sage Publisher.

Bouncken, R. B., Fredrich, V., Ritala, P. & Kraus, S. (2018). Coopetition in new product development alliances: advantages and tensions for incremental and radical innovation. British Journal of Management, 29(3), 391-410. 

Bowen, F. E., Rostami, M. & Steel, P. (2015). Timing is everything: A meta-analysis of the relationships between organizational performance and innovation. Journal of Business Research, 63(11), 1179-1185.  

Brooks, C., Chen, Z., & Zeng, Y. (2018). Institutional cross-ownership and corporate strategy: The case of mergers and acquisitions. Journal of Corporate Finance, 48, 187-216. 

Bruyaka, O., Philippe, D. & Castañer, X. (2018). Run away or stick together? The impact of organization-specific adverse events on alliance partner defection. Academy of Management Review, 43(3), 445-469. 

[image: image34.png]


Bubmann, U., Panz, R. M. & Schweighofer, S. (2018). Organisational cultures: Networks, clusters, alliances. diplom. de. 

Burgelman, R. A. (2020). Strategy is destiny: How strategy-making shapes a company's future. New York: Free Press. 

Burkhardt, K. (2018). Private Equity Firms: Their Role in the Formation of Strategic Alliances. New York: John Wiley & Sons. 

[image: image35.png]


Burkholder, G. J., Cox, K. A., Crawford, L. M. & Hitchcock, J. H. (Eds.). (2019). Research design and methods: An applied guide for the scholar-practitioner. London: SAGE Publications, Incorporated. 

Cainelli, G., Ganau, R. & Iacobucci, D. (2016). Do Geographic Concentration and Vertically Related Variety Foster Firm Productivity? Micro‐Evidence from Italy. Growth and Change, 47(2), 197-217. 

Calantone, R. J., Cavusgil, S. T. & Zhao, Y. (2015). Learning orientation, firm innovation capability, and firm performance. Industrial marketing management, 31(6), 515-524.  

Cannella Jr, A. A. & Monroe, M. J. (2018). Contrasting perspectives on strategic leaders: Toward a more realistic view of top managers. Journal of management, 23(3), 213-237. 

Carayannopoulos, S., & Auster, ER (2015). External knowledge sourcing in biotechnology through acquisition versus alliance: A KBV approach. Research Policy, 39(2), 254267. 

Caserta, M., Monteleone, S. & Reito, F. (2018). The trade-off between profitability and outreach in microfinance. Economic Modelling, 7(6), 31-41. 

Challapalli, P., Vadapalani, C., Dineshwar, A. & Bajaj Finance Ltd, C. (2019). Microfinance, a Strategic Tool for Financial Inclusion. Mehr Chand Mahajan DAV College for Women, 51.  

Chan, S. K. L. (2018). Hierarchical microcredit networks. International Journal of Sociology and Social Policy. 

Chandra, R. D. (2018). Microfinance and Its Impact on Entrepreneurial Development Sustainability and inclusive growth. PA: IGI Global. 

Chatterjee, S., DuttaGupta, S., & Upadhyay, P. (2018). Sustainability of microenterprises: an empirical analysis. Benchmarking: An International Journal, 6(3), 33-52. 

Cheng, CC, & Krumwiede, D. (2018). Enhancing the performance of supplier involvement in new product development: the enabling roles of social media and firm capabilities. Supply Chain Management: An International Journal. 23(3), 12-34. 

Chung, D., Kim, M. J. & Kang, J. (2019). Influence of alliance portfolio diversity on innovation performance: the role of internal capabilities of value creation. Review of Managerial Science, 13(5), 1093-1120.  

Cobeña, M., Gallego, Á. & Casanueva, C. (2017). Heterogeneity, diversity and complementarity in alliance portfolios. European Management Journal, 35(4), 464-476. 

Colm, L., Ordanini, A. & Parasuraman, A. (2017). When service customers do not consume in isolation: a typology of customer copresence influence modes (CCIMs). Journal of Service Research, 20(3), 223-239. 

Cozza, C., Malerba, F., Mancusi, M. L., Perani, G. & Vezzulli, A. (2012). Innovation, profitability and growth in medium and high-tech manufacturing industries: evidence from Italy. Applied Economics, 44(15), 1963-1976. 

Cui, A. S. & O'Connor, G. (2018). Alliance portfolio resource diversity and firm innovation. Journal of Marketing, 76(4), 24-43. 

Danneels, E. & Kleinschmidtb, E. J. (2018). Product innovativeness from the firm's perspective: Its dimensions and their relation with project selection and performance. Journal of Product Innovation Management: An International Publication of the Product Development & Management Association, 18(6), 357-373. 

Das, T. K. & Teng, B. S. (2019). Managing risks in strategic alliances. ‎ Paperback: Information Age Publishing.
De Faria, P. & Mendonça, J. (2018). Innovation strategy by firms: do innovative firms grow more? International Journal of Entrepreneurship and Small Business, 12(2), 173-184. 

de Man, A. P. & Luvison, D. (2019). Collaborative business models: Aligning and operationalizing alliances. Business Horizons, 62(4), 473-482.  

De Silva, M. & Rossi, F. (2018). The effect of firms' relational capabilities on knowledge acquisition and co-creation with universities. Technological Forecasting and Social Change, 133(7), 72-84.  

Degener, P., Maurer, I. & Bort, S. (2018). Alliance portfolio diversity and innovation: The interplay of portfolio coordination capability and proactive partner selection capability. Journal of Management Studies, 55(8), 1386-1422. 

Dotzel, T., Shankar, V. & Berry, LL (2015). Service innovativeness and firm value. Journal of Marketing Research, 50(2), 259-276. 

Dupas, P., Karlan, D., Robinson, J. & Ubfal, D. (2018). Banking the Unbanked? Evidence from three countries. American Economic Journal: Applied Economics, 10(2), 257-97. 
Dussauge, P., Garrette, B. & Mitchell, W. (2017). Learning from competing partners: Outcomes and durations of scale and link alliances in Europe, North America and Asia. Strategic management journal, 21(2), 99-126. 

Duysters, G. & Lokshin, B. (2018). Determinants of alliance portfolio complexity and its effect on innovative performance of companies, Working Paper No.33 UNU-MERIT 

Dyer, J. H., Godfrey, P., Jensen, R. & Bryce, D. (2020). Strategic Management: Concepts and Cases. London: John Wiley & Sons.  

Dyer, J. H., Singh, H. & Hesterly, W. S. (2018). The relational view revisited: A dynamic perspective on value creation and value capture. Strategic Management Journal, 39(12), 3140-3162. 

Edison, T. R. (2017). The Relationships between Work Team Strategic Intent and Work Team Performance. Defence acquisition university Ft. Belvoir vet. 

Elhachemi, T. (2020). The influence of knowledge management practice on knowledge acquisition: conceptual paper proposition. Journal of Global Business and Social Entrepreneurship (GBSE), 6(17), 67-91. 

Elia, S., Petruzzelli, A. M. & Piscitello, L. (2019). The impact of cultural diversity on innovation performance of MNC subsidiaries in strategic alliances. Journal of Business Research, 98, 204-213. 

Eularie, M. (2018). Agricultural Financing and Microfinance Industry in Rwanda: Growth, Trends and Challenges. International Journal of Social and Economic Research, 8(2), 117-132. 

Fawcett, S. E., Smith, S. R. & Cooper, M. B. (2017). Strategic intent, measurement capability, and operational success: making the connection. International Journal of Physical Distribution & Logistics Management. 14(2), 12-24. 

Ferreira, A. & Franco, M. (2019). The influence of strategic alliances on human capital development. EuroMed Journal of Business. 

[image: image36.png]


Flick, U. (2020). Introducing Research Methodology: Thinking Your Way through Your Research Project. London: Sage Publications Limited. 

Forkmann, S., Henneberg, S. C. & Mitrega, M. (2018). Capabilities in business relationships and networks: Research recommendations and directions. Industrial Marketing Management, 74(6), 4-26.  

Fornell, C., Mithas, S., Morgeson-III, F. V. & Krishnan, M. S. (2018). Customer satisfaction and stock prices: High returns, low risk. Journal of Marketing, 70(1), 3-14. 

Franco, M. & Haase, H. (2015). Interfirm alliances: A taxonomy for SMEs. Long Range Planning, 48(3), 168-181. 

[image: image37.png]


Geleta, E. B. (2016). The Microfinance Mirage: The Politics of Poverty, Social Capital and Women's Empowerment in Ethiopia. London: Routledge Publishers. 
Geyskens, I., Gielens, K. & Dekimpe, M. G. (2018). The market valuation of internet channel additions. Journal of marketing, 66(2), 102-119. 

Ghauri, P., Gronhaug, K. & Strange, R. (2020). Research methods in business studies. [image: image38.png]


London: Cambridge University Press. 

Giovanni S., Francesco P., Lara P. & Salvatore, E.F. (2016). Insights to technological alliances and financial resources as antecedents of high-tech firms’ innovative performance. R&D Management 46(1), 127-144. 

Gnyawali, D. R. & Ryan Charleton, T. (2018). Nuances in the interplay of competition and cooperation: Towards a theory of co-opetition. Journal of Management, 44(7), 25112534. 

Goerzen, A. & Beamish, P. W. (2015). The effect of alliance network diversity on multinational enterprise performance. Strategic Management Journal, 26(4), 333-354. 

Golesorkhi, S., Mersland, R., Randøy, T. & Shenkar, O. (2019). The performance impact of informal and formal institutional differences in cross-border alliances. International Business Review, 28(1), 104-118. 

Gomes-Casseres, B. (2017). The Alliance Revolution: The New Shape of Business Rivalry. Cambridge, MA.: Harvard University Press.
Grant, R. M. & Baden‐Fuller, C. (2017). A knowledge accessing theory of strategic alliances. Journal of management studies, 41(1), 61-84. 

Gundolf, K., Jaouen, A. & Gast, J. (2018). Motives for strategic alliances in cultural and creative industries. Creativity and Innovation Management, 27(2), 148-160.  

Gutiérrez-Nieto, B. & Serrano-Cinca, C. (2019). 20 years of research in microfinance: An information management approach. International Journal of Information Management, 47,183-197. 

Hagedoorn, J. & Duysters, G. (2018). External sources of innovative capabilities: the preferences for strategic alliances or mergers and acquisitions. Journal of Management Studies, 39(2), 167-188. 

Hagedoorn, J., Lokshin, B. & Zobel, A. K. (2018). Partner type diversity in alliance portfolios: Multiple dimensions, boundary conditions and firm innovation performance. Journal of Management Studies, 55(5), 809-836.

Haghighi, M. & Jalali, S. H. (2018). Strategic Alliance Formation from the Institutional Theory Perspective. Journal of Business management, 9(4), 717-738.
Hoffmann, W., Lavie, D., Reuer, J. J. & Shipilov, A. (2018). The interplay of competition and cooperation. Strategic Management Journal, 39(12), 3033-3052.  

Huda, M., Qodriah, S. L., Rismayadi, B., Hananto, A., Kardiyati, E. N., Ruskam, A. & Nasir, B. M. (2019). Towards cooperative with competitive alliance: Insights into performance value in social entrepreneurship. In Creating business value and competitive advantage with social entrepreneurship (pp. 294-317). IGI Global.

Hult, G. T. M., Ketchen, D. J., Griffith, D. A., Chabowski, B. R., Hamman, M. K., Dykes, B. J., ... & Cavusgil, S. T. (2014). An assessment of the measurement of performance in international business research. Journal of International Business Studies, 39(6), 1064-1080. 

Islam, M., Hossain, A. T. & Mia, L. (2018). Role of strategic alliance and innovation on organizational sustainability. Benchmarking: An International Journal, 25(5), 27-45.
Ismail, J. T. (2018). Microfinance services and financial performance of small and medium enterprises; case of Kilifi town, in Kenya, unpublished doctoral dissertation, Kenyatta University, Nairobi, Kenya. 

Jagannathan, M. (2018). Alliance Contracting Framework for Affordable Mass Housing Construction. In Urbanization Challenges in Emerging Economies: Energy and Water Infrastructure; Transportation Infrastructure; and Planning and Financing (pp. 366375). Reston, VA: American Society of Civil Engineers.  

Johnston, A. & Huggins, R. (2018). Partner selection and university-industry linkages: Assessing small firms' initial perceptions of the credibility of their partners. Technovation, 78(8), 15-26. 

Joshi, A., Kale, S., Chandel, S. & Pal, D. K. (2015). Likert scale: Explored and explained. Current Journal of Applied Science and Technology, 7, 396-403. 

Kale, P. & Singh H. (2017). Managing strategic alliances: what do we know now, and where do we go from here? Academy of management perspectives, 23(3), 45-62. 

Kalra, V. & Mathur, H. P. (2018). Evaluation of Microfinance Institutions in Varanasi with Special Reference to Client Education. London: Cambridge Scholars Publishing. 

Kamba-Kibatshi, M. (2018). Microfinance and the fight against poverty in the Democratic Republic of Congo. Journal of Advance Research in Business Management and Accounting, 4(8), 01-15. 

Kar, A. K. & Swain, R. B. (2018). Competition, performance and portfolio quality in microfinance markets. The European Journal of Development Research, 30(5), 842870. 

Keith, L. J. D. (2020). Making History Together: How to Create Innovative Strategic Alliances to fuel the growth of your Company. New York: Florida Hospital Publishing.   

Kessy, S. (2019). Microfinance and enterprises performance in Tanzania: Does gender matter. Repositioning African business and development for the 21st century, 125-131. 

Ketprapakorn, N. & Kantabutra, S. (2019). Culture development for sustainable SMEs: Toward a behavioral theory. Sustainability, 11(9), 2629. 

Kim, W. (2015). Rising China, pivotal middle power South Korea, and alliance transition theory. International Area Studies Review, 18(3), 251-265. 

Kindström, D. (2017). Towards a service-based business model – Key aspects for future competitive advantage. European Management Journal, 28(6), 479-490.  

Klus, M. F., Lohwasser, T. S., Holotiuk, F. & Moormann, J. (2019). Strategic alliances between banks and fintechs for digital innovation: motives to collaborate and types of interaction. The Journal of Entrepreneurial Finance, 21(1), 1-23. 

Knoke, D. (2018). Changing organizations: Business networks in the new political economy. London: Routledge and Keegan.  

Ko, W. L., Kim, S. Y., Lee, J. H. & Song, T. H. (2020). The effects of strategic alliance emphasis and marketing efficiency on firm value under different technological environments. Journal of Business Research, Elsevier, 120(C), 453-461.
Kohtamäki, M., Rabetino, R. & Möller, K. (2018). Alliance capabilities: A systematic review and future research directions. Industrial Marketing Management, 68(8), 188-201. 

Koo, J., Yamanoi, J. & Sakano, T. (2020). Acquisition announcements and stock market valuations of acquiring firms’ alliance partners: A transaction cost perspective. Journal of Business Research, 118, 129-140. 

Kumar, B. (2020). How to Ensure Growth and Secure Profitability: A guide to scale-up business profitability. Delhi: Blue Rose Publishers. 

[image: image39.png]


Kumar, R. (2020). Research methodology: A step-by-step guide for beginners, 5th Ed., Thousand Oaks: Sage Publications Limited. 

Kyankwanzi, R. (2018). The contribution of microfinance institutions on women empowerment: A case study of Letshego Microfinance, Rukungiri branch, Doctoral Dissertation, Nkumba University, Kampala, Uganda. 
Laursen, K. & Salter, A. (2016). Open for innovation: the role of openness in explaining innovation performance among UK manufacturing firms. Strategic Management Journal, 27(2), 131-150. 

Lavie, D. & Miller, S. R (2018). Alliance portfolio internationalization and firm performance, Research Policy, 19(4), 623-646.  

Lebans, M. & Euske, K. (2016). Business Performance Measurement: A conceptual and operational delineation of performance. London: Cambridge University Press. 

Lehene, C. & Borza, A. (2018). Alliance function: importance, role, creation. Opening the black box in Romania. Managerial Challenges of the Contemporary Society. Proceedings, 11(1), 43.

Leischnig, A. & Geigenmüller, A. (2018). When does alliance proactiveness matter to market performance? A comparative case analysis. Industrial Marketing Management, 74, 79-88.  

Li, K., Qiu, J. & Wang, J. (2019). Technology conglomeration, strategic alliances, and corporate innovation. Management Science, 65(11), 5065-5090. 

Ling, L. & Ling, P. (2017). Emerging Methods and paradigms in education research, Teaching and Learning, Hershey, PA: IGP Global.
Lubello, N., Albano, M. & Gordini, N. (2015). The role of SMEs in the processes of Open Innovation, 4th Workshop, Innovative processes in small businesses: Re-positioning of SMEs in the Global Value System, Urbino. 

Maher, C. (Ed.). (2018). Handbook of Research on Value Creation for Small and Micro Social Enterprises. USA: IGI Global. 

[image: image40.png]


Management Association (Ed.). (2018). Socio-Economic Development: Concepts, Methodologies, Tools, and Applications: Concepts, Methodologies, Tools, and Applications. Hershey, PA: IGI Global. 

Mani, D. & Barua, A. (2015). The impact of firm learning on value creation in strategic outsourcing relationships. Journal of Management Information Systems, 32(1), 9-38. 

Mansury, M. A. & Love, J. H. (2018). Innovation, productivity and growth in US business services: A firm-level analysis. Technovation, 28(1-2), 52-62. 

March, JG, Waquet, M. & Martinet, AC (2017). Decisions and organizations. The Organizational Eds. 

Marques, M. B. (2018). The Contribution of Marketing 3.0 for the Strategic Management of Competitive Advantages of Organizations: A Methodological Proposal. In Handbook of Research on Strategic Innovation Management for Improved Competitive Advantage (pp. 342-358). Hershey, PA:  IGI Global. 

Mathuki, P. M., Ogutu, M., Ndemo, B. & Pokhariyal, G. P. (2019). The link between strategic alliances and performance of Kenyan manufacturing firms in the East African Community Market. International Journal of Contemporary Applied Researches, 6(6), 67-91.  

Mazzola, E., Perrone, G. & Handfield, R. (2018). Change is good, but not too much: Dynamic positioning in the interfirm network and new product development. Journal of Product Innovation Management, 35(6), 960-982. 

Meyer, K. E. & Peng, M. W. (2016). Theoretical foundations of emerging economy business research. Journal of International Business Studies, 47(1), 3-22. 

Mohan, M., Voss, K. E., Jiménez, F. R. & Gammoh, B. S. (2018). Corporate brands as brand allies. Journal of Product & Brand Management. 

Mori, M. (2019). Banking Underserved Market Segments. Open Journal of Social Sciences, 7(03), 506. 

Muchangi, M. W. (2019). Influence of Strategic Alliances on Performance of Kenya Women Microfinance Bank Limited, Doctoral dissertation, University of Nairobi, Kenya. 

Muñoz, P. & Kimmitt, J. (2018). Entrepreneurship and the rest: The missing debate. Journal of Business Venturing Insights, 9(3), 100-106. 

Narula, R. & Verbeke, A. (2015). Making internalization theory good for practice: The essence of Alan Rugman's contributions to international business. Journal of World Business, 50(4), 612-622. 

Nason, R. S. & Wiklund, J. (2018). An assessment of resource-based theorizing on firm growth and suggestions for the future. Journal of Management, 44(1), 32-60. 

Neely, A. (2016). Exploring the financial consequences of the servitization of manufacturing. Operations management research, 1(2), 103-118.  

Nielsen, B. B. (2017). Determining international strategic alliance performance: A multidimensional approach. International Business Review, 16(3), 337-361. 

Nikolova, E. & Neycheva, M. (2016). Strategic Behavior and Game Theory. in book: Strategic Business Decisions in a Risky and Rapidly Changing Environment 1st ed. Publisher: Flat.
O'Dwyer, M. & Gilmore, A. (2018). Value and alliance capability and the formation of strategic alliances in SMEs: The impact of customer orientation and resource optimisation. Journal of Business Research, 87(9), 58-68. 

Ongsakul, V., Parameswar, N., & Dhir, S. (2019). Factors affecting the nature of alliance governance and competitiveness. Journal of Business and Retail Management Research, 13(Special), 9-23.
Palmatier, R. W. (2018). Relationship marketing, pp. 1-140. Cambridge, MA: Marketing Science Institute. 

[image: image41.png]


Panke, D. (2018). Research design & method selection: making good choices in the social sciences. London: Sage Publishers. 

Papastathopoulou, P. & Hultink, E. J. (2017). New service development: An analysis of 27 years of research. Journal of Product Innovation Management, 29(5), 705-714.  

Penney, C. R. & Combs, J. G. (2019). A transaction cost perspective of alliance portfolio diversity. Journal of Management Studies, 57, 1073-1105.
Politano, P. M., Walton, R. O. & Parrish, A. E. (2018). Statistics and Research Methodology: A Gentle Conversation. Lulu. Com. 

Politano, P. M., Walton, R. O. & Parrish, A. E. (2018). Statistics and Research methodology: A Gentle Conversation. Charleston: Hang Time Publishing. 

Porter, M. E. (2018). Location, competition, and economic development: Local clusters in a global economy. Economic Development Quarterly, 14(1), 15-34. 

Prashantham, S. & Yip, G. (2019). Local Firms within global value chains: From local assembler to value partner. In The Oxford Handbook of Management in Emerging Markets. Oxford: University Press New York. 

Priem, R.L. & Butler, J.E. (2018). Is the resource based ‘view’ a useful perspective for strategic management research? Academy of Management review, 26(1), 22-40. 

Qiu, X. & Haugland, S. A. (2019). The role of regulatory focus and trustworthiness in knowledge transfer and leakage in alliances. Industrial Marketing Management, 83(7), 162-173. 

Rahmana, I. K. A. & Miab, M. M. (2020). Using Partial Least Squares Structural Equation Modeling (PLS-SEM): Mediation between Strategic Management & Performance. International Journal of Innovation, Creativity and Change, 10(11), 392-404. 

Rippey, P. & Allen, H. (2018). Making it happen: approaches to group formation. Savings Groups at the Frontier, 65. Final report.
Rockwell, S. (2019). A resource-based framework for strategically managing identity. Journal of Organizational Change Management, 32(1), 80-102. 

Rosenstein, L. D. (2019). Research Design and Analysis: A Primer for the Non-statistician. [image: image42.png]


New York: John Wiley & Sons. 

Rwamigabo, E. R. (2019). Challenges and Opportunities of Micro or Small Social Enterprises in Rwanda. In Handbook of Research on Value Creation for Small and Micro Social Enterprises (pp. 254-270). Hershey, PA: IGI Global. 

Ryall, M.D. (2019). When Competencies are not Core: Self-Confirming Theories and the Destruction of Firm Value. Unpublished manuscript.
Sahni, J. & Juhari, A. S. (2019). Corporate Diversification: A Fundamental Exploration of General Business Environments, Industry Environments and Firm Characteristics. Academy of Strategic Management Journal, 18(2), 1-13. 

Sarkar, M. B., Aulakh, P. S. & Madhok, A. (2019). Process capabilities and value generation in alliance portfolios. Organization Science, 20(3), 583-600.  

Schilke, O., & Lumineau, F. (2018). The double-edged effect of contracts on alliance performance. Journal of Management, 44(7), 2827-2858.

Schilling, M. A. & Phelps, C. C. (2017). Interfirm collaboration networks: The impact of largescale network structure on firm innovation. Management Science, 53(7), 1113-1126. 

Schroeder, E. (2020). The impact of microcredit borrowing on household consumption in Bangladesh. Applied Economics, 1, 1-15.  

Shamim, M. A. (2019). Impact of Grameen bank microcredit on standard of living in rural poor women in Sariakandi Upazila of Bogra District. American Journal of Trade and Policy, 6(1), 33-40.  

Shelburn, W. L. (2018). An analysis of strategic alliances: forms, functions and framework. Journal of Business & Industrial Marketing.  

Shrader, C. (2016). Collaboration and performance in foreign markets, the case of young high technology manufacturing firms. Academy of Management Journal, 44(3), 45–60. 

Smith, A. (2012). The Wealth of Nations, Ware England: Wordsworth Editions..
Soares, B. (2007). The use of strategic alliances as an instrument for rapid growth, by New Zealand based quest or companies. 

Soosai, V. & Lalitha, N. (2019). Micro Enterprises and its impact on livelihood. MJP Publisher. 

Steers, R. M. (2017). Effects of need for achievement on the job performance-job attitude relationship. Journal of Applied Psychology, 60(6), 678. 

Stoeffler, Q., Mills, B. & Premand, P. (2020). Poor households’ productive investments of cash transfers: quasi-experimental evidence from Niger. Journal of African Economies, 29(1), 63-89. 

Stuart, T. E., Ozdemir, S. Z. & Ding, W. W. (2017). Vertical alliance networks: The case of university–biotechnology–pharmaceutical alliance chains. Research Policy, 36(4), 477-498. 

Syedda, M. S. (2018). Exploring the strategies and challenges to empower female entrepreneurs via business support and ICT in the UK-a resource-based theory perspective (Doctoral dissertation, Cardiff Metropolitan University).  

Thakur, R. & Hale, D. (2015). Service innovation: A comparative study of US and Indian service firms. Journal of Business Research, 66(8), 1108-1123.  

Thomaz, F. & Swaminathan, V. (2015). What goes around comes around: The impact of marketing alliances on firm risk and the moderating role of network density. Journal of Marketing, 79(5), 63-79. 

Tkachenko, V., Kwilinski, A., Tkachenko, I. & Puzyrova, P. (2019). Theoretical and methodical approaches to the definition of marketing risks management concept at industrial enterprises. Financial and Credit Activity: Problems of Theory and Practice, 3(30), 85-94.
[image: image43.png]


Travica, B. (Ed.). (2019). Informing View of Organization: Strategic Perspective: Strategic Perspective. Hershey, PA: IGI Global. 

Van Zyl, C., Botha, Z., & Skerritt, P. (Eds.). (2018). Understanding South African Financial Markets. Van Schaik Publishers. 

Vendrell-Herrero, F., Gomes, E., Bustinza, O. F., & Mellahi, K. (2018). Uncovering the role of cross-border strategic alliances and expertise decision centralization in enhancing product-service innovation in MMNEs. International Business Review, 27(4), 814-825. 

Vogus, T. J. (2018). What is it about relationships? A behavioral theory of social capital and performance. Members-only Library. 
Vonortas, N. S. & Safioleas, S. P. (1997). Strategic alliances in information technology and developing country firms: recent evidence. World Development, 25(5), 657-680. 

Wang, C. N., Nguyen, X. T., Le, T. D. & Hsueh, M. H. (2018). A partner selection approach for strategic alliance in the global aerospace and defense industry. Journal of Air Transport Management, 69, 190-204. 

Watts, J. K. & Koput, K. W. (2019). The downside of prominence in a network of marketing alliances. Journal of Business Research, 104, 196-205. 

Weber, B. & Heidenreich, S. (2018). When and with whom to cooperate? Investigating effects of cooperation stage and type on innovation capabilities and success. Long Range Planning, 51(2), 334-350. 

Xia, J., Wang, Y., Lin, Y., Yang, H. & Li, S. (2018). Alliance formation in the midst of market and network: Insights from resource dependence and network perspectives. Journal of Management, 44(5), 1899-1925. 

Xin, K., Chen, X., Zhang, R. & Sun, Y. (2019). R&D intensity, free cash flow, and technological innovation: evidence from high-tech manufacturing firms in China. Asian Journal of Technology Innovation, 27(2), 214-238. 

Yamakawa, Y., Yang, H. & Lin, Z. J. (2017). Exploration versus exploitation in alliance portfolio: Performance implications of organizational, strategic, and environmental fit. Research Policy, 40(2), 287-296. 

Yang, W. & Meyer, K. E. (2019). Alliance proactiveness and firm performance in an emerging economy. Industrial Marketing Management, 82, 226-237. 

Yang, W. & Meyer, K. E. (2015). Competitive dynamics in an emerging economy: Competitive pressures, resources, and the speed of action. Journal of Business Research, 68(6), 1176-1185. 

Yasuda, H. (2018). Governance Mechanisms of Inter-organizational Relationship: Comparative Analysis of Three Forms of Alliance Governance. Journal of Strategic Management Studies, 10(1), 81-93. 

Yu, H., Rahman, O. & Yan, Y. (2019). Branding strategies in transitional economy: The case of Aimer. Journal of Global Fashion Marketing, 10(1), 93-109. 

Yuan, X., Kim, S. Y., Song, T. H., & Lee, J. W. (2018). Business Relationship Strategy for Foreign-Invested Enterprises in China: The Moderating Role of Competitive Structure and Entry Type. Journal of Asian and African Studies, 53(5), 703-720. 

Yunus, M. (2007). Creating a World without Poverty: Social Business and the Future of Capitalism. New York: Public Affairs. 
Zhang, G., Tang, C. & Qi, Y. (2020). Alliance Network Diversity and Innovation Ambidexterity: The Differential Roles of Industrial Diversity, Geographical Diversity, and Functional Diversity. Sustainability, 12(3), 1041. 

Zhang, S. & Wu, J. (2017). Compete at the expense of responsibility? Firm’s alliance responsibility in innovation process for SMEs. International Entrepreneurship and Management Journal, 10(4), 845-860. 

APPENDICES
Appendix I: List of Microfinances and SACCOs (Sample Frame)
	No
	Name
	DISTRICT
	SECTOR

	1 
	ABADAHIGWA 
	KICUKIRO 
	KIGARAMA 

	2 
	ABAKUNDANA COOPEC 
	RUSIZI 
	KAMEMBE 

	3 
	AL HALAAL LTD 
	NYARUGENGE 
	NYARUGENGE 

	4 
	AMASEZERANO COMMUNITY BANKING LTD 
	KICUKIRO 
	KICUKIRO 

	5 
	CAF 
	MUHANGA 
	NYAMABUYE 

	6 
	EJO HEZA KAMONYI 
	KAMONYI 
	GACURABWENGE 

	7 
	EJO HEZA NDIZA 
	MUHANGA 
	KIYUMBA 

	8 
	CLECAM EJO HEZA KABAGALI 
	RUHANGO 
	BWERAMANA 

	9 
	CLECAM EJO HEZA MUHANGA 
	MUHANGA 
	NYAMABUYE 

	10 
	CLECAM EJO HEZA RUHANGO 
	RUHANGO 
	RUHANGO 

	11 
	CLECAM EJO HEZA UNION 
	MUHANGA 
	NYAMABUYE 

	12 
	CLECAM WISIGARA BIRUYI 
	RUTSIRO 
	MUSHONYI 

	13 
	CLECAM WISIGARA BUKONYA 
	GAKENKE 
	JANJA 

	14 
	CLECAM WISIGARA GASEKE 
	NGORORERO 
	KABAYA 

	15 
	CLECAM WISIGARA KAYOVE 
	RUTSIRO 
	RUHANGO 

	16 
	CLECAM WISIGARA NYAMUGALI 
	BURERA 
	NEMBA 

	17 
	CLECAM WISIGARA NYAMYUMBA 
	RUBAVU 
	NYAMYUMBA 

	18 
	CLECAM WISIGARA NYARUTOVU 
	GAKENKE 
	GAKENKE 

	
	(CYERU & GAKENKE) 
	
	

	19 
	CLECAM WISIGARA RUBAVU 
	RUBAVU 
	GISENYI 

	20 
	CLECAM WISIGARA ZAMUKA 
	RUBAVU 
	KANAMA 

	21 
	CMF NGWINUREBE 
	RUSIZI 
	KAMEMBE 

	22 
	CMF TUZAMURANE 
	NYAMASHEKE 
	KAGANO 

	23 
	CMF TWITEGANYIRIZE 
	NYAMASHEKE 
	MACUBA 

	24 
	CMF UMWETE 
	RUSIZI 
	RWIMBOGO 

	25 
	CODEMARU 
	RULINDO 
	BUSHOKI 

	26 
	COMICOKA 
	RUBAVU 
	KANAMA 

	27 
	COOJAD BUGESERA 
	BUGESERA 
	NYAMATA 

	28 
	COOJAD REMERA 
	GASABO 
	REMERA 

	29 
	COOPEDU 
	KICUKIRO 
	KICUKIRO 

	30 
	CPF INEZA 
	MUHANGA 
	NYAMABUYE 

	31 
	CSPKI 
	RULINDO 
	TUMBA 

	32 
	CSTCR 
	RULINDO 
	KINIHIRA 

	33 
	CT GIKONDO 
	KICUKIRO 
	GIKONDO 

	34 
	CT KACYIRU 
	GASABO 
	KACYIRU 

	35 
	CT MUGAMBAZI 
	RULINDO 
	MURAMBI 

	36 
	CT MULINDI 
	GICUMBI 
	KANIGA 

	37 
	CT MURAMBI 
	GATSIBO 
	KIRAMURUZI 

	38 
	CT NYAMAGABE 
	NYAMAGABE 
	GASAKA 

	39 
	CT RUSIZI 
	RUSIZI 
	KAMEMBE 

	40 
	DUKORERURWANDA 
	GASABO 
	KIMIRONKO 

	41 
	DUTERIMBERE IMF LTD 
	NYARUGENGE 
	MUHIMA 

	42 
	GOSHEN FINANCE LTD 
	NYARUGENGE 
	NYARUGENGE 

	43 
	IMPAMBA 
	GISAGARA 
	GIKONKO 

	44 
	INGASHYA 
	RWAMAGANA 
	KARENGE 

	45 
	INKINGI MICROFINANCE LTD 
	NYARUGENGE 
	MUHIMA 

	46 
	INKUNGA 
	KARONGI 
	RUBENGERA 

	47 
	INZIRA BUTARE 
	HUYE 
	NGOMA 

	48 
	INZIRA KIBUNGO 
	NGOMA 
	KIBUNGO 

	49 
	ISHEMA MULINDI 
	GICUMBI 
	KANIGA 

	50 
	ITI =ISANDUKA TWIZIGAMIRE IWACU 
	RURINDO 
	CYUNGO 

	51 
	KOZIBI 
	RWAMAGANA 
	RUBONA 

	52 
	RIM LTD 
	NYARUGENGE 
	NYARUGENGE 

	53 
	RML 
	NYARUGENGE 
	NYARUGENGE 

	54 
	SAGER GANZA LTD 
	NYARUGENGE 
	GITEGA 

	55 
	TRASO=Travailleurs de la SORWATE 
	 RULINDO 
	 KINIHIRA 

	56 
	TWIZIGAMIRE 
	NYAMAGABE 
	GASAKA 

	57 
	UBAKA 
	GASABO 
	KIMIRONKO 

	58 
	UMUTANGUHA CAISSE CENTRALE 
	NYARUGENGE 
	NYAMIRAMBO 

	59 
	UMUTANGUHA GASARENDA 
	GASARENDA 
	TARE 

	60 
	UMUTANGUHA KABAYA 
	NGORORERO 
	KABAYA 

	61 
	UMUTANGUHA KIGALI 
	NYARUGENGE 
	NYAMIRAMBO 

	62 
	UMUTANGUHA MAHOKO 
	RUBAVU 
	KANAMA 

	63 
	UMUTANGUHA VUNGA 
	NYABIHU 
	SHYIRA 

	64 
	UMWALIMU SACCO 
	GASABO 
	REMERA 

	65 
	VISION FINANCE LTD 
	NYARUGENGE 
	MUHIMA 

	66 
	ZAMUKA 
	KICUKIRO 
	GATENGA 

	67 
	SMGF LTD 
	GASABO 
	KIMIHURURA 

	68 
	HOPE SACCO MUHIMA 
	NYARUGENGE 
	MUHIMA 

	69 
	KIGALI SOLIDARITY FOR VISION 
	NYARUGENGE 
	KIGALI 

	70 
	EJO HEZA NYARUGENGE 
	NYARUGENGE 
	NYARUGENGE 

	71 
	ICYIZERE SACCO GITEGA 
	NYARUGENGE 
	GITEGA 

	72 
	SACCO MAGERAGERE ICYEREKEZO 
	NYARUGENGE 
	MAGERAGERE 

	73 
	INDATWA SACCO KANYINYA 
	NYARUGENGE 
	KANYINYA 

	74 
	KUNGAHARA SACCO NYAKABANDA 
	NYARUGENGE 
	NYAKABANDA 

	75 
	URUGWIRO SACCO RWEZAMENYO 
	NYARUGENGE 
	Rwezamenyo 

	76 
	DVS 
	NYARUGENGE 
	KIMISAGARA 

	77 
	TRUST SACCO NYAMIRAMBO 
	NYARUGENGE 
	NYAMIRAMBO 

	78 
	GISOZI SACCO 
	GASABO 
	GISOZI 

	79 
	RU -SACCO 
	GASABO 
	RUSORORO 

	80 
	ZAMUKA BUMBOGO 
	GASABO 
	BUMBOGO 

	81 
	KACYIRU SACCO 
	GASABO 
	KACYIRU 

	82 
	HOME BASKET 
	GASABO 
	KIMIRONKO 

	83 
	SACCO JABANA 
	GASABO 
	JABANA 

	84 
	IJABO REMERA 
	GASABO 
	REMERA 

	85 
	AMIZERO SACCO 
	GASABO 
	GASHYATA 

	86 
	KOZIGUNDU 
	GASABO 
	NDUBA 

	87 
	INDATSIKIRA 
	GASABO 
	KIMIHURURA 

	88 
	NDERA SACCO 
	GASABO 
	NDERA 

	89 
	UMUNARA SACCO 
	GASABO 
	JALI 

	90 
	KOPEKUKUGI 
	GASABO 
	GIKOMERO 

	91 
	SACCO RUTUNGA 
	GASABO 
	RUTUNGA 

	92 
	ICYEREKEZO 
	GASABO 
	KINYINYA 

	93 
	KANOMBE SACCO 
	KICUKIRO 
	KANOMBE 

	94 
	IMBONEZA SACCO 
	KICUKIRO 
	NYARUGUNGA 

	95 
	ABAHIZI SACCO 
	KICUKIRO 
	GIKONDO 

	96 
	IJABO SACCO 
	KICUKIRO 
	KIGARAMA 

	97 
	IJABO SACCO 
	KICUKIRO 
	KICUKIRO 

	98 
	VISION SACCO 
	KICUKIRO 
	GAHANGA 

	99 
	ICYEREKEZO SACCO 
	KICUKIRO 
	MASAKA 

	100 
	GATENGA SACCO 
	KICUKIRO 
	GATENGA 

	101 
	KAGARAMA SACCO 
	KICUKIRO 
	KAGARAMA 

	102 
	INDAHIGWA SACCO 
	KICUKIRO 
	NIBOYE 

	103 
	ZAMUKA 
	BUGESERA 
	JURU 

	104 
	RILIMA 
	BUGESERA 
	RILIMA 

	105 
	RDS 
	BUGESERA 
	RUHUHA 

	106 
	MUSENYI 
	BUGESERA 
	MUSENYI 

	107 
	MAYANGE 
	BUGESERA 
	MAYANGE 

	108 
	SHYARA 
	BUGESERA 
	SHYARA 

	109 
	MWOGO 
	BUGESERA 
	MWOGO 

	110 
	NTARAMA 
	BUGESERA 
	NTARAMA 

	111 
	MAREBA 
	BUGESERA 
	MAREBA 

	112 
	IJABO 
	BUGESERA 
	NGERUKA 

	113 
	RWERU 
	BUGESERA 
	RWERU 

	114 
	TWIYUBAKE 
	BUGESERA 
	GASHORA 

	115 
	NYAMATA 
	BUGESERA 
	NYAMATA 

	116 
	KAMABUYE 
	BUGESERA 
	KAMABUYE 

	117 
	ICYEREKEZO 
	BUGESERA 
	NYARUGENGE 

	118 
	IMBONI 
	RWAMAGANA 
	KIGABIRO 

	119 
	IMBANDUKO 
	RWAMAGANA 
	MUHAZI 

	120 
	ICYEREKEZO 
	RWAMAGANA 
	GISHARI 

	121 
	MYSACCO 
	RWAMAGANA 
	MUNYIGINYA 

	122 
	IMPORE MWURIRE SACCO 
	RWAMAGANA 
	MWURIRE 

	123 
	UMUSARE 
	RWAMAGANA 
	MUSHA 

	124 
	SANGWA 
	RWAMAGANA 
	GAHENGERI 

	125 
	FUMBWE 
	RWAMAGANA 
	FUMBWE 

	126 
	UMUGISHA 
	RWAMAGANA 
	MUYUMBU 

	127 
	UBUMWE 
	RWAMAGANA 
	NYAKARIRO 

	128 
	GWIZA 
	RWAMAGANA 
	KARENGE 

	129 
	IZIGAMIRE 
	RWAMAGANA 
	NZIGE 

	130 
	IZERE 
	RWAMAGANA 
	RUBONA 

	131 
	TWIYUBAKE 
	RWAMAGANA 
	MUNYAGA 

	132 
	MURUNDI SACCO 
	KAYONZA 
	MURUNDI 

	133 
	DUKIRE 
	KAYONZA 
	MURAMA 

	134 
	GASACCO 
	KAYONZA 
	GAHINI 

	135 
	ICYOGERE 
	KAYONZA 
	MUKARANGE 

	136 
	KUNGAHARA 
	KAYONZA 
	KABARE 

	137 
	ABANZUMUGAYO 
	KAYONZA 
	NYAMIRAMA 

	138 
	ICYERECYEZO 
	KAYONZA 
	RURAMIRA 

	139 
	UMUCYO 
	KAYONZA 
	RUKARA 

	140 
	MWILI SACCO 
	KAYONZA 
	MWILI 

	141 
	DUKIRE 
	KAYONZA 
	NDEGO 

	142 
	DUKIRE 
	KAYONZA 
	KABARONDO 

	143 
	TWIFATANYE 
	KAYONZA 
	RWINKWAVU 

	144 
	KOPABIGA 
	NGOMA 
	GASHANDA 

	145 
	KOPAJA 
	NGOMA 
	JARAMA 

	146 
	CIMEKA 
	NGOMA 
	KAREMBO 

	147 
	KSCC 
	NGOMA 
	KAZO 

	148 
	KOZIKI 
	NGOMA 
	KIBUNGO 

	149 
	KOPIMU 
	NGOMA 
	MUGESERA 

	150 
	KOTIMU 
	NGOMA 
	MURAMA 

	151 
	KOZIMU 
	NGOMA 
	MUTENDEI 

	152 
	REPSACCO 
	NGOMA 
	REMERA 

	153 
	KOKURU 
	NGOMA 
	RUKIRA 

	154 
	KOZIRU 
	NGOMA 
	RUKUMBERI 

	155 
	REPSACO 
	NGOMA 
	RURENGE 

	156 
	KOZISA 
	NGOMA 
	SAKE 

	157 
	KOZINTU 
	NGOMA 
	ZAZA 

	158 
	JYAMBERE GAHARA 
	KIREHE 
	GAHARA 

	159 
	VISION SACCO GATORE 
	KIREHE 
	GATORE 

	160 
	SHINING DEVELOPMENT SACCO 
	KIREHE 
	KIGARAMA 

	161 
	CASACOKI 
	KIREHE 
	KIGINA 

	162 
	SACCO RUGERO 
	KIREHE 
	KIREHE 

	163 
	SACCO IMBERE HEZA MAHAMA 
	KIREHE 
	MAHAMA 

	164 
	HAGURUKA UKORE SACCO MPANGA 
	KIREHE 
	MPANGA 

	165 
	UMURUNGA SACCO MUSAZA 
	KIREHE 
	MUSAZA 

	166 
	MUSHIKIRI SACCO DEVELOPMENT(MSD) 
	KIREHE 
	MUSHIKIRI 

	167 
	SACCO MENYIBANGA 
	KIREHE 
	NASHO 

	168 
	TWUNGURANE SACCO 
	KIREHE 
	NYAMUGARI 

	169 
	NYARUBUYE SACCO VISION 
	KIREHE 
	NYARUBUYE 

	170 
	ZAMUKA 
	NYAGATARE 
	KATABAGEMU 

	171 
	TURWANYE UBUKENE 
	NYAGATARE 
	RWIMIYAGA 

	172 
	INGOBOKA 
	NYAGATARE 
	MUKAMA 

	173 
	KARANGAZI 
	NYAGATARE 
	KAZANGAZI 

	174 
	MATIMBA VISION SACCO 
	NYAGATARE 
	MATIMBA 

	175 
	UMURABYO 
	NYAGATARE 
	MIMULI 

	176 
	KIYOMBE 
	NYAGATARE 
	KIYOMBE 

	177 
	MUSACCO 
	NYAGATARE 
	MUSHERI 

	178 
	KARIBU 
	NYAGATARE 
	RUKOMO 

	179 
	RWESACCO 
	NYAGATARE 
	RWEMPASHA 

	180 
	ISANGE SACCO 
	NYAGATARE 
	KARAMA 

	181 
	NYAGATARE DEVELOPMENT 
	NYAGATARE 
	NYAGATARE 

	182 
	IMBARUTSO 
	NYAGATARE 
	GATUNDA 

	183 
	TABAGWE 
	NYAGATARE 
	TABAGWE 

	184 
	UKURI SACCO 
	GATSIBO 
	KIRAMURUZI 

	185 
	ISONGA SACCO 
	GATSIBO 
	KIZIGURO 

	186 
	TERIMBERE SACCO 
	GATSIBO 
	NYAGIHANGA 

	187 
	URUMURI SACCO 
	GATSIBO 
	RUGARAMA 

	188 
	TUGANEHEZA SACCO 
	GATSIBO 
	RWIMBOGO 

	189 
	ISUNGE SACCO 
	GATSIBO 
	NGARAMA 

	190 
	GIRIBAKWE SACCO 
	GATSIBO 
	REMERA 

	191 
	ISONGA SACCO 
	GATSIBO 
	KABARORE 

	192 
	TURWUBAKE SACCO 
	GATSIBO 
	GASANGE 

	193 
	INGENZI SACCO 
	GATSIBO 
	MURAMBI 

	194 
	IZIGAME SACCO 
	GATSIBO 
	KAGEYO 

	195 
	UMUHIGO SACCO 
	GATSIBO 
	MUHURA 

	196 
	IZERE SACCO 
	GATSIBO 
	GITOKI 

	197 
	UMURAGE SACCO 
	GATSIBO 
	GATSIBO 

	198 
	MUGINA JYAMBERE 
	KAMONYI 
	MUGINA 

	199 
	MBONEZISONGA 
	KAMONYI 
	MUSAMBIRA 

	200 
	SIUKA 
	KAMONYI 
	KAYENZI 

	201 
	ICYUZUZO 
	KAMONYI 
	RUGALIKA 

	202 
	KIRAKARAMA SACCO 
	KAMONYI 
	KARAMA 

	203 
	URUFUNGUZO RWUBUKIRE 
	KAMONYI 
	RUNDA 

	204 
	URUYANGE 
	KAMONYI 
	RUKOMA 

	205 
	IBONEMO SACCO 
	KAMONYI 
	GACURABWENGE 

	206 
	ISHEMA RYUMURYANGO 
	KAMONYI 
	NYAMIYAGA 

	207 
	DUSIZE UBUKENE 
	KAMONYI 
	NYARUBAKA 

	208 
	INYUMBA YA KAYUMBU 
	KAMONYI 
	KAYUMBU 

	209 
	IMARABUKENE NGAMBA 
	KAMONYI 
	NGAMBA 

	210 
	SACCO ICYEREKEZO 
	MUHANGA 
	MUSHISHIRO 

	211 
	SACCO IMBANGUKIRAGUKIRA 
	MUHANGA 
	KIBANGU 

	212 
	SACCO TERIMBERE 
	MUHANGA 
	SHYOGWE 

	213 
	SACCO AMIZERO 
	MUHANGA 
	RONGI 

	214 
	SACCOKORA-UTEGANYA 
	MUHANGA 
	NYAMABUYE 

	215 
	TUGANE SACCO 
	MUHANGA 
	NYABINONI 

	216 
	SACCO DUKIRE 
	MUHANGA 
	NYARUSANGE 

	217 
	SACCO ICYEREKEZO 
	MUHANGA 
	KIYUMBA 

	218 
	SACCO IZIGAMIRE 
	MUHANGA 
	KABACUZI 

	219 
	SACCO WISIGARA 
	MUHANGA 
	MUHANGA 

	220 
	SACCO AMIZERO 
	MUHANGA 
	RUGENDABARI 


Appendix II: Research Questionnaire
My name is Charles Nshimiyimana, a PhD student in Tanzania, at the Open University of Tanzania, School of Business Management, and Strategic Management Option. I am currently conducting a study on the effect of strategic alliances on the performance of Microfinance Institution in Rwanda. The study is solely for academic purposes and your organization has been identified as one of the major and successful Microfinance Institution in Rwanda. Therefore, you are hereby requested to assist in completing the attached questionnaire. 
Thank you very much! 
Section A: Demographic Characteristics 
1.Kindly indicate your gender 

A. Male   

[    ]  

B. Female 

[     ] 
2.Please indicate for how long you have worked with this Microfinance Institution (MFI). 

A. Less than 5 years 
[   ]  

B. 6 to 10 years     
[     ] 

C. 11 to 15 years  
[    ]  

D. Over 16 years    
[     ] 
3.Kindly indicate your highest level of education (qualification). 

A. Masters  

 [     ]  

B. Bachelor’s Degree    [     ]     

C. Secondary level  
[     ]   

D. Primary level  [    ] 
5. Please indicate the age of the MFI (years)……………………………… 
6. Please indicate the size of the MFI (number of employees) …………….. 
                ……………………………………………………………………………..

Section B: Technological Strategic Alliances

The following statements are concerned with the technological strategic alliances that microfinance in Rwanda forges. Please indicate the degree of agreement you attach to each of the following statements. Put a tick (√) mark in the appropriate space, which you think best expresses the correct opinion. Note, 1 represent the lowest degree and 7 the highest degree.
	
	Statements 
How would you rate the following; 
	1 
	2 
	3 
	4 
	5 
	6 
	7 

	1 
	Our microfinance has entered into alliances with other MFIs with the aim of funding research and 
development of new technology 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2 
	Our microfinance has entered into alliances with more MFIs for technological innovation 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3 
	Our microfinance has entered into alliances so as to have staff training in new technologies 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Section C: Product and Service Strategic Alliances 
The following statements are concerned with product and service based Strategic Alliances by Microfinance in Rwanda. Please indicate the degree of agreement you attach to each of the following statements. Put a tick (√) mark in the appropriate space, which you think best expresses your opinion. Note, 1 represent the lowest degree and 7 the highest degree. 
	
	Statements 
How would you rate the following;
	1 
	2 
	3 
	4 
	5 
	6 
	7 

	1 
	We have forged alliances with MFIs in researching and developing new product designs 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2 
	We have jointly funded capital investment in production of good product and services with other MFIs 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3 
	We forged strategic alliances with other MFIs in order to set standards in the institution 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4 
	Quality control made us form alliances with producers and government departments 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5 
	We have entered into strategic alliances with other MFIs in order to cut jobs and hence the wage bill for our institution. 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6 
	We entered into strategic alliances with other MFIs in order to boost our purchasing power 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Section D: Marketing Strategic Alliances  
The following statements are concerned with products and services based Strategic Alliances by MFIs in Rwanda. Please indicate the degree of agreement you attach to each of the following statements. Put a tick (√) mark in the appropriate space, which you think best expresses your opinion. Note, 1 represent the lowest degree and 7 the highest degree. 
	
	Statements: 
How would you rate the following; 
	1 
	2 
	3 
	4 
	5 
	6 
	7 

	1 
	We have partnered with our suppliers and other MFIs for the sake of promoting our goods and services 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2 
	We have entered into strategic alliances with other MFIs for the sake of selling our products 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3 
	We have entered into strategic alliances for the sake of our products’ distribution and the services’ offering. 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Section E: Strategic Alliances Management 
The following statements are concerned with management of strategic alliances by MFIs. Please indicate the degree of agreement you attach to each of the following statements. Put a tick (√) mark in the appropriate space, which you think best expresses your opinion. 
	
	Statements: 
How would you rate the following; 
	1 
	2 
	3 
	4 
	5 
	6 
	7 

	1 
	MFIs must specify the key resources set for the alliances for ease of management of the alliance  
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2 
	Clear set results for the alliance are vital for coordination of joint activities of the alliance effectively. 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	3 
	Responsibility sharing is key to effective management of the alliance 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	4 
	Coordination of all resources, activities and tasks of the alliance is key to management of the alliance 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	5 
	Management needs to create new assets and capabilities for the alliance 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	6 
	Knowledge sharing is key to effective management of the alliance 
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Section F: Measures of organizational performance  
The following statements are concerned with the financial performance of your MFI. Kindly, indicate the ratio, if known to you, or provide to the researcher with your organizations latest financial statement. Information will be treated with utmost confidentiality. 
	
	Measure of Performance  
	Amount /Percentage 

	1.
	 Return on assets (ROA)

	

	2.
	Sales  
	

	3.
	Profitability 
	


Appendix III: Results and Tables
Table 1: KMO for each construct 
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Table 2: Factor analysis, Loading and Rotational (additional)
[image: image19.jpg]. rotate

Factor analysis/correlation Number of obs 220
Method: principal-conponent factors Retained factors s
Rotation: orthogonal varimax (Kaiser off)  Number of params = o5

Factor Variance  Difference Proportion  Cumulative
Factorl 1.95684 0.07058 0.0932 0.0932
Factor2 1.88626 0.14617 0.0898 0.1830
Factor3 1.74009 0.15164 0.0829 0.2659
Factors. 1.58846 0.01514 0.0756 0.3a15
Factors 1.57331 E 0.0749 0.4160

LR test: independent vs. saturated: chi2(210) = 541.76 Prob>chi2 = 0.0000




Table 3: Rotated factor loading (before sorting) 
 SHAPE  \* MERGEFORMAT 



Table 4: R2 for Technological Alliance 
[image: image21.jpg]. estat eqgof

-quation-level goodness of fit

Variance
depvars fitted predicted residual | R-squared mc mc2

observed
Technol | 1.647405 .1339892 1.513415 | 0813335 .2851903 .0813335
Techno2 | 2.053117 .6541535 1.39893 | .3186149 .5644598 .3186149
Techno3 | 2.056275 .5448869 1.511388 | .2649874 .5147693 .2649874

Performance | .0128393 .0008154  .012024 | .0635065 .2520049 .0635065
Strathgtl 2.3789  .37523  2.00367 | .1577326 .3971556 .1577326
Stratigt2 | 2.020854 .1597725 1.861081 | .0790619 .2811794 .0790619
Strathgts | 1.827959 .6996317 1.128327 | .3827394 .6186593 .3827394
Strathgta | 1.36981 .0325446 1.337265 | .0237585 .1541379 .0237585
Strathgts | 1.153202 .0272766 1.126015 | .0236511 .1537892 .0236511
Stratigts | 1.401745  .021803 1.379942 | .0155542 .1247165 .0155542

latent
STRATEGIC | .0006404 .0002082 .0004323 | .3250213 .5701064 .3250213
overall 5838

nc = correlation between depvar and its prediction

nc2 = mch2 is the Bentler-Raykov squared multiple correlation coefficient




Table 5: R2 for Marketing Alliance 
[image: image22.jpg]- estat eqgof

Equation-level goodness of fit

Variance
depvars fitted predicted residual | R-squared mc me2

observed
Stratigtl | 2.378854 .2513957 2.127458 | .1056793 .3250836 .1056793
Stratigt2 | 2.020838 .2064859 1.814352 | .1021783 .3196535 .1021783
Strathgts | 1.827843 .6389762 1.188868 | .3495791 .5912521 .3495791
Stratigts | 1.369798 .0659738 1.303824 | .0481632 .2194611 .0481632
Strathgts | 1.153209 .0293757 1.123923 | .0254711 .1595965 .0254711
Stratigts | 1.401726 .0387042 1.363022 | .0276118 .1661681 .0276118

Performance | .0128395  .001379 .0114605 | .1074039 .3277253 .1074039
Marketl | 1.75107 .1843124 1.566758 | .105257 .3244333 .105257
Market2 | 2.074693 .0527675 2.021926 | .0254339  .15948 .0254339
Market3 | 1.353032 .2261536 1.126879 | .1671458 .4088346 .1671458

latent
STRATEGIC | .2513957  .165963 .0854327 | .6601664 .8125063 .6601664
overall 7100562

mc = correlation between depvar and its prediction

mc2 = mch2 is the Bentler-Raykov squared multiple correlation coefficient




Table 6: R2 for Product and Services Alliance 
[image: image23.jpg]Equation-level goodness of fit

Variance
depvars fitted predicted residual | R-squared mc me2
observed
Strathgtl | 2.378864 .2665643 2.112209 | .1120553 .3347466 .1120553
Stratigt2 | 2.020820 .3870526 1.633777 | .1915316 .4376432 .1915316
Stratigts | 1.827948  .3156255 1.512322 | .1726666 .4155317 .1726666
Strathgtd | 1.369804 .0662874 1.303516 | .0483919 .2199816 .0483919
Strathgts | 1.153209 .0460382 1.107261 | .0399187 .1997967 .0399187
Stratigts | 1.401733 .0183978 1.383335 | .0131251 .1145647 .0131251
Performance | .0128398  .000698 .0121418 | .0543621 .2331569 .0543621
ProServl | 1.76722 .3534162 1.413804 | .1999843 .44719 .1999843
Proserv2 | 2.323166 .3901431 1.933023 | .1679359 .4097999 .1679359
ProServ3 | 1.818865 .2707621 1.548103 | .1488633 .385828 .1488633
ProServd | 1.827605 .4081471 1.419458 | .2233235 .4725712 .2233235
ProServs | 1.700479 .1175015 1.582077 | .0690991 .262867 .0690991
ProServ | 1.723804 .3999825 1.323822 | .2320348 .4816999 .2320348
latent
STRATEGIC | .2665643 .2638543  .00271 | .9898336 .9949038 .9898336
overall 9901143

correlation between depvar and its prediction

mc2 = mch2 s the Bentler-Raykov squared multiple correlation coefficient




Table 7: Direct, Indirect and Total Effect (Detailed) 
[image: image24.jpg]Direct effects

om
Coef.  std. Err. z Std. Coef.
Measurement
Technol
TECHNOLOGY 1 (constrained) 4018086
Performance
STRATEGIC 1 (constrained) 7411086
TECHNOLOGY | -.0383101 i ! 2 0126106
PRODUCT 1 (constrained) .3638502
MARKETING | -.0316349 .1195302 0.791 .0178715
Structural
STRATEGIC
TECHNOLOGY | 9969436 2 g z .aa28081
PRODUCT | .9975702 i & 3 4897665
MARKETING | 9965241 f £ 3 7596297





 SHAPE  \* MERGEFORMAT 



Appendix iv: Clearance Letter
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