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Abstract

This study investigates the relationship between Effective Strategic Alliances (ESA) and
Competitive Advantage among small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) in resource-
constrained environments. Situated in the West Bank, Palestine, where family ownership
is highly prevalent among SMEs and political and economic conditions are uncertain,
the study examines whether strategic alliances facilitate external resource acquisition and
whether these resources contribute to competitive advantage. ESA is conceptualized as
a formative higher-order construct comprising Relational Quality, Resource Complemen-
tarity, and Agility. Using a quantitative, deductive approach, we analyzed data from
262 Palestinian SMEs using Partial Least Squares Structural Equation Modeling (PLS-SEM).
The results demonstrate that ESA is significantly associated with Resource Acquisition and
Competitive Advantage. Resource Acquisition mediates the relationship between ESA and
Competitive Advantage, while Environmental Uncertainty moderates the link between
ESA and Resource Acquisition, highlighting the importance of alliances under high uncer-
tainty. These findings provide an integrated framework for SME managers, particularly in
family-business contexts, and policymakers to leverage collaborative strategies for economic
resilience and performance in challenging environments.

Keywords: effective strategic alliances; resource acquisition; competitive advantage;
environmental uncertainty; family-business context

1. Introduction

Small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) are the backbone of the global economy,
representing approximately 95 percent of firms and employing more than 70 percent of the
workforce (World Trade Organization, 2024). In developing economies, their contribution
to Gross Domestic Product (GDP) is estimated at 40 percent, and they are projected to create
600 million new jobs by 2030 (World Bank, 2022). Despite their critical role in job creation and
economic growth, SMEs disproportionately face resource constraints. Research indicates that
50 percent of SMEs lack access to formal credit, forcing a heavy reliance on internal funding.
Consequently, these firms often struggle to acquire the resources essential for survival and
growth (Ferreira & Franco, 2020). According to U.S. Department of State (2023), drawing on
Palestinian establishment data, family businesses constituted approximately 99% of the
Palestinian private sector, and almost all SMEs, as indicated by sales values and number of
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employees, were family businesses. This high prevalence of family ownership makes the
family-business context an important institutional and organizational feature through which
SME resource management and external relationships can be understood. Family ownership
is theoretically relevant because family-owned SMEs may draw on resources embedded
in family relationships, including accumulated knowledge, social capital, and reputation
(Chaudhary et al., 2021; Sirmon & Hitt, 2003). However, these family-embedded resources
may not be sufficient to meet the firm’s requirements for growth and adaptation, particularly
when specialized knowledge, technology, finance, market access, and other capabilities must
be obtained beyond the firm’s existing resource base. Strategic alliances can therefore provide
family-owned SMEs with access to complementary resources and knowledge beyond those
available within the family firm (Bouncken et al., 2020). In this context, alliance effectiveness
may depend on the quality of relationships with external partners, the complementarity of
partner resources, and the ability to adapt to changing conditions. These considerations are
particularly important under environmental uncertainty, where firms may need to combine
internally embedded resources with external resources and capabilities to maintain their
competitive position. These global challenges are exacerbated by unique institutional and
political factors. SMEs operating in the West Bank face significant hurdles, including
restricted market access, economic volatility, and limited institutional support. These
constraints weaken their competitive position (Hidayat & Pok, 2025). To navigate these
difficulties, SMEs are increasingly turning to strategic alliances, not merely as an option,
but as a strategic necessity to offset resource limitations, share risks, and gain access to new
markets (Scuotto et al., 2017).

While the benefits of strategic alliances are well documented, further understanding is
needed of how relational quality, resource complementarity, and agility jointly characterize
effective alliances and relate to resource acquisition and competitive advantage (Liu et al., 2023;
Wang et al., 2022; Zahoor et al., 2024). This study integrates these dimensions into a formative
higher-order construct of Effective Strategic Alliances (ESA) and examines Resource Acqui-
sition as an intervening variable and Environmental Uncertainty as a moderating condition.
The contribution lies in explaining these relationships within an integrated framework in the
resource-constrained Palestinian SME context, rather than claiming that the individual alliance
characteristics are new.

This study bridges these gaps by applying the Resource-Based View (RBV), Dynamic
Capabilities Theory (DCT), and the Relational View (RV) to examine how strategic alliances
enable firms to navigate environmental uncertainty. We propose that ESA, defined by Re-
lational Quality, Resource Complementarity, and Agility, is associated with competitive
advantage through the acquisition of external resources. We further posit that Environ-
mental Uncertainty moderates this relationship, suggesting that alliances are more critical
when environmental conditions are volatile. Situated in the Palestinian SME sector, where
family ownership is highly prevalent, this research contributes to understanding how firms
can use strategic alliances to extend their resource base and build competitive resilience
under environmental uncertainty, while offering insights into alliance dynamics within a
resource-constrained and institutionally challenging context.

2. Literature Review and Theoretical Underpinning
2.1. Strategic Alliances, SMEs, and Family Businesses

Strategic alliances have emerged as an effective way by which companies secure resources,
information, skills, and market access that can be difficult or expensive to create on their own.
This is particularly true of SMEs, which are often constrained in terms of financial, technological,
managerial, and human resources. By participating in inter-firm partnerships, SMEs can access
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resources and capabilities that are not available internally, enabling them to overcome resource
constraints (Das & Teng, 2000; Dyer & Singh, 1998; Lavie, 2006).

The importance of strategic alliances also extends to family firms, which may possess
family-based resources such as strong family ties, trust, reputation, commitment, and long-term
orientation. These characteristics can coexist with constraints associated with concentrated
ownership and control and concerns about preserving family influence over the business
(Gémez-Mejia et al., 2007; Nasr & Al-Tabbaa, 2023). Recent research indicates that family own-
ership can also influence firms’ propensity to engage in alliances. Bettinazzi et al. (2024), for
example, found that family firms joined fewer alliances than non-family firms and linked this
relationship to information asymmetry associated with family ownership and socioemotional
wealth objectives. Hence, while strategic alliances can provide access to complementary re-
sources and capabilities, they may also create concerns about dependence on external partners
and the preservation of family control (Al-Tabbaa et al., 2023).

Trust and relational governance may be particularly important in family-business
alliances. Bouncken et al. (2020), examining 939 non-equity alliances involving family and
non-family firms, found that family firms relied particularly strongly on trust for mutual
knowledge creation in alliances. Their findings indicate that the governance of alliances
involving family firms may differ from that of non-family firms and that trust can play
an important role in enabling knowledge creation and exchange. Similarly, Nasr and Al-
Tabbaa (2023), examining family firms in a developing and politically unstable market,
found that alliance experience, family culture, and political instability were important in the
development of alliance management capability and that alliance management capability
was associated with alliance performance. These findings suggest that the family-business
context is relevant when examining strategic alliances under conditions of uncertainty and
resource constraints.

The present study therefore examines SMEs while recognizing the importance of
family-business characteristics in the surrounding context. Family-business characteristics
may shape firms’ strategic decisions, resource access, interorganizational engagement,
and responses to uncertainty (Gémez-Mejia et al., 2007). As such, when family firms
enter into strategic alliances, they may not only obtain complementary resources and
capabilities but may also face a potential tension concerning family interests, control, trust,
and governance. Therefore, the family-business perspective provides a useful contextual
lens for understanding strategic alliances among SMEs and the various benefits that firms
may obtain from such relationships.

2.2. Effective Strategic Alliances

The existence of an alliance does not necessarily produce strategic advantages. The
benefits derived from an alliance depend on how effectively partners manage their collabo-
ration, particularly in terms of resource integration, knowledge and information exchange,
coordination, and adaptation to changing circumstances (Das & Teng, 2000; Dyer & Singh,
1998; Kale & Singh, 2007).

Consequently, alliance effectiveness should be distinguished from the mere presence
of an alliance and from alliance performance as a subsequent outcome.

Drawing on the strategic alliance, relational, and dynamic capabilities literature, this
study conceptualizes Effective Strategic Alliances (ESA) as a multidimensional construct
comprising three complementary dimensions of a firm’s strategic alliances: relational quality,
resource complementarity, and agility. This is an integrated conceptualization developed
for the present study rather than an assumption that these three dimensions constitute an
established standardized construct in the prior literature. The first component, relational
quality, concerns trust, commitment, communication, and constructive interaction between
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partners (Jemaa-Boubaya et al., 2024; Morgan & Hunt, 1994; Nguyen et al., 2024). Resource
complementarity refers to the extent to which partner organizations possess resources
and capabilities that can be combined and exploited jointly (Das & Teng, 2000; Hitt et al.,
2000). Agility concerns the capacity of alliance partners to adapt their collaboration and
reconfigure their activities in response to changing circumstances (Mueller & Jungwirth,
2022; Tallon & Pinsonneault, 2011).

These dimensions are interrelated. High relational quality can facilitate information
exchange, knowledge sharing, and coordination, but a strong relationship between partners
may generate limited strategic value if the partners possess largely redundant resources
(Dyer & Singh, 1998; Liu et al., 2023). Similarly, complementary resources may fail to
generate their potential benefits when partners lack effective coordination or the ability
to adapt to environmental changes. Alliance-management research further emphasizes
that capabilities developed through experience and learning can influence the effectiveness
of interorganizational collaboration (Vurro et al., 2024). Thus, creating value through
an alliance requires not only complementary resources but also relational and adaptive
mechanisms that allow partners to access, combine, and exploit those resources.

The conceptual difference between ESA and alliance-management capabilities is based
on their definitions. Alliance-management capabilities refer to the processes and capabilities
employed by organizations to manage alliances (Kale & Singh, 2007; Vurro et al., 2024).
However, the ESA concept covers the relational, resource-based, and adaptive attributes
of alliances. These attributes collectively define the formative ESA construct rather than
representing interchangeable manifestations of a single underlying attribute. Furthermore,
ESA differs from alliance performance, which concerns the outcomes achieved through
collaboration rather than the characteristics of the alliance itself.

Effective Strategic Alliances and Resource Acquisition are conceptually distinct. While
ESA refers to relational quality, resource complementarity, and agility within strategic
alliances, Resource Acquisition concerns the external resources accessed by firms through
these relationships.

This integrated conceptualization is particularly relevant to family businesses. Trust
and relational quality may be important because family firms can place substantial value
on long-term relationships and interpersonal connections, while resource complementarity
can compensate for limitations in the firm’s internal resource base. Agility is also relevant
when family firms operate in uncertain environments and must reconcile long-term family
objectives with changing market and institutional conditions. Research on alliance gov-
ernance and alliance management in family firms similarly emphasizes the importance
of relational quality and adaptive capabilities in achieving desirable alliance outcomes
(Debellis et al., 2020).

2.3. Resource Acquisition Through Strategic Alliances

Resource acquisition represents a central mechanism through which strategic alliances
can create value. Firms enter alliances partly because they cannot efficiently develop or
obtain all the resources required for growth and competitiveness independently. Through
cooperation, organizations can obtain or access financial resources, technology, management
skills, market intelligence, distribution networks, knowledge, and other complementary
resources (Das & Teng, 2000; Lavie, 2006).

The use of alliances is especially significant for SMEs with restricted resources. Finan-
cial and managerial constraints can hinder innovation, market development, technology
investment, and specialist training. Cooperating with other organizations can partially
compensate for these constraints by providing access to resources and capabilities beyond
the firm’s internal resource base. Research on interorganizational relationships in small
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and emerging economies similarly indicates that relationships and alliances can support
value co-creation and competitive advantage by connecting firms with resources and capa-
bilities beyond their organizational boundaries (Hosanoo et al., 2024). However, access to
resources depends not only on their availability but also on the quality and management
of the relationship through which they are obtained. Effective collaboration requires trust,
communication, coordination, complementary resources, and the ability to adapt.

Resource acquisition may also play an important role in family firms because interor-
ganizational collaboration can provide access to external resources and knowledge that
complement the firm’s internal resource base. Such external resources can complement
family-specific resources without necessarily requiring changes to the firm’s ownership
structure. Nevertheless, family firms may be cautious about alliances when external re-
source acquisition creates concerns about dependence, information asymmetry, or family
control (Bettinazzi et al., 2024). The literature therefore suggests that effective management
of interorganizational relationships is important for family businesses to realize the benefits
of external cooperation, particularly through clear responsibilities, mutual learning, and
careful management of expectations (Wilms & Kundisch, 2026).

Recent research on alliance-management capability further emphasizes that interor-
ganizational collaboration requires firms to develop capabilities to manage, integrate, and
learn from strategic alliances (Kohtamaéki et al., 2018). Similarly, the literature on busi-
ness alliances and environmental uncertainty shows that companies can leverage alliances
to obtain necessary resources in response to turbulent and complex environments. This
highlights the fact that the importance of external resources depends not only on their
availability, but also on the effectiveness of obtaining, integrating, and leveraging them.

2.4. Competitive Advantage

Competitive advantage is the capability of the firm to outperform competitors. For SMEs,
competitive advantage may be reflected through dimensions including price/cost, quality,
delivery dependability, product innovation, and time to market (Li et al., 2006). In resource-
constrained environments, achieving these outcomes may depend substantially on the firm’s
ability to access and effectively deploy resources beyond those available internally.

Strategic alliances could help organizations to gain competitive advantage via accessing
complementary resources, skills, technologies, markets, and capabilities. Furthermore,
strategic alliances could also help to generate value via the integration and leveraging of
resources outside the organizational boundaries (Dyer & Singh, 1998; Lavie, 2006). From
an RBV perspective, external resources accessed through alliances can expand the firm’s
strategic resource base, while the Relational View suggests that value may emerge from the
combination and joint utilization of resources across organizational boundaries.

The acquisition of resources is therefore expected to be one mechanism through which
alliances can contribute to competitive advantage (Traboulsy, 2023). Resource acquisition is
especially significant for SMEs and family firms because their ability to develop all necessary
resources internally may be restricted. In the context of family firms, alliances can provide
opportunities to complement family resources with external resources without necessarily
changing the existing business structure. The ability to combine internal and external
resources can consequently strengthen the firm’s capacity to compete.

2.5. Environmental Uncertainty

The strength of these relationships may depend on environmental uncertainty. Envi-
ronmental uncertainty involves conditions characterized by dynamism, unpredictability,
and complexity, under which firms may find it difficult to anticipate changes in markets,
technology, competition, and institutional conditions (Milliken, 1987). Such conditions can
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increase firms’ need to obtain external resources and may influence the development and
use of interorganizational relationships (Dias & Magrico, 2011; Kreye, 2022).

Environmental uncertainty may be particularly relevant in family-business contexts be-
cause family firms may evaluate strategic decisions not only in terms of economic outcomes
but also in relation to socioemotional wealth and family objectives. Research on family firms
shows that socioemotional wealth considerations can influence strategic investment decisions,
with family and economic objectives interacting with firms’ risk and time-horizon considera-
tions (Chrisman & Patel, 2012). These considerations suggest that environmental uncertainty
may create particular challenges for family firms when they must balance the preservation of
family-related objectives with adaptation to changing external conditions.

More generally, research on business alliances and environmental uncertainty suggests
that firms may use alliances to respond to uncertain environments and to access exter-
nal resources. Evidence indicates that perceived environmental uncertainty is associated
with alliance use, although the strength of this relationship can vary according to manage-
rial orientations and the dimensions of uncertainty involved (Dickson & Weaver, 1997).
Accordingly, environmental uncertainty provides an important contextual condition for
understanding how effectively SMEs can use strategic alliances to acquire and leverage
external resources.

3. Theoretical Foundations

The proposed relationships are grounded mainly in the Resource-Based View (RBV),
the Relational View (RV), and Dynamic Capabilities Theory (DCT), while Socioemotional
Wealth (SEW) provides a supplementary family-business perspective.

3.1. Family-Business Perspective: Socioemotional Wealth

Family businesses often pursue non-financial objectives associated with family owner-
ship, particularly those related to socioemotional wealth (SEW). Gomez-Mejia et al. (2007)
provide an important theoretical foundation for understanding how socioemotional consid-
erations shape the distinctive objectives and decision-making of family firms. Subsequent
research has developed and refined the SEW perspective by identifying different dimensions
through which family firms derive non-financial value from ownership and control. A
systematic review by Reina et al. (2023), covering 74 studies published between 2007 and
2022, demonstrates the development and diversification of SEW research and identifies
SEW as an established theoretical perspective in family-business research.

Although alliances can provide complementary resources, knowledge, technology,
finance, and market access, they can also create challenges concerning the preservation of
family control and other SEW objectives. Family firms may therefore face tensions between
obtaining external resources and preserving family control (Gémez-Mejia et al., 2007).
Evidence that family ownership is associated with lower alliance intensity further suggests
that such considerations may affect firms’ willingness to engage in alliances (Bettinazzi et al.,
2024). At the same time, family firms can derive benefits from alliances when relational
governance and trust support knowledge creation and resource exchange.

Extending these arguments to uncertain environments, Gomez-Mejia et al. (2024)
similarly argue that family firms operating under volatile, uncertain, complex, and ambigu-
ous (VUCA) conditions may be particularly SEW-sensitive, consistent with this study’s
broader emphasis on environmental uncertainty as a boundary condition. These theoretical
arguments are relevant for interpreting the family-business context in the Palestinian SME
setting. While Environmental Uncertainty is empirically measured and tested as a modera-
tor in this study (H5), SEW provides a supplementary theoretical perspective and is not
empirically measured. Similarly, family ownership and family control were not separately
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measured among the participating SMEs. Thus, the family-business perspective is adopted
for interpreting the institutional context.

Accordingly, SEW complements the resource-based and relational perspectives used in
this study by explaining why access to external resources may involve a distinctive strategic
tension for family firms. While alliances can extend the firm'’s resource base, family owners
may also consider whether external collaboration affects family control, independence, and
long-term family objectives. This perspective therefore helps explain why relational quality
and trust may be particularly important when family firms use alliances to access resources
beyond family boundaries, and why the value of such external relationships may become
more salient under conditions of environmental uncertainty.

3.2. Resource-Based View (RBV)

The RBV suggests that sustained competitive advantage is based on resources that are
valuable, rare, non-imitable, and non-substitutable (Barney, 1991). Although the classical
RBV focuses on the resources and capabilities of the organization itself, inter-organizational
views expand this idea by pointing out that the organization may acquire and leverage
resources through its relationships with other organizations (Dyer & Singh, 1998; Lavie,
2006). When internal resources are limited, interorganizational relationships can therefore
provide access to complementary resources and capabilities that contribute to value creation
and competitive advantage. Research in a small emerging economy similarly demonstrates
how interorganizational relationships and alliances can contribute to value co-creation and
competitive advantage (Hosanoo et al., 2024).

In the family-business context, RBV also provides a basis for understanding how family
involvement may generate distinctive resource combinations. Habbershon and Williams
(1999) conceptualize these family-specific resource bundles as “familiness,” referring to
resources arising from the interaction between the family and the business. Such resources
may include accumulated knowledge, relational capital, reputation, commitment, and
other capabilities embedded within the family firm. However, familiness does not imply
that all strategically important resources are available internally. When family-embedded
resources are insufficient to meet changing competitive requirements, strategic alliances
can provide access to complementary resources beyond the family firm'’s existing resource
base. From this perspective, Resource Acquisition represents a means through which family
firms can combine family-embedded resources with externally accessible resources, thereby
extending the resource logic of RBV to the family-business context.

3.3. Dynamic Capabilities Theory (DCT)

Dynamic capabilities are defined as the firm’s ability to integrate, build, and reconfigure
internal and external competences to address rapidly changing environments (Teece et al.,
1997). Unlike the relatively static emphasis of traditional RBV, DCT focuses on the capacity
to sense opportunities, seize them, and reconfigure resources and capabilities (Teece, 2007).
The strategic alliance might be used as an important mechanism through which firms may
use external resources and capabilities in order to cope with the changes in their environment.
Research on alliance-management capability similarly emphasizes the capabilities required to
develop, deploy, and adapt interorganizational collaborations (Vurro et al., 2024).

The relevance of DCT also extends to family firms. Chirico and Salvato (2008) argue
that knowledge integration represents a dynamic capability through which family members’
specialized knowledge can be recombined, allowing family firms to adapt their capabilities
in changing environments. Thus, the ability to integrate and reconfigure knowledge and
resources is relevant not only to firms generally but also to family businesses operating
under dynamic conditions.
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3.4. Relational View (RV)

The Relational View (RV) posits that critical resources are often embedded within
inter-firm relationships rather than being owned by a single firm (Dyer & Singh, 1998). RV
suggests that competitive advantage can be co-created through the idiosyncratic contribu-
tions of partners, leading to relational rents. Sources of these rents include relation-specific
assets, knowledge-sharing routines, complementary resources and capabilities, and effec-
tive governance (Dyer & Singh, 1998). For SMEs, this perspective is particularly relevant
because it allows firms to leverage capabilities beyond their own resource base through
interorganizational relationships.

In family firms, the Relational View is particularly relevant because access to resources
beyond the family boundary may depend on governance mechanisms that reduce concerns
associated with external dependence and knowledge sharing. Family firms may place
particular importance on trust and relational governance when collaborating with external
partners, especially where preserving family influence and protecting firm-specific knowl-
edge are important considerations. Evidence that family firms rely strongly on trust for
mutual knowledge creation in alliances (Bouncken et al., 2020) suggests that relational
quality can serve as a bridge between family-embedded relationships and external resource
access. Thus, the Relational View helps explain why effective interorganizational rela-
tionships can enable family firms to obtain and combine complementary resources while
managing the relational risks associated with collaboration outside the family firm.

Collectively, these perspectives provide an integrated explanation of the proposed relation-
ships in a predominantly family-owned SME context. RBV and the concept of familiness explain
the value, but also the potential limitations, of resources embedded within the family firm; the
Relational View explains how trusted interorganizational relationships can provide access to
complementary resources beyond family boundaries; DCT explains how firms integrate and
reconfigure internal and external resources under changing conditions; and SEW provides
a family-specific lens for understanding why decisions involving external collaboration may
also reflect concerns about family control, independence, and long-term family objectives. To-
gether, these perspectives support the proposed mechanism through which Effective Strategic
Alliances enable SMEs operating in a predominantly family-owned context to extend their re-
source base through Resource Acquisition and strengthen Competitive Advantage, particularly
under conditions of Environmental Uncertainty.

4. Theory Building and Hypothesis Development
4.1. Effective Strategic Alliances and Resource Acquisition

Strategic alliances offer access to resources available externally which may be chal-
lenging for companies to access through market transactions and internal development
(Das & Teng, 2000; Lavie, 2006). Relational quality characterized by trust, commitment
and communication can help with knowledge transfer and resource exchange (Kale et al.,
2000; Morgan & Hunt, 1994). Further research on family business alliances suggests that
trust can play an especially important role in mutual knowledge creation. If partners de-
velop high-quality relationships, they may be better positioned to exchange knowledge and
combine complementary resources.

Resource complementarity provides the potential for firms to obtain resources and
capabilities that are not available internally, while alliance-management capability can help
firms coordinate and adapt the relationship through which these resources are accessed
(Harrison et al., 2001; Robson et al., 2019). In uncertain environments, alliances may also
help firms access resources needed to respond to turbulence and changing market conditions
(Liu et al., 2023). In the family-business context, such relational and adaptive mechanisms
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can help organizations address resource deficiencies when internal family-based resources
and capabilities are insufficient to meet evolving strategic demands.

In the predominantly family-owned SME context, family-embedded resources may not
be sufficient to meet all the resource requirements of firms. Strategic alliances may therefore
provide access to complementary external resources and capabilities. Consequently, based
on the above arguments, we hypothesize:

H1. Effective Strategic Alliances are positively associated with Resource Acquisition among SMEs
operating in a predominantly family-owned, resource-constrained context.

4.2. Effective Strategic Alliances and Competitive Advantage

Complementary resources integrated through alliances can generate value beyond that
available from the resources of individual partners acting independently (Dyer & Singh,
1998). By combining resources and capabilities across organizational boundaries, SMEs can
overcome some of their internal limitations and improve their competitive position. Research
on interorganizational relationships in small emerging economies similarly indicates that
relationships and alliances can contribute to value co-creation and competitive advantage
(Hosanoo et al., 2024).

Alliance effectiveness may therefore contribute to competitive advantage through the
combined effects of relational quality, resource complementarity, and agility. Relational
quality can facilitate knowledge sharing and coordination, resource complementarity can
expand the firm’s resource base, and agility can allow partners to adjust the relationship as
environmental conditions change. For family business organizations, these mechanisms may
be particularly relevant because external collaboration can supplement family-specific re-
sources and capabilities while allowing firms to preserve their existing ownership structures.
Evidence from family-firm alliances indicates that trust-based governance can facilitate
mutual knowledge creation, providing an additional mechanism through which alliances
may generate value (Bouncken et al., 2020).

Thus, effective strategic alliances can contribute to competitive advantage through access
to and use of complementary resources and capabilities. We propose the following hypothesis:

H2. Effective Strategic Alliances are positively associated with Competitive Advantage for SMEs
operating in resource-constrained environments.

4.3. The Mediating Role of Resource Acquisition

Whereas alliances provide an arena for interorganizational interaction, the transforma-
tion of alliance potential into competitive advantage requires firms to obtain and exploit
resources that contribute to their strategic objectives. Resource acquisition can therefore rep-
resent an important mechanism through which alliances create value. Evidence from SMEs
indicates that resource acquisition is positively associated with competitive performance,
particularly in resource-constrained contexts (Traboulsy, 2023).

The acquisition of resources, whether tangible, such as physical capital and technology,
or intangible, such as knowledge and expertise, allows firms to convert external relationships
into resources that can be deployed in their own operations. In line with the RBV, resources
and capabilities contribute to competitive advantage when they are effectively exploited
(Barney, 1991), whereas the Relational View emphasizes the role of interorganizational
relationships in accessing and integrating complementary resources (Dyer etal., 2018). Thus,
effective strategic alliances may enhance competitive advantage partly because they enable
firms to acquire resources that would otherwise be difficult to obtain independently. This
resource-acquisition mechanism may have particular relevance in a predominantly family-
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owned SME context. Family firms may possess distinctive family-embedded resources,
such as accumulated knowledge, trust, reputation, and relational capital, while also facing
limitations in the resources available internally. Effective strategic alliances may therefore
provide opportunities to access complementary external resources that are not sufficiently
available within the firm’s existing resource base. Once acquired, these external resources
can complement family-embedded resources by providing knowledge, technologies, market
access, and capabilities that may not be available internally, thereby strengthening the
firm’s competitive position. While Resource Acquisition and Competitive Advantage are
closely related, these two terms refer to different concepts. Resource Acquisition refers to
the external resources that SMEs acquire through strategic alliances, while Competitive
Advantage refers to the ability of firms to achieve a better competitive position compared to
their competitors. Nonetheless, acquiring external resources alone is not enough to develop
Competitive Advantage, as these resources need to be effectively utilized to improve the
quality of firms’ products, services, or operations. Thus, Resource Acquisition provides
resources that may contribute to the development of Competitive Advantage.

Resource Acquisition therefore represents both a mechanism through which alliance
relationships can extend the family firm'’s resource base and a source of complementary
capabilities that can contribute to Competitive Advantage. Hence, the following hypotheses
are presented:

H3. Resource Acquisition mediates the relationship between Effective Strategic Alliances and Com-
petitive Advantage.

H4. Resource Acquisition is positively associated with Competitive Advantage for SMEs operating
in resource-constrained environments.

4.4. The Moderating Role of Environmental Uncertainty

Environmental uncertainty, characterized by dynamism, unpredictability, and com-
plexity, can increase the need for collaboration, information access, flexibility, and resource
reconfiguration (Duncan, 1972; Milliken, 1987). In family-business contexts, external un-
certainty may make strategic alliances particularly important because firms may need to
supplement existing family-based capabilities with external knowledge and resources to
respond to changing conditions. Research on family firms in VUCA environments indicates
that external uncertainty can affect family firms’ responses to performance hazards and
strategic risks, particularly when SEW considerations are important (Gémez-Mejia et al.,
2024). Evidence from family firms operating under political instability also indicates that
environmental conditions can affect alliance-management capability and alliance outcomes
(Al-Tabbaa et al., 2023; Nasr & Al-Tabbaa, 2023).

More generally, Afonso and Franco (2024) show that business alliances can facilitate
access to resources and help firms respond to environmental uncertainty and complexity.
Under highly uncertain conditions, firms may therefore have greater incentives to rely
on external relationships because it becomes more difficult to anticipate and respond to
environmental changes independently. In such circumstances, the ability of an effective
alliance to provide access to external resources may become particularly valuable.

Accordingly, the relationship between Effective Strategic Alliances and Resource Ac-
quisition is expected to be stronger when Environmental Uncertainty is high.

H5. Environmental Uncertainty moderates the relationship between Effective Strategic Alliances and
Resource Acquisition, such that the relationship is stronger under conditions of high Environmental
Uncertainty.
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Figure 1 illustrates the proposed conceptual framework, showing the direct relation-
ships among Effective Strategic Alliances, Resource Acquisition, and Competitive Advan-
tage, together with the mediating role of Resource Acquisition and the moderating role of
Environmental Uncertainty.
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Figure 1. Conceptual Model.

5. Methodology
5.1. Research Paradigm and Research Design
5.1.1. Research Paradigm

The study was based on a positivist research paradigm and followed deductive logic. It
tested the hypothesized relationships among Effective Strategic Alliances (ESA), Resource
Acquisition (RA), and Competitive Advantage (CA), examined the mediating role of
Resource Acquisition, and assessed how Environmental Uncertainty (EU) moderates the
relationship between ESA and RA.

A positivist stance is appropriate where the research objective is to explain relationships
among constructs using observable indicators and to evaluate theory through empirical
testing rather than interpretive meaning-making (Park et al., 2020). This positioning is also
consistent with the view that researchers can develop propositions from prior literature and
then subject those propositions to rigorous statistical assessment. A deductive approach was
followed because the hypotheses are developed from established theoretical perspectives
and prior empirical research. Deduction begins with theory, develops testable hypotheses,
and then evaluates these hypotheses through empirical observation (Saunders et al., 2023).
The purpose of this research was not to develop a new theory from the data, but to test
an existing model. Specifically, the study examined the relationship between ESA and CA
through RA, and the environmental conditions under which the relationship between ESA
and RA is expected to be stronger.

5.1.2. Research Approach

This study adopted a quantitative approach and structured measures with a standard-
ized response format to enable objective comparison across firms. Quantitative designs are
used when the researcher wants to test predicted relationships between variables, measure
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how strong those relationships are, and determine whether the effects are direct or occur
through mediating or moderating variables (Creswell & Creswell, 2022). Survey-based
quantitative methods are particularly appropriate when the constructs of interest include
Effective Strategic Alliances, Resource Acquisition, Competitive Advantage, and Environ-
mental Uncertainty. These constructs are best captured through systematic assessments
provided by knowledgeable informants across multiple firms.

5.1.3. Research Strategy and Cross-Sectional Design

As for the research methodology, this study made use of a cross-sectional survey design,
where all data were gathered from respondents at one point in time. Cross-sectional studies
have been extensively used in organizational and management research, where the main
objective is to examine the relationships among variables at a particular point in time, especially
when longitudinal research is not feasible (Sekaran & Bougie, 2016). Methodologically, cross-
sectional studies make it possible for researchers to gather the required data at once and test
the relationships among predictors, mediators, moderators, and outcome variables.

The cross-sectional design is particularly suitable for this research for three reasons.
First, the study examined managers’ assessments of Effective Strategic Alliances, Resource
Acquisition, and Competitive Advantage as perceived organizational outcomes at the time
of data collection. Cross-sectional surveys provide a valid “snapshot” for analyzing associa-
tions among such perceptions and practices, especially when the study’s aim is explanatory
rather than tracking change over time. Second, the model included both mediation (RA) and
moderation (EU). Relationships between variables and indirect effects can be tested within a
conditional framework using the cross-sectional method, provided that the underlying theory
is sound and appropriate analytical methods, such as bootstrapping for indirect effects and
interaction terms for moderation, are used (Preacher & Hayes, 2008). Finally, cross-sectional re-
search is appropriate for field research in SMEs due to the difficulties associated with measuring
the same variables several times because of resource limitations.

It should be noted that one of the limitations of the cross-sectional design is the fact
that it cannot establish temporal precedence and thus cannot prove causation on its own.
Even though the cross-sectional design enables scholars to assess whether the observed
relationships fit the proposed theory, the interpretation of these relationships must be
theoretically sound and made carefully. Hence, in the current research, conclusions are
drawn concerning statistically significant relationships that fit the proposed model rather
than being presented as proof of causation.

5.2. Population and Sampling
5.2.1. Definition of SMEs and Population Characteristics

The small and medium enterprises have received more attention and awareness in
Palestine from various stakeholders, including academic researchers, economic actors, and
civil society organizations. Nevertheless, according to Alfoqahaa’s (2018) findings, there
is no clear or well-defined classification of SMEs in Palestine. Furthermore, reliable and
accurate statistics regarding the number and size of SMEs in Palestine are not available
because a large proportion of small firms operate within the informal sector; as a result,
they are neither officially registered nor captured in statistical surveys.

Evidence from international studies and official reports in several developing countries
indicates that enterprise size is most commonly determined using employment-based crite-
ria. This is also supported by the OECD (2024), which includes microenterprises within
the SME category and defines them as employing fewer than 10 people. Accordingly, and
for statistical purposes, the Palestinian Central Bureau of Statistics (PCBS, 2023) classifies
enterprises based on the number of employees, distinguishing between micro (1-4 employ-
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ees), small (5-19 employees), medium (2049 employees), and large enterprises (50 or
more employees), as shown in Table 1.

Table 1. Enterprise classification by number of employees.

Enterprise Type Micro Small Medium Large
Number of Employees 1-4 5-19 20-49 or more

Available statistics provided by PCBS (2023) indicate that over 102,000 SMEs are
operating across West Bank governorates. The majority of businesses are classified as small
enterprises, consisting of 101,564 enterprises with fewer than 19 employees, and a much
smaller proportion of 1322 enterprises classified as medium-sized enterprises employing
between 20 and 49 employees, as shown in Table 2. This population structure reflects the
majority of small firms and underscores the relevance of focusing on SMEs when examining
strategic behavior under conditions of resource constraint and environmental uncertainty.

Table 2. Distribution of SMEs by Firm Size in the West Bank.

Enterprise Category Number of Enterprises
Small Enterprises (<19 employees) 101,564
Medium Enterprises (20-49 employees) 1322

Total SMEs 102,886

Source: Palestinian Central Bureau of Statistics (PCBS, 2023).

5.2.2. Target Population

The target population of this study comprises SMEs operating in the West Bank, Pales-
tine, as defined by the employment-based classification adopted by the Palestinian Central
Bureau of Statistics (PCBS). SMEs in Palestine make up the most prominent form of business
organization in the Palestinian economy.

This research focuses on SMEs within this group that have been involved in strategic
alliances or collaborative partnerships, while taking into account the extensive prevalence
of family business ownership in the Palestinian SME sector (Sabri, 2008). Family ownership
was not used as a firm-level inclusion criterion and was not separately measured for each
participating firm; rather, it is treated as a contextual characteristic of the Palestinian SME
environment, where family ownership is highly prevalent. This family-business context
provides an important setting for interpreting how firms manage external relationships,
access resources beyond their existing resource base, and respond to environmental uncer-
tainty. Strategic alliances in this study include non-equity and contractual collaborations
formed for purposes such as accessing external resources, sharing capabilities, or enhancing
competitive positioning.

5.3. Rationale for Selected Sectors

Furthermore, the study concentrates on SMEs operating in three main industries classi-
fied using the ISIC Rev.4 framework: Manufacturing and Production (ISIC Rev.4 Section C),
Tourism and Hospitality (ISIC Rev.4 Section I), and Information and Communication Tech-
nology (ICT) (ISIC Rev.4 Section J). These industries are distinguished by a high reliance
on inter-firm collaboration and a strong exposure to environmental uncertainty, making
them particularly suitable for examining the proposed relationships in the research model.

The manufacturing and production industry comprises firms that rely significantly on
resource-related variables, production inputs, and supply chain management effectiveness.
Alliances within this industry are generally driven by the Resource-Based View (RBV),
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as firms aim to gain access to physical assets, raw materials, or distribution channels, or
acquire specialized production expertise that allows them to attain economies of scale.
Including manufacturing in this study effectively allows measurement of how strategic
alliances enable firms to overcome logistical barriers and resource scarcity inherent in the
Palestinian industrial landscape.

The second sector is the tourism and hospitality industry, which is associated with
high environmental uncertainty that includes political, economic, and market demand
volatilities. Firms in this industry exhibit high dependency on inter-organizational relations
in which other industry players, such as hotels, travel agencies, transport providers, and
service intermediaries, are integrated as partners or intermediaries in business transactions.
The industry is thus considered to be highly appropriate to study how strategic alliances
and relational quality influence business stability and achieve competitive positioning under
highly unpredictable conditions.

The third sector is the ICT, which is a knowledge-intensive and innovation-based
context characterized by the importance of intangible resources, ranging from technical
and software competence to intellectual capital. Strategic alliance in this sector frequently
demonstrates features of flexibility and dynamism during rapid resource and knowledge
development capabilities. By extending coverage to the sector of ICT firms, it is possible to
incorporate a test of alliance agility and resource acquisition in environments characterized
by fast technological change and global competitive pressures.

For methodological reasons, agricultural and retail trade activities were excluded. In the
Palestinian context, agricultural activities are largely informal, individual-level arrangements
that do not necessarily fit the study’s definition of strategic alliances between formal organiza-
tions. Similarly, the inter-firm relationships in the retail sector tend to be largely transactional,
without a great deal of the depth of collaboration that is required to meaningfully assess Ef-
fective Strategic Alliances and Resource Acquisition. Removing these sectors helps ensure
alignment between the research context and the constructs under investigation.

While the above discussion explains the rationale for selecting the three industries, it
is also important to clarify the sectoral scope of the study in statistical terms. Accordingly,
Table 3 presents the number of establishments operating in the selected industries, namely
Manufacturing, Tourism and Hospitality, and Information and Communication Technology
(ICT). The table is included to define the industrial boundaries of the target population from
which eligible firms were identified. It is presented solely for contextual and delimitation
purposes and should not be interpreted as implying proportionate representation or serving as
a basis for representative sampling, since the study adopted a purposive sampling technique.

Table 3. Number of Establishments in the Three Selected Industries.

Industry Section Economic Activity Number of Establishments
C Manufacturing 19,415
I Tourism and Hospitality 8335
] Information and Communication Technology (ICT) 859
Total 28,609

Source: Palestinian Central Bureau of Statistics (PCBS, 2023).

5.4. Geographic Distribution of SMEs

SME:s in Palestine are geographically dispersed throughout the different governorates
of the West Bank. Nonetheless, the number of SME concentration in different governorates
varies from one governance territory to another. According to the data from the PCBS report
dated 2023, different governorates such as Hebron, Nablus, Ramallah, Jenin, and Bethlehem
enjoy a relatively larger number of SME concentration compared to other governorate
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territories such as Tubas, Salfit, and Jericho. This could be a reason for a number of factors in
the different territories across the country, such as the economic activities and local market
conditions. In this context, the more developed governorates have more SMEs because they
offer better access to customers, infrastructure, and markets, especially for trade and service
businesses. In contrast, rural and remote areas have fewer firms, and those that do exist are
usually very small and more likely to operate in agriculture or other small-scale activities.

The geographic dispersion of SMEs has important implications for field-based data
collection in the Palestinian context. The geographically proportional or probability-based
sampling approaches have limited feasibility because of the variations in firm concentration,
combined with mobility restrictions and access constraints. Consequently, data collection
efforts were directed toward SMEs across multiple governorates to make sure that the data
or observations come from many different places, so the results are not influenced too much
by the characteristics of one specific location. Table 4 below presents the distribution of
SMEs across West Bank governorates based on firm size classification.

Table 4. Geographic Distribution of SMEs across West Bank Governorates.

Small Medium >20,
Governorate Number of SMEs <19 Employees <50 Employees)
Jenin 13,398 13,314 84
Tulkarm 7375 7316 59
Nablus 17,860 17,651 209
Qalgilya 4100 4062 38
Salfit 2978 2951 27
Tubas & North Jordan Valley 1866 1852 14
Ramallah & Al-Bireh 15,439 15,026 413
Jericho & Jordan Valley 916 891 25
Jerusalem 5440 5375 65
Bethlehem 8758 8612 146
Hebron 24,756 24,514 242
Total 102,886 101,564 1322

Source: Palestinian Central Bureau of Statistics (PCBS, 2023).

The table above is included to give background information about how SMEs are
distributed across locations, not to suggest that the sample was stratified or proportionally
representative. Overall, consideration of the geographic distribution of SMEs informed the
study’s data collection strategy by emphasizing coverage across regions rather than strict
representativeness. This is consistent with purposive sampling and supports the study’s
goal of testing theory-driven relationships in a diverse setting with limited resources.

5.5. Sampling Strategy

In this study, it is particularly important to identify SMEs that are directly relevant to
the research questions and are able to provide informed answers on strategic alliances and
competitive behavior. Thus, purposive sampling was the method chosen by the researcher,
since it is a suitable approach when the phenomenon being studied is not equally distributed
among the population and respondents need to have particular knowledge and experience.

Purposive sampling is a non-probability sampling technique in which participants
are selected based on certain characteristics that fit the research objectives (Andrade, 2021;
Saunders etal., 2023). According to Aguinis (2024), purposive sampling is a process through
which researchers select participants according to their judgment of their suitability for the
research. Rather than emphasizing representativeness through random selection, purposive
sampling prioritizes participants who are especially knowledgeable and well-positioned
to provide in-depth and meaningful insights about the Phenomenon being researched.
Purposive sampling was used in this research for three key reasons. First, the reality is that
not all SMEs are engaged in strategic alliances. Rather, some of them operate on their own
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and may not be engaged in any strategic alliances. Incorporating firms without alliance
experience would not provide meaningful data for testing the proposed relationships, since
the research model examines alliance effectiveness and its outcomes.

Second, the SME environment in Palestine reveals structural restrictions, which make it
less feasible to apply probability-based sampling methods. In this regard, random sampling
techniques are less effective because of the absence of a comprehensive and up-to-date
sampling frame that is combined with the prevalence of informal enterprises and the
restrictions related to mobility and access. Consequently, purposive sampling is considered
a methodologically appropriate approach in such environments.

Third, the research utilized key informants, such as owners or senior executives, who
had direct involvement in alliance activities. The selection of key informants was a deliberate
process because not all employees have the necessary knowledge to answer the questionnaire
validly. Therefore, respondents were selected based on their managerial position, involvement
in strategic decisions, and familiarity with the firm’s alliance activities.

5.6. Sampling Frame Identification

To operationalize the purposive sampling methodology, a set of potential participating
SMEs was identified from different sources based on publicly available directories of busi-
nesses, those provided through a range of industry association listings, and also through
compiling a range of listings that were provided through local chambers of commerce
and sector-based business organizations. In addition to these sources, the researcher also
communicated with professional and managerial networks that provided access to SMEs that
were actively engaged in strategic alliances. Firms were screened based on the study’s inclu-
sion criteria; the choice of firms was based on whether they were engaged in collaboration or
alliance-based interfirm relations as a prerequisite for selecting the participating firms.

Firms were included in the sample based on the following criteria:

e  The firm qualifies as a small or medium-sized enterprise according to the employment-
based classification adopted by the Palestinian Central Bureau of Statistics.

e  The firm operates in one of the three selected sectors: manufacturing and production,
tourism and hospitality, or information technology and ICT.

e  The firm has engaged in at least one strategic alliance or collaborative partnership.

e  The respondent occupies a senior managerial position (e.g., owner, general manager,
or senior executive) and possesses sufficient knowledge of the firm’s strategic alliances
and competitive positioning.

To confirm that the sampled SME:s fulfilled the eligibility criteria set, questions regarding
strategic alliance involvement, firm size, and industry affiliation were incorporated into the
Google Forms survey questionnaire. This ensured that SMEs that did not meet the requirements
could not access the main questionnaire. Distribution of the survey was carried out both directly
and indirectly through professional connections, and measures were put in place to prevent
multiple entries. Consequently, 262 SMEs met the required criteria.

5.7. Sampling Design Considerations

Although the study adopted purposive sampling, a number of considerations were
taken into account to improve the coverage and minimize selection bias within the target
population. First, sectoral diversity was ensured by selecting SMEs from the manufacturing,
tourism and hospitality, and information technology sectors. These industries can be classi-
fied as distinct in terms of resource intensity, environmental dynamics, and formation of
alliances, thereby ensuring that the findings are not affected by sector-specific characteristics.
Second, the data was collected from firms spread across various governorates in the West
Bank, including the northern, central, and southern parts. Consequently, the possibility
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that the results might be influenced by local economic conditions in a particular area was re-
duced. Third, strict inclusion criteria were used to ensure relevance and informed responses.
Firms were selected only if they satisfied the official SME definition, operated within the
selected sectors, had formed at least one strategic alliance, and were represented by a senior
manager. Thus, these criteria reduce the probability of uninformative or inappropriate re-
sponses. Although the sampling design does not involve probability sampling and therefore
does not permit statistical generalization to the entire Palestinian SME population, these
considerations improve the diversity and coverage of the participating firms and strengthen
the relevance of the sample for testing the proposed theoretical relationships.

5.8. Respondent Selection

The unit of analysis in this study is the firm, while the unit of observation is the
individual respondent. Data were collected from key informants who are presumed to have
complete information about the strategic alliances, resource acquisition, and competitive
advantage of their respective firms. Accordingly, the questionnaire targeted the owners,
general managers, or senior executives of the SMEs. These individuals were primarily
responsible for the strategic decisions or directly involved in the processes of strategic
alliances. Their organizational roles made them the best-suited individuals to obtain reliable
feedback regarding the evaluation of strategic alliances in terms of their effectiveness,
environmental uncertainty, and competitive advantage.

Studies in SME research note that relying on a single knowledgeable informant per
firm is appropriate and widely accepted when the research constructs relate to firm-level
strategies, perceptions, and organizational practices. In this context, the use of a single key
informant can provide valid perceptual data, especially when the respondent occupies a
senior managerial position and has sufficient knowledge of the firm’s strategic activities
(Kull et al., 2017). To ensure response quality, respondents were screened to confirm that
they hold a senior managerial or ownership position, they are directly involved in strategic
or alliance-related decisions, and they possess sufficient tenure and familiarity with the
firm’s external partnerships and competitive environment. SMEs were reached out to
by email, along with an online survey link via business intermediary organizations and
professional communication channels, including WhatsApp.

5.9. Sample Size Determination and Power Analysis

Although this research uses purposive sampling and does not target statistical repre-
sentativeness, a sufficient sample size is required to support robust estimation and sufficient
statistical power for hypothesis testing in PLS-SEM analysis, especially with the inclusion of
a higher-order construct and a moderation hypothesis. Therefore, an a priori power analysis
was performed using G*Power 3.1.

Because the proposed model includes a moderation effect, which is typically asso-
ciated with small effect sizes and is more difficult to detect statistically, the sample size
calculation was based on a conservative path-level power analysis using a t-test (linear
multiple regression, single regression coefficient). Prior methodological research indicates
that moderation effects require substantially larger samples to achieve adequate statistical
power and that power analysis should therefore be conducted at the level of individual
structural relationships rather than overall explained variance (Cohen, 1988).

The power analysis assumed a significance level of x = 0.05, a statistical power of 0.95,
and a small effect size (f* = 0.05). The most complex endogenous construct is Resource
Acquisition (RA), which is predicted by three variables: Effective Strategic Alliances (ESA),
Environmental Uncertainty (EU), and their interaction term (ESA x EU). Under these
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conservative assumptions, this analysis suggested a minimum sample size of 218 SMEs for
detecting small individual effects.

In consideration of these findings, as well as to improve the statistical robustness,
reduce estimation instability, and account for potential unusable or incomplete responses,
the study adopted a conservative target sample size of approximately 300 SMEs across the
three selected industries. The target of around 300 SMEs was chosen to compensate for the
possibility of unusable or incomplete responses and to improve the stability of estimation,
rather than being a statistical necessity beyond the minimum power-based threshold. Such
an approach is also informed by previous methodological suggestions where it was noted
that although a median sample size of about 200 cases is typical in many published SEM
research, such sample sizes may be inadequate for complex models or data that deviate
from normality (Kline, 2023).

Figure 2 presents the results of the a priori power analysis used to assess the minimum
sample size required for testing the proposed structural model.

m— Central t (H .
0.40 4 entral t (Ho) critical t = 1.652
: == = Noncentral t (Hy) /"\
0.35- \
\
0.30 1 \ Power = 0.95
\
_;*0.25 E \
7))
c \
8 0.20 \
0.151 \
\
0.10 \
\
0.05 - N
\\
0.00 T T T T —
-2 0 2 4 6
t
Test Linear multiple regression (single coefficient), t test
Analysis A priori, one-tailed
Effect size f2 0.05 a error probability 0.05
Power (1 — B) 0.95 Number of predictors 4
Noncentrality & 3.3015 Degrees of freedom 213
Required sample size 218

Figure 2. A priori power analysis for the structural model.

6. Data Collection Instrument
6.1. Questionnaire Design

In this research, the data were collected through a structured questionnaire that is
designed to capture firm-level perceptions of Effective Strategic Alliances, Resource Ac-
quisition, Environmental Uncertainty, and Competitive Advantage. This method of data
collection was selected as it is helpful in conducting systematic data collection from a broad
range of SMEs through a questionnaire-based survey and allows for quantitative analysis
of relationships. The questionnaire was developed based on established and validated
measurement scales that are drawn from prior empirical studies in strategic management
and alliance research. In addition, all items were adapted to the SME context and the
Palestinian business environment, while preserving their original theoretical meaning in
order to ensure the conceptual alignment with the research model.
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The questionnaire was organized into five main sections. The first section was designed
to collect background information about the firm and the respondent, including firm size,
sector of business, and the respondent’s position. The second section measured the construct
of the Effective Strategic Alliances (ESA) with its core dimensions of relational quality,
resource complementarity, and agility. The third section was used to collect data on Resource
Acquisition (RA), which focuses on the degree to which strategic alliances facilitate access to
important resources. The fourth section collected data on Environmental Uncertainty (EU),
including its core dimensions of Environmental Dynamism and Environmental Complexity.
The final section collected data on Competitive Advantage (CA).

The unit of analysis was the firm and not any single strategic alliance. Respondents
were asked to give information concerning how their firms had been involved in strategic
alliances over the past three years or since the beginning of the alliance if it was more recently
established. There was no requirement for respondents to assess any single strategic alliance.
Hence, the answers given were based on the experience of the participating firms with
regard to strategic alliances.

Likert-type scales are widely recommended in organizational research for measuring
managerial perceptions and attitudes, as they strike an acceptable balance between scale
sensitivity and respondents’ cognitive effort (Likert, 1932). A five-point Likert scale was
used in this research because prior research demonstrates that they have an appropriate
balance of measured response variance while minimizing the likelihood of respondent
fatigue and response behavior inconsistency (Dawes, 2008; Finstad, 2010).

6.2. Study Instrument and Translation Procedure

A self-administered digital survey was designed for the purpose of data collection as
well as testing the proposed research hypotheses. A set of scale items, which are found to be
reliable and valid in previous research studies, was used for the purpose of measuring the
constructs proposed in the conceptual framework. To begin the self-administered digital
survey, the research participants were introduced to the research, along with an explanation
of the concept of an effective strategic alliance. To avoid any probable misinterpretations,
the questionnaire items were reviewed by a panel of five experts, consisting of professors as
well as practitioners who are associated with the field of strategic management. Prior to data
collection, the questionnaire was reviewed for clarity and appropriateness for SMEs. Since
Arabic is the main language in Palestine, it was necessary to translate the questionnaire from
English to Arabic. The method of translation that was used to translate the questionnaire
used a reverse translation technique to ensure semantic accuracy. The questionnaire was
translated from English into Arabic by a bilingual expert. It was then back-translated
from Arabic into English by another bilingual expert to enhance the credibility of the
translated questionnaire. The differences that were noted during the translation process
were addressed to ensure accuracy.

6.3. Measurement of Constructs

This section describes how the main constructs in the conceptual model were opera-
tionalized and measured. All the constructs were measured using multi-item scales that
were adapted from previously validated and established literature in the strategic man-
agement and inter-firm collaboration literature. The use of previously validated measures
helps in establishing content validity and consistency with previous empirical findings.
Necessary minor wording adjustments were made to ensure that the adapted measures
were appropriate for the SME sector and the Palestinian business environment without
changing the original theoretical content of the measurement items. All the measures
were designed to capture firm-level constructs and were collected using key informants’
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responses that have strategic organizational knowledge. Unless otherwise specified, all
items were measured using Likert-type scales, which are widely used in organizational
research to capture managerial perceptions and evaluations.

6.4. Effective Strategic Alliances (ESA)

Effective Strategic Alliances (ESA), in accordance with the conceptual model developed
in this study, are conceptualized as a higher-order construct representing the overall effective-
ness of a firm’s strategic alliance relationships. This was modeled as a reflective—formative
higher-order construct, in which the higher-order construct is formed by its first-order
dimensions of Relational Quality, Resource Complementarity, and Alliance Agility. ESA
comprises three first-order dimensions that are measured by 18 indicators. Each first-order
dimension was measured using multiple indicators adapted from established scales in the
strategic alliance literature.

Relational Quality is measured by using nine indicators to capture managers’ assess-
ments of the strength and quality of relational ties within alliance relationships. It refers to
the extent to which trust, commitment, and the quality of communication exist between
alliance partners.

Resource Complementarity is measured using four indicators that reflect the level of
integration of partners with regard to resources, capabilities, and competencies that are not
owned or are difficult to develop.

Alliance Agility is measured using five indicators that refer to the firm’s ability to
adapt, reconfigure, and respond flexibly to environmental and strategic changes within the
context of strategic alliance relationships.

These three dimensions were specified as formative components because each repre-
sents a different characteristic of Effective Strategic Alliances. Relational Quality, Resource
Complementarity, and Alliance Agility contribute to the overall construct, but they are
not interchangeable, as the absence of any one dimension would change the conceptual
meaning of ESA.

Together, these three first-order dimensions reflect the multidimensional nature of strategic
alliance effectiveness and collectively form the higher-order construct of Effective Strategic
Alliances (ESA). Following recommended PLS-SEM procedures, the two-stage approach was
employed for estimating the higher-order construct. In the first stage, latent variable scores of
the first-order constructs were obtained, and in the second stage, these scores were used as
formative indicators of the higher-order ESA construct in the structural model.

6.5. Resource Acquisition (RA)

Resource Acquisition (RA) is operationalized as a unidimensional reflective construct
capturing the extent to which a firm can access and obtain critical resources through its strategic
alliances. The construct reflects the overall effectiveness of alliance relationships in supporting
the firm’s resource needs as a strategic capability. RA is measured using five reflective indica-
tors, which capture alliance-enabled improvements in access to critical resources. Instead of
measuring specific attributes of resources, the indicators collectively assess the firm’s overall
capability to acquire and use external resources through strategic alliances.

6.6. Competitive Advantage (CA)

Competitive Advantage (CA) is operationalized as a multidimensional reflective con-
struct representing the firm'’s overall competitive position relative to its main competitors. In
line with established empirical measures that are adopted from Li et al. (2006), competitive
advantage is defined in terms of firm performance along five dimensions: price/cost, quality,
delivery dependability, product innovation, and time to market. These dimensions have
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been widely used in prior studies by using 15 reflective indicators that measure different as-
pects of competitive performance, such as efficiency, quality, responsiveness, and innovation.
This approach is appropriate in SME research contexts because standardized performance
data for SMEs are often unavailable, difficult to access, or not publicly disclosed. As a result,
researchers use managers’ perceptions as subjective measures that can serve as a valid proxy
for firm-level competitive performance (Dess & Robinson, 1984).

Even though these dimensions reflect different aspects of competitive performance,
they were modeled as reflective manifestations of the firm’s overall Competitive Advantage.
This specification is based on the assumption that a stronger competitive position is generally
associated with better performance across these dimensions, even though improvement in
one dimension does not necessarily guarantee similar improvement in another. Hence, the
construct serves as an overall measure of the firm’s Competitive Advantage. Nevertheless,
this specification captures overall Competitive Advantage rather than the potentially distinct
effects of individual competitive dimensions.

6.7. Environmental Uncertainty (EU)

Environmental Uncertainty (EU) is conceptualized as a moderating construct reflecting
the degree of unpredictability in the firm’s external environment. In this study, EU is opera-
tionalized through two dimensions: environmental dynamism and environmental complexity.

Environmental Dynamism is measured using four indicators that capture managers’
perceptions of the frequency and unpredictability of change in the external environment.
Environmental Complexity is measured by six indicators that assess the extent to which
firms perceive their environment as complex and difficult to interpret. These two factors
together are important sources of uncertainty that are especially relevant to SMEs operating
in dynamic and challenging environments. Environmental Uncertainty was modeled as
a reflective higher-order construct, with Environmental Dynamism and Environmental
Complexity representing two related manifestations of firms’ perceptions of uncertainty in
their external environment. Although these dimensions capture different environmental
conditions, they were considered together to reflect the overall level of Environmental
Uncertainty experienced by the firm. The two-stage interaction approach was applied to
test the moderating effect of EU on the relationship between ESA and Resource Acquisition.
The interaction term between ESA and EU was developed by multiplying latent variable
scores obtained from first-stage estimation, and then included in the structural model and
assessed using bootstrapping procedures.

Table 5 presents a summary of the scales used to measure the study constructs, in-
cluding their dimensions and corresponding references. The complete wording of all
measurement items, together with their respective source and adaptation basis, is provided
in the Supplementary Materials (Table S5). All 48 measurement items were retained in the
final measurement model.

Table 5. Scale Items for Measuring Constructs.

Construct Type Dimensions Sub-Dimensions Author/s
Trust Morgan and Hunt (1994)
Relational Quality Commitment Ashnai et al. (2016)
Communication Young-Ybarra and Wiersema (1999)
Effective Strategic I :
ndependent Variable
Alliances P Resource ; Lambe et al. (2002); Liu et al. (2023)

Complementarity

Sambamurthy et al. (2003);
Agility - Gligor et al. (2013);
Tallon and Pinsonneault (2011)
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Table 5. Cont.

Construct

Type Dimensions Sub-Dimensions Author/s

Competitive Advantage

Quality -
Delivery dependability -

Dependent Variable Product innovation - Lietal. (2006)

Time to market -

Price/cost leadership -

Zaefarian et al. (2011);
Su et al. (2009); Dyer and Singh

Resource Acquisition Mediator Variable - - (1998);
Lavie (2006)
. X Dynamism Miller and Friesen (1982);
. " - )
Ur;‘égggir;f; a Moderator Variable Jansen etal. (2006)
Complexity - Kabadayi et al. (2007)
7. Pilot Study

A pilot study was carried out prior to a comprehensive study to determine the viability
of the study’s design and methodology. It involves pre-testing, which is a preliminary test
of the research instrument or questionnaires to determine if there are possible problems or
difficulties in the study (Dillman et al., 2014). Therefore, a pilot study is an integral part of
a well-designed study. The main purpose of a pilot study is the elimination of superfluous
questions, which ensures clarity, appropriate measurement, and the minimization of bias,
by using a small subset of the target population to test the feasibility and clarity of the
research instrument (Van Teijlingen & Hundley, 2002).

Since the minimum required sample size for the main study was 218 SMEs, approxi-
mately 300 SMEs were targeted. The pilot study consisted of 35 SME managers and was
considered sufficient for pretesting the questionnaire and determining the initial reliability
and clarity of the measurement items. The participants were asked to assess the research
questionnaire for its coherence, relevance, and acceptability, to identify any unusual, repeti-
tive, irrelevant, or poorly worded questions, and to estimate the time required to complete
the survey. Based on participant feedback, minor changes were made to the wording of the
items to improve clarity and contextual appropriateness. No items were removed at this
stage. The information gathered during this pilot research was used to improve the research
questionnaire. Furthermore, the data collected from this pilot group was not included in
the study to avoid any data contamination.

7.1. Validity and Reliability

In this study, the validity and reliability of the questionnaire were tested because the
study adopted a quantitative design and used SPSS version 27, which demands solid checks
before trusting the results. It was therefore of primary importance to ascertain whether the
questionnaire was measuring what it was supposed to measure, whether it was measuring
the concepts appropriately, and whether it was giving consistent results through content
validity, construct validity, and internal consistency, so as to ensure findings based on correct
measurements.

7.2. Content Validity

The concept of content validity refers to the degree to which the measurement items
used represent the theoretical domain of the constructs that are being measured. In this
study, content validity was established through an extensive review of prior empirical stud-
ies in strategic alliances, resource-based theory, environmental uncertainty, and competitive
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advantage. The measurement items used to measure all the constructs in this study were
adapted from well-established scales that have been validated in existing literature. In
addition, the pilot study helped in establishing the content validity and face validity of the
study, which enabled the participants to make an assessment of the content, clarity, and
comprehensibility of the measurement items of the study.

The questionnaire was checked by academic experts in strategic management and
SME studies, as well as managers of SMEs that had formed strategic alliances. Minor
changes were made to improve clarity and alignment of the questionnaire with the SME
context to ensure the content adequacy of the questionnaire by verifying that the items were
interpreted as intended.

7.3. Construct Validity

Construct validity refers to the extent to which the measurement model accurately
represents the theoretical constructs and distinguishes them from one another during the
main analysis of the study. Construct validity was assessed during the main data analysis
using Partial Least Squares Structural Equation Modeling (PLS-SEM) in accordance with
established guidelines (Hair et al., 2017). Pearson correlation analysis is presented as a
preliminary validity check, while the full assessment of convergent and discriminant validity
is reported in the empirical results and data analysis.

The results presented in Table 6 provide preliminary support for the expected relationships
among the constructs, as all correlations between constructs are statistically significant at the
p < 0.01 level. It is clear that the correlations are strong, especially between Environmental
Uncertainty (EU) and Effective Strategic Alliances (ESA) (r = 0.829), and between EU and
Competitive Advantage (CA) (r = 0.777). These correlation coefficients indicate that the con-
structs are empirically related in a manner consistent with the theoretical model. Moreover,
Resource Acquisition (RA) has high positive correlations in all aspects, especially with Compet-
itive Advantage (r = 0.744) and Environmental Uncertainty (r = 0.732). Although these high
values show strong associations among the constructs, they are still below the usual cut-off
level (usually r > 0.85 or 0.90).

Table 6. Pilot Study Pearson Correlation Results.

Constructs Code ESA EU CA RA
Effective Strategic Alliances ESA 1

Environmental Uncertainty EU 0.829 ** 1

Competitive Advantage CA 0.536 ** 0.777 ** 1

Resource Acquisition RA 0.609 ** 0.732 ** 0.744 ** 1

Note: ** indicates statistical significance at the 0.01 level.

7.4. Reliability

Reliability refers to the internal consistency of the measurement instrument. In the pilot
study, preliminary reliability was assessed using Cronbach’s alpha for the study constructs.
All constructs exceeded the recommended threshold of 0.70, with values ranging from 0.779
to 0.919, indicating satisfactory internal consistency, as shown in Table 7.

Table 7. Pilot Study Cronbach’s Alpha Results.

Constructs Code Cronbach’s Alpha N of Items
Effective Strategic Alliances ESA 0.919 18
Competitive Advantage CA 0.779 15
Resource Acquisition RA 0.885 5
Environmental Uncertainty EU 0.877 10
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For the main study, the reliability was determined using both Cronbach’s alpha and
composite reliability in the PLS-SEM framework. The composite reliability was the main
measure of reliability, and values above 0.70 were considered satisfactory.

7.5. Common Method Bias

Given that the data were collected using a single key informant per firm through a self-
administered questionnaire, there was a possibility of common method bias (CMB). Procedural
methods were employed to address common method variance at the design stage. First, re-
spondents were assured of anonymity and confidentiality, which helped to reduce evaluation
apprehension and social desirability bias. Additionally, respondents were informed that partici-
pation was voluntary and that there were no right or wrong answers, thereby reducing pressure
to provide socially desirable responses. Second, the questionnaire was designed to separate
sections for independent, mediating, moderating, and dependent constructs to reduce respon-
dents’ ability to infer the hypothesized relationships among variables. Third, measurement
items were adapted from established and validated scales.

Statistically, Harman's Single Factor Test was performed to ensure that no single factor
dominated the covariance among the measures. Although the first factor accounted for 33.913%
of the total variance, below the commonly used 50% threshold, Harman’s single-factor test
provides only a limited diagnostic assessment and cannot by itself rule out the presence of
common method bias (Podsakoff et al., 2003). Common method bias was therefore considered
through the procedural remedies applied during questionnaire design and assessed using
Harman'’s single-factor test as a limited diagnostic check. Taken together, these procedural
and statistical approaches help assess and reduce concerns regarding common method bias;
however, they cannot rule out the possibility of residual common method variance arising from
the use of a single respondent and a single data-collection period.

As an additional diagnostic, full-collinearity variance inflation factors (VIFs) were
calculated using the latent variable scores of the 262 respondents. Each principal construct
was regressed on the remaining constructs, following the full-collinearity assessment ap-
proach proposed by Kock (2015). The resulting VIF values were 1.928 for Effective Strategic
Alliances, 2.435 for Resource Acquisition, 1.694 for Competitive Advantage, and 1.047 for
Environmental Uncertainty. All values were below the suggested threshold of 3.3, indicat-
ing no substantial common method bias according to this diagnostic. Nevertheless, these
findings do not entirely eliminate the possibility of common method variance associated
with the single-respondent, cross-sectional research design.

7.6. Data Analysis

The current study adopted a quantitative analytical methodology to explore the rela-
tionships between Effective Strategic Alliances (ESA), Resource Acquisition (RA), Com-
petitive Advantage (CA), and the moderating effect of Environmental Uncertainty (EU).
Descriptive statistics, reliability analysis, and Partial Least Squares Structural Equation
Modeling (PLS-SEM) were used to examine these relationships.

PLS-SEM was selected because it enables the simultaneous assessment of measurement
and structural models, accounts for measurement error, and supports the examination of
direct and indirect relationships involving multidimensional constructs, particularly the
reflective—formative specification of ESA (Kline, 2023). Because all structural hypotheses
were directional and specified a priori, hypothesis testing was conducted using one-tailed
significance tests at the 5% level.
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7.7. Descriptive Statistics

Descriptive statistics, including means, standard deviations, frequencies, and percentages,
were used to summarize the main variables and respondent and firm characteristics, including
respondent position, firm size, industry (Manufacturing, Tourism, and ICT), and location.

7.8. Measurement Model Evaluation

Three criteria were used for evaluating the reflective measurement model, namely
internal consistency reliability, convergent validity, and discriminant validity. Internal
consistency reliability was tested by calculating Cronbach’s alpha and composite reliability,
with values of 0.70 or higher deemed acceptable (Hair et al., 2010). The Average Variance
Extracted (AVE) was calculated to test convergent validity, with values of 0.50 or higher
deemed acceptable (Hair et al., 2014). Discriminant validity was tested using the Fornell-
Larcker criterion (Fornell & Larcker, 1981) and the Heterotrait-Monotrait Ratio (HTMT).

Since Effective Strategic Alliances (ESA) was modeled as a reflective-formative higher-
order construct, the reflective lower-order constructs were assessed using reliability and
validity criteria, whereas the formative higher-order construct was evaluated separately
based on the significance and relevance of its outer weights and collinearity among its
formative dimensions. Accordingly, AVE-based convergent validity was assessed for the
reflective constructs and was not applied to the formative higher-order ESA construct.

Collinearity assessment indicated no critical multicollinearity concerns among the
formative dimensions of ESA, with VIF values ranging from 1.790 to 2.830, below the
recommended threshold of 5.0.

Although relatively high HTMT values were observed among some first-order con-
structs, all values remained below the recommended threshold of 0.90. The highest value
was 0.859 between Resource Complementarity and Trust, indicating a relatively strong
relationship while remaining within the accepted threshold. In the final higher-order model,
the HTMT values ranged from 0.065 to 0.741, with the highest value observed between
Effective Strategic Alliances and Resource Acquisition. These findings support the empirical
distinctiveness of the constructs, although the relatively strong relationships among some
dimensions should be considered when interpreting the results.

7.9. Structural Model Evaluation

The structural model was evaluated to test the hypothesized relationships and the
predictive capability of the proposed model. The phases involved are:

e Collinearity Assessment: The Variance Inflation Factor (VIF) was applied to ensure
that the predictor variables are not significantly collinear to each other to influence the
results of the structural path relationships (Fornell & Bookstein, 1982).

e  Effect Size (f2): The relative effect size of each independent variable on the dependent
variables was computed as f* values, which are classified as small (0.02), medium
(0.15), or large (0.35) (Cohen, 1992).

e  Coefficient of Determination (R?): The R-squared (R?) value was computed to assess the
model’s explanatory capacity. Following Hair et al. (2011), R? values of 0.25, 0.50, and 0.75
were considered indicative of weak, moderate, and substantial explanatory power, respec-
tively. These benchmarks were treated as general guidelines rather than rigid thresholds.

e Predictive Relevance (Qz): Predictive relevance was assessed using Q?, with values
above zero indicating predictive relevance for the endogenous constructs. Root Mean
Square Error (RMSE) and Mean Absolute Error (MAE) were also reported to assess
prediction errors, with lower values indicating greater predictive accuracy. However,
these error measures require comparison with an appropriate benchmark to establish
relative predictive performance.
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7.10. Hypothesis Testing

Hypothesis testing was conducted by examining standardized path coefficients () and
p-values. Given that the hypotheses specify directional relationships, one-tailed significance
tests were employed, with statistical significance assessed at p < 0.05. The mediating role of
Resource Acquisition was tested using bootstrapping procedures to assess the significance
of indirect effects. Furthermore, the moderating effect of Environmental Uncertainty was
assessed using a two-stage interaction approach to determine how external unpredictability
conditions the relationship between ESA and RA (Hair et al., 2017).

7.11. Ethical Considerations

The research was conducted with ethical considerations taken into account throughout
the study, in accordance with the ethical standards of the Arab American University and
recognized standards of scientific research ethics. Approval from the University Research
Ethics Committee was obtained before initiating the data collection process for the pur-
poses of verification of compliance with ethics standards under the IRB approval code
“R-2026/A/28/N”". The questionnaire was preceded by information on the purpose, objec-
tives, and relevance of the study to make sure that the respondents were informed prior to
their response to the questions to help the participants decide whether to participate in the
study or not.

Furthermore, the participants were made aware that filling out the questionnaire was
purely voluntary, and they could withdraw at any point in time if they chose to do so. In
addition, to ensure the privacy and confidentiality of participants, the survey did not ask or
collect any personal data, such as names or specific private data. The participants were also
told that all responses would be anonymous and would be accessible only to authorized
research personnel.

The data gathered was stored in a password-protected computer, where only the
researcher has access. The research applied the principle of non-maleficence as it aimed to
avoid physical, emotional, or professional harm to the research respondents. An additional
check was made on the questionnaires to verify that there are no sensitive and intrusive
items that would make the respondents uncomfortable or embarrassed.

7.12. Summary

The target population included SMEs that were involved in strategic alliance activities in
three key sectors, which are the manufacturing, tourism and hospitality, and Information and
Communication Technology (ICT) sectors. The Palestinian SME context is characterized by a
high prevalence of family-owned businesses, which provides an important contextual basis for
interpreting how firms manage external relationships, access resources, and respond to envi-
ronmental uncertainty. A purposive sampling method was used in this study to ensure that the
respondents had appropriate managerial knowledge of alliance practices. Data were gathered
between March and April 2026 using a structured self-administered online questionnaire, and
the distribution of the survey was facilitated through professional networks and intermediary
organizations to reach eligible SMEs as much as possible.

Moreover, to ensure an adequate statistical power for hypothesis tests via PLS-SEM,
a conservative approach to sample size calculation was conducted, particularly focusing
on path-level power analysis and considering that the model included moderation effects,
so that the relationships in the PLS-SEM model could be tested with sufficient statistical
power and greater estimation stability.
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8. Empirical Results and Data Analysis
8.1. Profile of Participating Respondents and Firms

The final sample consists of 262 SMEs, with one decision-maker representing each
participating SME. Data were collected between March and April 2026. The sample was
drawn from the Palestinian SME environment, where approximately 99% of SMEs are
family-owned (U.S. Department of State, 2023). Therefore, family-business characteristics
represent an important contextual factor when examining the formation and management of
strategic alliances and resource acquisition among SMEs. Table 8 presents the demographic
characteristics of the respondents and participating firms.

Table 8. Demographic Breakdown of Respondent Sample (1 = 262).

Categorization Variable Sample Sub-Group Breakdown Frequency (1) Percentage (%)
Business Owner/Managing Partner 177 67.6%
Executive Position/Title General Manager/Chief Executive 73 27.9%
Senior Administrative Manager 12 4.6%
. . . Permanent Executive Decision-Maker 250 95.4%
Decision-Making Authority Consultative/Part-Time Decision-Maker 12 4.6%
More than 3 Years Experience 169 64.5%
Executive Industry Experience 1 to 3 Years Experience 83 31.7%
Less than 1 Year Experience 10 3.8%
Southern West Bank (Hebron, Bethlehem) 125 47.7%
Geographic Location Central West Bank (Ramallah, Jerusalem, Jericho) 85 32.4%
Northern West Bank (Nablus, Jenin, Tulkarm, Qalgilya) 52 19.8%
Small Enterprise (5 to 19 employees) 223 85.1%
Enterprise Employment Size ~ Medium Enterprise (20 to 49 employees) 24 9.2%
Micro Enterprise (1 to 4 employees) 15 5.7%
Manufacturing and Production 95 36.3%
Primary Industry Sector Tourism, Hotel, and Hospitality Services 88 33.6%
Information & Communication Technology (ICT) 79 30.2%

8.2. Descriptive Analysis of Study Variables

Descriptive statistics—including means, standard deviations, and response distribution
percentages—were calculated for all items and aggregated construct dimensions. Table 9
presents the descriptive statistics for the Effective Strategic Alliances sub-dimensions.

Table 9. Descriptive Statistics for Effective Strategic Alliance Sub-Dimensions.

Construct Dimen- Standard Positive Neutral Negative Score Perceiv'e d
. . Item Code Item Mean s Agreement o o Evaluation
sion/Indicator Deviation o Score (%) (%)
(%) Level
RQT1 3.607 0.915 59.5% 30.2% 10.3% Medium-High
Relational Trust RQT2 3.794 1.015 65.3% 26.0% 8.8% High
RQT3 3.802 0.917 63.0% 28.6% 8.4% High
RQT
Dimension 3.734 0.949 62.6% 28.2% 9.2% High
Aggregate
RQC1 3.809 0.822 71.0% 22.1% 6.9% High
Relational RQC2 3.760 0.971 62.6% 26.3% 11.1% High
Commitment
RQC3 3.870 0.990 66.4% 25.2% 8.4% High
RQC
Dimension 3.813 0.927 66.7% 24.6% 8.8% High
Aggregate

https://doi.org/10.3390/admscil6110523


https://doi.org/10.3390/admsci16110523

Adm. Sci. 2026, 16, 523 28 of 42

Table 9. Cont.

. Positive . Perceived
C'onstruc.t Dimen- Item Code Item Mean Star.‘d%rd Agreement Neutril Negatl:r e Score Evaluation
sion/Indicator Deviation o Score (%) (%)
(%) Level
RQN1 3.687 0.987 59.5% 29.0% 11.5% High
Relational RQN2 3.737 0.804 66.0% 28.2% 5.7% High
Communication
RQN3 3.744 0.884 67.2% 26.3% 6.5% High
RON
Dimension 3.723 0.892 64.2% 27.9% 8.0% High
Aggregate
Relational Quality RQ 3.757 0.923 64.5% 26.9% 8.6% High
Aggregate
RC1 3.668 0.983 61.5% 25.6% 13.0% Medium-High
Resource RC2 3.786 0.901 64.1% 29.4% 6.5% High
Complementarity RC3 3.737 1.019 64.1% 23.7% 12.2% High
RC4 3.714 0.930 65.6% 26.0% 8.4% High
RC Dimension 3.726 0.958 63.8% 26.1% 10.0% High
Aggregate
AG1 3.630 0.985 62.2% 25.6% 12.2% Medium-High
AG2 3.695 0.930 56.5% 35.5% 8.0% High
Strategic Agility AG3 3.649 0.974 61.5% 25.2% 13.4% Medium-High
AG4 3.802 0.888 69.5% 21.4% 9.2% High
AG5 3.779 0.851 66.4% 26.7% 6.9% High
AG Dimension 3711 0.926 63.2% 26.9% 9.9% High
Aggregate
g"eraﬂ Construct ESA 3.741 0.930 64.1% 26.7% 9.2% High
ggregate
Table 10 presents the descriptive statistics for the Environmental Uncertainty sub-
dimensions. Respondents rated Environmental Complexity (M = 3.737) and Environmental
Dynamism (M = 3.789) above the scale midpoint, and the overall Environmental Uncertainty
aggregate was M = 3.763 (SD = 0.925), with 62.0% positive agreement.
Table 10. Descriptive Statistics for Environmental Uncertainty Sub-Dimensions.
Construct Item Code Item Mean Standard Positive Neutral Negative Perceived
Dimension/Indicator Deviation =~ Agreement (%) Score (%) Score (%)  Evaluation Level
EUC1 3.863 1.008 66.0% 22.9% 11.1% High
EUC2 3.679 0.895 60.3% 29.0% 10.7% Medium-High
Environmental EUC3 3.733 0.977 65.3% 24.4% 10.3% High
Complexity EUC4 3.695 1.050 57.3% 29.0% 13.7% High
EUC5 3.802 0.938 62.6% 29.4% 8.0% High
EUC6 3.649 0.879 57.3% 34.7% 8.0% Medium-High
EUC Dimension 3.737 0.958 61.5% 28.2% 10.3% High
Aggregate
EUD1 3.966 0.890 69.5% 25.2% 5.3% High
Environmental EUD2 3.634 0.928 55.7% 32.4% 11.8% Medium-High
Dynamism EUD3 3.683 0911 54.6% 37.0% 8.4% High
EUD4 3.874 0.842 70.2% 24.0% 5.7% High
EUD Dimension 3.789 0.893 62.5% 29.7% 7.8% High
Aggregate
Environmental EU 3.763 0.925 62.0% 29.0% 9.8% High
Uncertainty Aggregate
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Table 11 presents the descriptive statistics for Resource Acquisition indicators. Item
means ranged from 3.714 (RA1) to 3.950 (RA2), and the overall Resource Acquisition
aggregate was M = 3.824 (SD = 0.986), with 68.9% positive agreement.

Table 11. Descriptive Statistics for Resource Acquisition Indicators.

. . Positive . Perceived
Indicator Code Operational Indicator Mean Stal}da.rd Agreement Neutril Negatl(‘)l € Evaluation
Content Statement Deviation o Score (%) Score (%)
(%) Level
Acquisition of external
RA1 technical capabilities 3.714 1.035 63.0% 24.8% 11.8% High
via partners
Internalization of
RA2 managerial and 3.950 0.952 69.5% 24.8% 5.3% High
market knowledge
Access to external
RA3 distribution networks 3.805 1.004 73.7% 13.7% 12.2% High
and customer channels
Securing joint capital
RA4 investments and 3.779 0.993 66.0% 22.5% 11.1% High
shared assets
Obtaining specialized
RA5 machinery, software, and 3.874 0.945 72.5% 20.6% 6.9% High
production assets
RA Resource Acquisition 3.824 0.986 68.9% 213% 9.5% High
Overall Aggregate
Table 12 presents the descriptive statistics for the Competitive Advantage sub-dimensions.
Product Innovation (M = 3.898) and Delivery Dependability (M = 3.889) obtained the highest
means, Price/Cost Leadership the lowest (M = 3.702), and the overall Competitive Advantage
aggregate was M = 3.837 (SD = 0.937), with 69.7% positive agreement.
Table 12. Descriptive Statistics for Competitive Advantage Sub-Dimensions.
Dimension Item Code Mean Standard Positive Neutral Score Negative Score Perceived
Deviation ~ Agreement (%) (%) (%) Evaluation Level
QA1 3.691 0.959 65.3% 22.5% 12.6% High
QA2 3.802 0.934 66.8% 25.6% 7.6% High
QA3 3.813 0.998 72.9% 17.2% 9.9% High
Product Quality Aggregate (QA) 3.768 0.964 68.3% 21.8% 10.1% High
DD1 3.935 0.910 75.2% 17.2% 8.0% High
DD2 4.000 0.914 77.1% 14.1% 9.2% High
DD3 3.733 1.034 59.5% 31.3% 9.5% High
Delivery Dependability o o o .
Aggrogate (DD) 3.889 0.953 70.6% 20.9% 8.9% High
PI1 3.878 0.918 70.2% 20.2% 9.9% High
P12 3.870 0.962 68.3% 23.7% 8.0% High
PI3 3.947 0.957 72.1% 22.1% 6.1% High
Product Innovation Aggregate (PI) 3.898 0.946 70.2% 22.0% 8.0% High
™1 3.622 1.031 56.5% 28.6% 15.3% Medium-High
™2 3.859 1.046 74.0% 15.6% 10.7% High
™3 3.927 0.994 75.6% 14.1% 10.7% High
Time to Market Aggregate (TM) 3.803 1.024 68.7% 19.5% 12.2% High
PCL1 3.771 0.876 69.1% 21.4% 9.5% High
PCL2 3.805 0.810 70.2% 23.7% 6.5% High
PCL3 3.531 0.801 52.3% 40.1% 7.6% Medium-High
Price/Cost Leadership o o o .
Aggregate (PCL) 3.702 0.829 63.9% 28.4% 7.9% High
Competitive Advantage Overall 3.837 0.937 69.7% 21.4% 9.1% High

Aggregate (CA)
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8.3. Measurement Model Evaluation (PLS-SEM )

The measurement model was evaluated by examining construct reliability, convergent
validity, and discriminant validity. Construct reliability was established, as Cronbach’s
Alpha and Composite Reliability (CR) values across all reflective constructs exceeded
the 0.70 threshold. Convergent validity was supported for the reflective constructs, with
Average Variance Extracted (AVE) values exceeding the 0.50 threshold. Table 13 reports the
results for all first-order and second-order constructs: Cronbach’s Alpha ranged from 0.757
to 0.952, Composite Reliability from 0.847 to 0.976, and AVE from 0.536 to 0.953.

Table 13. Construct Reliability and Convergent Validity Assessment Across Structural Orders.

Construct Level Cronbaz‘lx\)s Alpha Composite Reliability (CR) AVE
Relational Trust (RQT) First-Order Reflective 0.767 0.866 0.682
Relational Commitment (RQC) First-Order Reflective 0.757 0.861 0.674
Relational Communication (RQN) First-Order Reflective 0.793 0.879 0.708
Resource Complementarity (RC) First-Order Reflective 0.825 0.884 0.657
Strategic Agility (AG) First-Order Reflective 0.850 0.893 0.627
Environmental Complexity (EUC) First-Order Reflective 0.825 0.873 0.536
Environmental Dynamism (EUD) First-Order Reflective 0.760 0.847 0.581
Resource Acquisition (RA) First-Order Reflective 0.875 0.909 0.667
Product Quality (QA) First-Order Reflective 0.766 0.865 0.682
Delivery Dependability (DD) First-Order Reflective 0.869 0.920 0.794
Product Innovation (PI) First-Order Reflective 0.769 0.866 0.684
Time to Market (TM) First-Order Reflective 0.794 0.880 0.709
Price/Cost Leadership (PCL) First-Order Reflective 0.786 0.875 0.700
Relational Quality (RQ) Second-Order Reflective 0.866 0.918 0.788
Environmental Uncertainty (EU) Second-Order Reflective 0.952 0.976 0.953
Competitive Advantage (CA) Second-Order Reflective 0.912 0.934 0.741

The standardized outer loadings of the reflective measurement items are reported in
the Supplementary Materials (Table S1). Table 14 presents the formative outer weights
of the three dimensions of Effective Strategic Alliances. All three weights are statistically
significant (p < 0.001), with Relational Quality contributing most strongly (0.501), followed
by Strategic Agility (0.381) and Resource Complementarity (0.236), and all VIF values are
below 3 (1.790-2.830).

Table 14. Formative Outer Weight Evaluation for Effective Strategic Alliances.

Higher-Order Statistical
& Formative Dimension Outer Weight  Bootstrap t-Value Significance 90% CI VIF
Construct
(p-Value)
. . Relational Quality (RQ) 0.501 20.040 p < 0.001 [0.462, 0.532] 2.781
iﬁﬁfczve S(t}rzg_e\f)glc Resource Complementarity (RC) 0.236 14.750 p < 0.001 [0.199,0271]  2.830
ances Strategic Agility (AG) 0.381 19.050 p < 0.001 [0.341,0422]  1.790

The discriminant validity was measured through the use of the Fornell-Larcker cri-
terion, the Heterotrait-Monotrait ratio (HTMT) and cross-loadings. The outcomes of the
analysis showed that there is discriminant validity in the measurement model. In this regard,
all HTMT ratios fell below 0.90, with the complete HTMT results across the hierarchical
measurement stages reported in the Supplementary Materials (Tables 52-54). On the other
hand, the use of the Fornell-Larcker criterion and cross-loadings gave additional support for
construct distinctiveness. The measurement model was further tested for multicollinearity.
In this regard, the indicator level VIF scores ranged from 1.401 to 3.935, falling below the
recommended level of 5.0.
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8.4. Structural Model Assessment and Hypotheses Testing

The structural model was evaluated by examining explanatory power (R?), predic-
tive relevance (Q?), effect sizes (f2), and path coefficient significance established via a
5000-sample bootstrap procedure. Table 15 reports the explanatory power and predic-
tive relevance of the endogenous constructs (R? = 0.50 for Resource Acquisition and 0.39
for Competitive Advantage), Table 16 reports the effect sizes of the structural paths, and
Table 17 presents the path coefficients and the hypothesis test results.

Table 15. Structural Model Explanatory Power (R? Metrics).

Endogenous Construct R? Explanatory Power Q? RMSE MAE
Resource Acquisition (RA) 0.50 Moderate-High 0.487 0.725 0.549
Competitive Advantage (CA) 0.39 Moderate 0.243 0.880 0.651
Product Quality (QA) 0.74 Substantial 0.246 0.878 0.642
Product Innovation (PI) 0.84 Substantial 0.191 0.909 0.709
Delivery Dependability (DD) 0.71 Substantial 0.176 0917 0.694
Time to Market (TM) 0.75 Substantial 0.166 0.923 0.724
Price/Cost Leadership (PCL) 0.66 Moderate-High 0.111 0.955 0.704

Table 16. Structural Effect Sizes (f2 Metrics).

Path Trajectory Relationship Calculated f* Statistic Magnitude Evaluation (Cohen, 1988)
Effective Strategic Alliances (ESA) — Resource Acquisition (RA) 0.93 Large Structural Effect
Resource Acquisition (RA) — Competitive Advantage (CA) 0.27 Medium Structural Effect
Effective Strategic Alliances (ESA) — Competitive Advantage (CA) 0.01 Weak Direct Effect

Table 17. Structural Path (Hypothesis Testing) Results Summary.

Hypothesis/Path B SE t-Statistic p-Value 90% CI Result

H1: ESA — Resource Acquisition (RA) 0.682 0.039 17.418 <0.001 [0.610, 0.733] Supported

H2: ESA — Competitive Advantage (CA) 0.134 0.072 1.876 0.031 [0.022, 0.252] Supported

H3: ESA — RA — CA (indirect/mediation) 0.357 0.052 6.897 <0.001 [0.267,0.436] Supported
VAF =72.7%

Total effect: ESA — CA 0.492 0.056 8.836 <0.001 [0.389, 0.564] (complementary

partial mediation)

H4: Resource Acquisition (RA) — CA 0.524 0.073 7.201 <0.001 [0.390, 0.633] Supported

H5: Environmental Uncertainty x ESA — RA 0.137 0.043 3.161 0.001 [0.069, 0.210] Supported

Note: Component-level contributions of the ESA sub-dimensions (Relational Quality, Resource
Complementarity, Agility) are reported separately in the Formative Outer Weights table. Hypothesis
tests were one-tailed because all hypotheses were directional and specified a priori. The reported
confidence intervals are 90% percentile bootstrap confidence intervals (5th and 95th percentiles).

For the moderation analysis, the two-stage approach was applied using standardized
latent-variable scores obtained from the initial PLS-SEM estimation. These standardized
scores were multiplied to construct the interaction term (ESA x EU), which was subse-
quently included in the structural model and assessed using bootstrapping.

As shown in Table 15, all reported Q? values are positive, supporting the predictive
relevance of the model for the endogenous constructs. RMSE and MAE provide additional
information on prediction errors, although their interpretation in terms of relative predictive
performance requires comparison with an appropriate benchmark model.

As shown in Table 16, the effect of Effective Strategic Alliances on Resource Acquisition
is large (f> = 0.93), the effect of Resource Acquisition on Competitive Advantage is medium
(f2 = 0.27), and the direct effect of Effective Strategic Alliances on Competitive Advantage
is weak (f> = 0.01).
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As shown in Table 17, all five hypotheses are supported: H1 (B = 0.682, p < 0.001), H2
(B =0.134, p = 0.031), H3 (indirect effect p = 0.357, p < 0.001), H4 (B = 0.524, p < 0.001)
and H5 (B = 0.137, p = 0.001).

The VAF calculation indicates that Resource Acquisition mediates 72.7% of the total
effect of Effective Strategic Alliances on Competitive Advantage, establishing a complemen-
tary partial mediation mechanism.

Simple slope analysis evaluated the moderating effect of Environmental Uncertainty
across three standard deviation levels:

e  Low Environmental Uncertainty (—1 SD): Simple slope beta = 0.546 (t = 7.821, p < 0.001).

e  Mean Environmental Uncertainty (0 SD): Simple slope beta = 0.682 (t = 17.418, p < 0.001).

e High Environmental Uncertainty (+1 SD): Simple slope beta = 0.819 (t = 18.582,
p <0.001).

The simple slope analysis confirms that the positive relationship between Effective
Strategic Alliances and Resource Acquisition strengthens as Environmental Uncertainty
increases.

9. Research Hypotheses Testing

The path analysis results provide strong support for the study’s hypotheses:

H1 (ESA — RA): The path analysis shows a significant positive relationship between Ef-
fective Strategic Alliances and Resource Acquisition (B = 0.682, p < 0.001), consistent with the
proposition that effective alliances are associated with greater access to critical external resources.

H2 (ESA — CA): The results indicate a significant positive direct relationship between
ESA and Competitive Advantage (p = 0.134, SE = 0.072, t = 1.876, p = 0.031, one-tailed,
90% CI [0.022, 0.252]), supporting the proposed positive association between effective
alliances and competitive advantage. Despite the statistically significant direct relationship
(one-tailed directional test, p = 0.134, p = 0.031) between Effective Strategic Alliances and
Competitive Advantage, this direct link’s effect size was small (f* = 0.010). A robustness
check conducted using a two-tailed normal approximation yielded p ~ 0.061, whereas the
approximate 95% confidence interval ranged from —0.006 to 0.275, based on the unrounded
coefficient and bootstrap standard error. Hence, H2 was supported under the original testing
approach; however, the direct effect should be interpreted with caution. Such findings
are consistent with the statistically significant indirect effect through Resource Acquisition
(VAF =72.7%).

H3 (ESA — RA — CA): The results support the proposed mediating role of Resource
Acquisition. The indirect relationship between ESA and Competitive Advantage through RA
was significant (B = 0.357, SE = 0.052, t = 6.897, p < 0.001, 90% CI [0.267, 0.436]), consistent
with the proposed theoretical framework. However, given the cross-sectional nature of the
data, these findings should be interpreted as evidence of a statistically significant indirect
relationship rather than confirmation of an underlying causal mechanism.

H4 (RA — CA): Resource Acquisition is significantly and positively associated with
Competitive Advantage (p = 0.524, p < 0.001), consistent with the RBV perspective that
access to external resources is important for achieving competitive advantage.

H5 (EU Moderation): The moderation analysis indicates that the positive relationship
between ESA and Resource Acquisition is significantly stronger at higher levels of Envi-
ronmental Uncertainty (p = 0.137, t = 3.161, p = 0.001), supporting H5. The interaction
effect size (f* = 0.042) indicates a small effect under conventional benchmarks, contributing
approximately 2.1 percentage points to the explained variance in Resource Acquisition
(AR? ~ 0.021). Simple slope analysis supports this finding, showing that the relationship
between ESA and Resource Acquisition was stronger under high Environmental Uncer-
tainty (p = 0.819, +1 SD) than under low Environmental Uncertainty (f = 0.546, —1 SD),
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consistent with the Dynamic Capabilities perspective on the importance of alliances in

uncertain environments.

Table 18 summarizes the outcome of each hypothesis (H1-H5), together with its

interpretation and theoretical implication.

Table 18. Summary of Hypothesis Findings and Theoretical Interpretation.

Hypothesis Finding Interpretation Theoretical Implication
Effective Strategic Alliances are positively This finding is consistent Wl.th the
. . S Resource-Based View, highlighting the
associated with Resource Acquisition .
among SMEs. Alliances characterized by importance of external resource access for
HI1: Effective Strategic Alliances . s SMEs facing internal resource limitations.
o - . Relational Quality, Resource . :
are positively associated with Supported C . s It also supports the Relational View by
- omplementarity, and Agility are . e g
Resource Acquisition. . . demonstrating a positive association
associated with greater access to external . . . )
Mgt between effective alliance relationships
resources, capabilities, and support that e
. . and Resource Acquisition in
may not be available internally. : .
resource-constrained environments.
This finding supports the argument that
H2: Effective Strategic Alliances Effective Strategic Alliances are positively alliances can contribute to ComPetltlve
o - . . . oy rs Advantage when they are effectively
are positively associated with Supported associated with the competitive position
o managed. It also shows that the value of
Competitive Advantage. of SMEs. . .
alliances depends not only on their
formation, but also on their effectiveness.
Effective Strategic Alliances are positively ~ This finding provides an important
associated with Competitive Advantage, theoretical contribution by explaining the
H3: Resource Acquisition partly through the indirect relationship mechanism through which alliances affect
mediates the relationship between involving Resource Acquisition. This Competitive Advantage. It extends
- . - Supported BT . ; b . .
Effective Strategic Alliances and finding is consistent with the proposed previous studies by showing that Resource
Competitive Advantage. mediating role of Resource Acquisitionin  Acquisition is a key mediating pathway
the relationship between alliances and between Effective Strategic Alliances and
competitive advantage. Competitive Advantage.
H4: Resource Acquisition is Resource Acquisition is positively Thls finding sgpports the Resource—B.a sed
- . . . : - View by showing that resources contribute
positively associated with Supported associated with stronger competitive e
2 e to Competitive Advantage when they are
Competitive Advantage. positioning among SMEs. . ?
acquired and used effectively.
The positive relationship between Effective ~ This finding extends Dynamic Capabilities
H5: Environmental Uncertainty Strateglc Alhan'ces and Resource Acqulsltlon Theory by shgwmg that uncertam'ty
moderates the relationship between is stronger at higher levels of Environmental  increases the importance of adaptive and
P Supported Uncertainty. This finding suggests that flexible alliances. It also highlights

Effective Strategic Alliances and
Resource Acquisition.

effective alliances are particularly relevant to
resource access among SMEs operating
under uncertain conditions.

Environmental Uncertainty as a boundary
condition that shapes the value of alliances
in resource acquisition.

10. Summary of Key Findings

The findings support the proposed relationships between Effective Strategic Alliances,
Resource Acquisition, and Competitive Advantage. Resource Acquisition plays an important
mediating role, with the indirect relationship between ESA and Competitive Advantage
being stronger than the direct relationship. Environmental Uncertainty also positively
moderates the relationship between ESA and Resource Acquisition, indicating that this
relationship is stronger under higher levels of uncertainty.

11. Discussion

The present research analyzed the effect of Effective Strategic Alliances (ESA) on
Competitive Advantage (CA) among SMEs operating in the resource-constrained environ-
ment of the West Bank, Palestine. By bringing together the theoretical perspectives of the
Resource-Based View (RBV), Dynamic Capabilities Theory (DCT), and Relational View
(RV), this research developed a conceptual framework in which ESA, conceptualized as a
formative construct comprising Relational Quality, Resource Complementarity, and Agility,
contributes to competitive advantage both directly and indirectly through Resource Acqui-
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sition (RA), while Environmental Uncertainty (EU) moderates the relationship between
ESA and RA. These findings are particularly relevant to the family-business context of the
Palestinian SME sector, where family relationships and accumulated knowledge may form
part of the firm’s resource base. Strategic alliances can complement these resources by pro-
viding access to capabilities beyond the firm’s internal boundaries. In this context, decisions
regarding strategic alliances may also involve family-related considerations, particularly
the preservation of family control and the extent to which external partners are allowed
to participate in resource exchange and knowledge sharing. The findings are therefore
discussed not only in terms of general SME resource constraints, but also in relation to the
way family firms may balance the preservation of family-based resources and control with
the need to access resources outside the family business.

11.1. Discussion of the Relationship Between Effective Strategic Alliances and Resource Acquisition

The finding that Effective Strategic Alliances are positively associated with Resource
Acquisition (H1) is consistent with the proposed role of alliances in helping firms address
constraints on their internal resources. This result supports both the RBV and the Relational
View in suggesting that, for SMEs, the boundaries of the firm are permeable; in other
words, firms can expand their resource base by leveraging the complementary resources
and capabilities of their partners (Barney, 1991; Dyer & Singh, 1998; Issah, 2025). The
findings imply that, through building high relational quality involving trust, commitment,
and communication, SMEs can facilitate resource exchange and reduce the transaction costs
associated with interfirm exchange (Morgan & Hunt, 1994). Moreover, the presence of the
Agility component in the ESA construct is consistent with DCT, suggesting that sensing and
responding to environmental changes through collaboration and adaptation can help SMEs
access and reconfigure resources (Teece, 2023).

This finding is particularly relevant in the family business context. Family firms may
possess valuable resources based on family relationships, accumulated knowledge, reputa-
tion, and trust, but these resources may not always be sufficient to meet changing business
requirements. At the same time, family owners may be cautious about external relation-
ships that could increase dependence or reduce family control. The strong contribution
of Relational Quality to ESA suggests that trust, commitment, and communication may
be particularly important when family firms seek resources outside the family boundary.
From a family-business perspective, effective alliances may provide opportunities to ac-
cess complementary external resources that are not sufficiently available within the firm’s
existing resource base.

11.2. Discussion of the Relationship Between Effective Strategic Alliances and Competitive Advantage

The positive but relatively weak direct relationship between ESA and Competitive
Advantage (H2), supported under the prespecified one-tailed test but not under a conven-
tional two-tailed test at the 5% level, provides limited evidence that collaborative strategies
are directly associated with stronger competitive performance. This finding aligns with the
Relational View (RV), which posits that competitive advantage is co-created through the
joint, idiosyncratic contributions of alliance partners (Dyer & Singh, 1998). For Palestinian
SMEs, operating in an environment where traditional internal growth is often stymied
by economic and political constraints, these alliances serve as an alternative pathway to
achieving differentiation—whether through improved quality, delivery dependability, or
time-to-market advantages.

Within this broader SME context, the family-business perspective suggests that family
firms may consider the preservation of family identity and control alongside financial
performance (Gémez-Mejia et al., 2007). Therefore, the potential contribution of strategic
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alliances to competitive advantage may also depend on their alignment with family priorities.
These considerations provide a theoretical interpretation of the family-business context
rather than an explanation directly examined in this study.

However, the relatively weak direct relationship between Effective Strategic Alliances
and Competitive Advantage suggests that effective strategic alliances may not be sufficient to
enhance a firm’s competitive advantage. The stronger indirect relationship through Resource
Acquisition suggests that the competitive benefits arising from alliances depend largely on
access to external resources. In other words, this finding provides additional insights into
both the Resource-Based View and the Relational View by highlighting the important role of
Resource Acquisition in linking strategic alliances to Competitive Advantage.

11.3. Discussion of the Mediating Role of Resource Acquisition

The significant indirect relationship through Resource Acquisition (H3) provides em-
pirical support for the proposed mechanism underlying alliance outcomes. While existing
literature often focuses on direct links, the findings indicate that Resource Acquisition repre-
sents a significant pathway linking alliances with competitive advantage (Cacciolatti et al.,
2020; He et al., 2020). The findings suggest that establishing an alliance alone may be insuf-
ficient, as competitive advantage is associated with the acquisition of valuable resources,
such as capital, knowledge, or technology, through these relationships. This mediating
effect highlights that SMEs must treat the alliance process not just as a relationship-building
exercise, but as a purposeful resource-seeking activity.

From a family-business perspective, this mediating effect suggests that the benefit
of an alliance is not automatic; it depends on whether externally accessed resources can
be incorporated into the firm’s existing resource base and effectively used to create value
(Sirmon & Hitt, 2003). Resource Acquisition, in this sense, represents the process through
which externally sourced resources are brought together with family-embedded resources,
creating a basis for subsequent resource bundling and leveraging.

In the predominantly family-owned SME context, this relationship may be particularly
relevant because externally acquired resources can complement the knowledge, experience,
and relationships already available within firms. From a family-business perspective, this
suggests that strategic alliances may provide opportunities to extend the existing resource
base through access to additional capabilities and knowledge.

11.4. Discussion of the Relationship Between Resource Acquisition and Competitive Advantage

H4 stated that Resource Acquisition is positively associated with Competitive Advan-
tage. The research findings support H4, as there is a positive and significant relationship
between Resource Acquisition and Competitive Advantage (p = 0.524, p < 0.001). This
finding suggests that access to external resources is positively associated with stronger com-
petitive advantage. In the case of SMEs operating in a resource-constrained environment,
the acquisition of resources that are not available within the firm can enable SMEs to gain
additional knowledge and capabilities that can strengthen their competitive position.

This finding is particularly relevant in a predominantly family-owned SME context,
where firms may depend strongly on resources available within the family firm. The
acquisition of external resources can complement these family-embedded resources by
providing additional knowledge and capabilities that may not be available internally, thereby
supporting the competitive advantage of SMEs operating in such contexts.

11.5. Discussion of the Moderating Role of Environmental Uncertainty

Environmental Uncertainty as a significant moderator of this relationship (H5) makes
a valuable contribution, showing that the importance of strategic alliances is conditional.
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The relationship between Effective Strategic Alliances and Resource Acquisition becomes
stronger in highly uncertain environments (that is, when there is high dynamism and
complexity). Such results support the Dynamic Capabilities perspective (Teece, 2007), in
which alliances may serve as a buffer against volatility. Indeed, the West Bank is charac-
terized by unpredictable political and economic conditions, and thus, companies cannot
rely solely on static plans to respond to all situations. In this regard, the results suggest
that effective alliances are particularly important for accessing external resources under
uncertain environmental conditions, as reflected in the stronger relationship between ESA
and RA.

However, this does not imply that greater Environmental Uncertainty always enhances
the benefits of strategic alliances, since under conditions of extreme uncertainty, there
may be interruptions in partner operations, challenges in coordination, and limited access
to resources. This suggests that strategic alliances can be effective when firms and their
partners are able to adapt to changing environmental conditions.

Although these findings are particularly relevant to the political and economic condi-
tions of the West Bank, similar relationships may also be observed among SMEs operating
in other resource-constrained and uncertain environments.

12. Practical Implications and Recommendations
12.1. Managerial Implications

For SME managers, particularly those operating in family-business contexts, the find-
ings suggest three practical priorities:

1. Investin Relational Quality: Managers should prioritize building trust and commitment
with partners rather than viewing alliances as purely transactional contracts. Reliable
communication channels are essential to facilitate the complex resource exchanges
required for competitiveness. For family firms, relational quality may be particularly
important when external collaboration involves sharing knowledge and resources
beyond the family boundary. Building trusted relationships with external partners
can help family owners manage concerns related to dependence while maintaining
effective control over strategic decisions.

2. Focus on Complementarity: When selecting partners, SMEs should look beyond simi-
larity and prioritize “strategic fit,” ensuring that the partner’s resources complement
their own to create unique value (Jin & Wang, 2021). For family firms, this means
identifying partners that provide resources, knowledge, technologies, or market access
that are not sufficiently available within the family business. In this way, alliances can
complement rather than replace family-embedded resources.

3. Create Flexible Alliances: When operating in unstable markets, alliances need to remain
flexible. It is important to design cooperation strategies that enable swift adjustments
to alliance objectives and governance as market conditions change (Mamédio et al.,
2019). This flexibility can help SMEs maintain access to external resources as their
strategic needs change.

12.2. Policy Implications

Policymakers in Palestine should consider supporting an environment that encourages
collaboration among SMEs and facilitates access to external resources through strategic alliances:

1.  Promote Collaboration Platforms: Support the creation of networking hubs or sector-
specific clusters where SMEs can identify compatible partners for strategic alliances.
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2. Facilitate Infrastructure for Knowledge Sharing: Initiatives that bridge the gap between
academia, industry, and SMEs can facilitate the knowledge transfer identified as a key
component of effective resource acquisition.

3.  Develop Alliance-Management Capabilities among SMEs: Training and advisory
programs should support SMEs in selecting suitable partners, managing alliance rela-
tionships, and accessing complementary resources. Given the importance of Relational
Quality within ESA, such programs should also emphasize trust-building, communi-
cation, and effective coordination between alliance partners.

13. Limitations and Future Research

There are a number of limitations that need to be taken into account. Firstly, data
collection was carried out using a single key informant in each organization, with the
predictor, mediator, moderator, and dependent variables measured from the same respon-
dent during the same data-collection period. This design may increase the possibility of
common method and subjective response biases; thus, future research could collect data
from multiple respondents within the same organization and, where feasible, at different
points in time. Secondly, the cross-sectional study design only measures relationships at a
single point in time and is not able to determine temporal sequencing or causation between
variables. Hence, the significant indirect effect should be taken to indicate consistency
with the mediating process proposed by the theory rather than providing evidence of
causal mediation. For example, companies that have a competitive advantage may also
have an advantage when it comes to establishing strategic alliances and accessing external
resources. Furthermore, company-level variables such as managerial competence, company
size, company age, industry characteristics, and past alliance experience may also affect
these relationships.

Thirdly, the sample was selected using purposive sampling among small and medium
enterprises in the West Bank, Palestine, which conduct their businesses mainly through
non-equity and contractual alliances. Therefore, there might be some limitations to gen-
eralizing the findings to different institutional contexts, different types of alliances (for
instance, joint ventures or equity alliances), and firms without any previous experience of
strategic alliances. Moreover, because participation required prior alliance experience, the
findings reflect differences in alliance effectiveness among alliance-engaged SMEs rather
than differences between firms with and without strategic alliances.

Even though the research was carried out in an environment where family ownership
is highly prevalent among SMEs, family ownership was not separately measured or verified
for each participating firm, nor was it tested empirically as a moderating or independent
variable. As a result, the findings should not be taken as evidence of the effect of family
ownership per se. Instead, they provide evidence of the hypothesized relationships in the
context of predominantly family-owned SMEs. Similarly, family control, family governance,
and socioemotional wealth objectives were not measured in this study. Future research could
examine how these characteristics influence strategic alliance decisions and their outcomes.

Finally, one more limitation has to do with the assessment of strategic alliances at the
organizational level rather than at the individual alliance level. This is because the participants
of the study were asked to assess their firm'’s experience with strategic alliances rather than one
particular alliance. Consequently, it was not possible to examine the contribution of individual
alliances to Resource Acquisition and Competitive Advantage separately. Future research may
address this limitation by examining individual strategic alliances.
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14. Conclusions

This study highlights the important role of strategic alliances for SMEs operating in
resource-constrained and uncertain environments. The findings show that Effective Strate-
gic Alliances, integrating Relational Quality, Resource Complementarity, and Agility, are
positively associated with Resource Acquisition. The findings further indicate that Resource
Acquisition is positively associated with Competitive Advantage, consistent with the pro-
posed mediating role of Resource Acquisition in the relationship between Effective Strategic
Alliances and Competitive Advantage. Environmental Uncertainty further strengthens the
relationship between Effective Strategic Alliances and Resource Acquisition, highlighting
the importance of alliances under uncertain conditions.

Despite being conducted in the unique institutional setting of the West Bank, the results
obtained can provide useful information on how SMEs operating in resource-constrained
environments may gain access to external resources and improve their competitive advan-
tage by forming strategic alliances. The predominantly family-owned SME setting is a
particularly valuable context for such analysis, although the results may also be relevant to
strategic alliances more generally.
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