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1. Introduction

The focus of this study is the change over timentdr-firm cooperation and social networks withegional
clusters. It is well known that there is not a wacdefinition for cluster. A century after Marstsa(’1920)
theory of industrial districts, which yield extelities of collaboration and informal and knowledgpllovers,
Porter (1998) defined a cluster as a geographigalbximate group of interconnected companies and
associated institutions in a particular field lidkby commonalities and complementarities. Port&9Q)
argued that leading export companies in the USA@ty do not work in isolation. Consequently, ‘ctrst
can be defined as a set of industries related tnuialy and vertically having different kind of eractions
ending with greater levels of productivity due heege interactions. Moreover, later on, this idehtte his
model of a “competitive diamond’, involving thedraction of firms’ strategy and rivalry, demand divions,
input and related industries. After the first agmio of Porter’s cluster definition, there have beamy other
attempts to explain this concept. For example, gatr(1996, p.191) in his contribution ‘Regional €tlers
and Economic Development’, states “A regional @dugt an individual cluster in which members firare in
close proximityto each other”. More recently, “clusters” has baefined as “local or regionaimension of
networks (van Den Berg, Braun and van Winden 2001, p. 187)

This study is focused on a regional cluster, whichly be considered relatively new. Following Enright
(1991), Swann and Prevezer (1996) and Porter (1®88)efine a regional cluster based on the geogralph
proximity of firms, related to same industry, toethlextent they are linked by commonalities and
complementarities. While extensive previous redeaias dealt with clusters and industrial distri@teiner
and Ploder 2008), only limited previous researcplaned differences in same clusters over time. $ehs
and Stam (2003) called for more detailed reseanchaoiations in business networks, its explanatemd in
particular the dynamics in business networks oime.t Therefore, the purpose of our study is to cam@p
different dimensions of inter-firm cooperation asacial networks in a single regional cluster ovdorgy
enough period of time. The research questions foousow regional clusters change in terms of ifiten-
cooperation and if social networks in these clgsitiecrease over time. Thereafter our study aint®tdribute

to the literature with exploration how clusters meyange over time. The high value of micro-level,
longitudinal analyses in assessing clusters asagelhe advantage of this kind of studies has b&plained
by Arnould and Mohr (2005). The main advantage @draitudinal study to explore our research questio
comes out in the stronger claims for a causaliogiship between the initial attributes and the sgognt
status of the same enterprises over time (Gatev®lwalyer and Gartner 1995; Delmar and Shane 2003).

Following this introduction, the next section ofisthpaper addresses theory development. Then, the

methodology and the industry analysis are presefididwed by the main results. Conclusions, maniatje
implications and directions for further researoh #aen suggested.

2. Theory development and Hypotheses
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2.1 Geographical proximity and inter-firm coopemati

During the last few years, various studies in diflsir industries have concluded that the geograbhic
implication of clusters has an effect on the depelent of local wealth. This includes not only attiag
foreign investors, but also generating global neking and helping in the export and internatioralen
process of companies as part of ‘regional clustgrslsenstein and Taylor, 2001; Rosenberg, 2002ygkh
and Hunt (1994) suggested that to be an effectivepetitor in the global economy requires more coafin
and networking between firms, which will lead tdaddish or maintain a marketing competitive advgata
The benefits from cooperative strategies amongsfinawve also been a key research topic within theanks
literature and more specifically in the Industiidhrketing and Purchasing Group (IMP) (cf. Hakanssbn
al., 2006).

Industrial relationships may lead to better forrhgteractions among firms and then to cooperatidnich is
defined as “complementary actions taken by firmsiriter-dependent relationships to achieve mutual
outcomes over time” (Anderson and Narus, 19902p. Bhis requires not only a proactive attitude dois
cooperation and commitment (Morgan and Hunt, 1984),also the construction of social capital amtrey
participant of a cooperative network.

A century ago Weber (1909) stated that due to agetation industry which is brought together at aert
points is expected to enjoy cost reductions. Dutiglast few years a new and growing interesodalized
networks and regional innovation systems has emdedgriving support and competitive advantage thinou
highly localised inter-firm relationships. This igsis illustrated by Brown and McNaughton (2001)owh
argued that the establishment of early firms aréiqular location is as much a matter of histdrazident as
anything else. The subsequent attraction of marasfidepends on the economies of scale and positive
externalities, including the regional science pplibat this territorial agglomeration may offer (Beand
May, 2007). However, these issues may be diffafemé study natural resources-based industriesyevtiee
location of those natural resources in specifiagsiie the main reason why companies co-loddtes is what
Gulati (2007, p.15) calls as “positional embeddsshneas this kind of regional networks might beittah by
location-bound resources and regional lock-in maguo leading to the decline of an entire network.

Inter-firm interaction in localised clusters canrm seen in isolation. Research has focused oneptsic
acknowledged by Porter (1998) as being ‘social 'glBeme authors, like Maskell (2001) suggest that t
social process of learning and innovation in iriten co-operation works best when partners involeed
sufficiently physically close to allow frequent énaction and effective exchange of information. Ebeial
process that is embedded in regional communitiasghare a common knowledge base and culture may be
the best facilitator for inter-firm collaboratiotM¢Kelvey et al, 2002)Close proximity at regional level
facilitates frequent face-to-face interaction intthdormal and informal settings. This process @eat
common language or code of communication, sometoalsd tacit knowledge, through repeated inteoacti
over time. This, in turn, leads to the creatiomegfional institutions that help reinforce the rigitvironments

for inter-firm interaction (Salazar and Holbrook Q)

Since the network of firms changes over time, asgeeially young firms are subject to those changes
(Schutjens and Stam, 2003; Hakansson, et al, 20083, possible to hypothesize that the exterresiti
endowed by the cluster firms are expected to erthaooperation over time in order to save cost and t
improve their competitive advantage. In particuiis expected that externalities related withteesluctions

will increase over time since they enhance comipetiess in international markets as a result ohecoes of
scales. Therefore, the corresponding hypothegigstilated as follows:

Hypothesis 1. Inter-firm cooperation in clusters yielding extalities of cost reductions and competitive
advantage of firms is expected to increase oves.tim

2.2 Social networks and inter-firm cooperation

Social networks are key elements in relationshippdyoth organisational and personal levels, in euééd
local firms (Johannisson, 1995; Ahuja, 2000). Neksocan also become the basis of a rich information
exchange that enables firms to learn about nevaradi and market opportunities with reliable pagner
(Ahuja, 2000). The literature identifies three lrdgpes of networks (Johanninsson, 1995; Mackingtoal.,
2004). Exchange networksnvolve commercial relationships with customensl gupplierscommunication
networks involve individuals who provide a firm with cowta and knowledge to inform business activities
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(for example, with industry bodies); and sociatworks including formal and informal relations, friendsd
other connections which provide support to ownenaggrs, and which have a broader scope of develdpme
social embedded norms and expectations.

Our study focus on social networks, as they are édeynents in relationships, at both organizaticrad
personal levels, in embedded local firms. Formal aformal social networks require interaction. §hi
interactional context in social networks includesuies of trust and commitment.

Coutler and Coutler (2003) asserted ttrast may be seen as a complex construct that incluttegrity,
honesty and confidence that one party places ithanol'rust also involves issues of credibility anggarties
and implies an active participation in the ‘softisb elements’ of inter-firm co-operation. Consegfiyg trust

is an important influence on interpersonal andrigteup behaviour as well as a critical element of
competitive success in firms. On the other handt€et al. (2003) definedelationship commitmeras a
long-term exchange partner's desire to maintainalied relationship. Commitment can be seen as an
important element for developing and maintaininguacessful relational exchange among firms, enhgnci
efficiency and effectiveness of marketing relatlips. Furthermore, it predicts willingness to caepe.
Following Morgan and Hunt (1994) and Coate al (2003), we consider relationship commitment in
marketing activities as: partners and potentialneas, trying to maintain and enhance a valueicglship for
the development of a better inter-firm cooperatibtocal and/or international levels.

According to the previous literature, and since ¢ég&blishment and enhancement of relationshipsirase
dependent, the corresponding hypothesis is propaséallows:

Hypothesis 2: clusters enhance social networking overtime aedeafter inter-firm cooperation.

2.3 Cooperation as competitive advantage for firmslusters

It is clear that there is an agreement in thedttee that clusters and networking provide geneeakfits to
firms, especially in the value chain inputs as wadl in the general aspects of the production psoces
(MacKinnonet al., 2004). However geographically clustered firms musiperate while they also compete
(Mesquita, 2007). Thereafter, institutional aspefdsmal organisations, such as trade associatousthe
presence or absence of social capital, may plagitiaat role in creating the right environment atiten
influencing the climate for cooperation in regionkisters (Holbrook and Wolfe, 2005).

To what extent competition may prevail over cooper® Malmberg and Power (2005) found some evidence
although limited, that competition may increase ¢heation of knowledge in clusters and sometimesetlis
indeed intense local rivalry. Hence they suggestmexpect firms in clusters to display high levef local
collaborative interaction, and they advocate topdtiee underlying assumption that "the more locdlize
interaction, the better". Following Steiner andd&lo (2008) the extent of cooperation and particpain
various activities of different quality and funatiovithin networks are based on strategic reasomsy Tound
that knowledge exchange was not ubiquitous sinedliffusion of knowledge is highly selective anagly
dependent on the position of the firms within theluster. Keeping away from the extreme, Chetty and
Agndal (2008) found that firms maintained balanetween “competition” and “cooperation” despiter thei
initial reluctance to collaborate, though too muwtilaboration and too little competition may leadself-
destruction. Accordingly, the following hypothesspostulated:

Hypothesis 3: Cooperation which may jeopardise firms’ competitadvantage will decrease while cluster
getting more mature.

3. Methodology

Following Birkinshaw and Hood (2000) we focused oahort on a leading-edge cluster which has a gtron
competitive advantage in the global market. Pof@®@90) attributed a leading-edge cluster in teringhe
extent of international sales: where the world teltssexports is more than double the average espare of
the country. The salmon farming cluster in Chilenpties by far with this criterion, since in 2008 &xports
represent by 32% of the world production while toeintry share of the world export counts for oni$%.
This cluster is considered to be nascent, wheréetine nascent refers to cluster starting to grod @evelop,
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following Martin and Sunley (2003) who classifiellisters into nascent clusters, new clusters, estegol
clusters, and declining clusters.

The presented research question and the hypothebe&d) are of international context, are placedha
southern regions of Chile in order to control fadtgral, regional, and country economics environtakn
effects. On the other hand, focusing on a quasidgmmeous macro region namely southern Chile elitedna
the study of regional specificity.

Although there are few publications related to rettesources-based clusters in the Latin-Amermartext
and to public policies for inter-firm cooperationdaassociations (e.g. see Maggi, Montero and P20@0);
Felzensztein and Gimmon, 2008), they mostly docoosider explicitly the marketing externalitiessorcial
networking aspects in a longitudinal study. Neweldghs, the Chilean cluster context has traditignadlen
based on a ‘bottom-up’ approach. This means thatchhster strategy has been led by the local coiepan
with minimal or no governmental intervention. Timodel of cluster strategy differs to other interoael
cases with a more ‘top-down’ approach, as the ofidbe Scottish industry clusters, which is led thg
Scottish Executive, the developmental agency fatl&ed. However only few significant differencesreve
found (Felzensztein and Gimmon, 2007) between elssrom the salmon farming industry in Chile and
Scotland, suggesting the international contexiwsters in Chile.

3.1. Industry Analysis

The cohort of the present study is based on th@asalindustry in southern Chile. This industry secto
ranking among the most important ones inside then@mic activity in the country, generating a high
percentage of job positions outside the metropokitie@as and exporting to foreign markets with heylels of
international competitiveness, is studied in tesearch.

The accelerated development of the Chilean aguaeulat national and international levels, has erpd
population in southern areas to get economicalilgyaby producing the most interesting number ob |
positions (55,000 approx.Presently, there are abd@® companies, 70% of which are located.os Lagos
Region.This number of firms has declined by about 30%eiB003 due to global trends of mergers and
acquisitions and more recently for the ISA virusichhcurrently affects the Chilean industry. Theusuly
continues being export oriented, selling more @% of the production in foreign countries, beihg main
export markets the United States (38%), Japan (3&#)European Union (14%) among others (Salmoagchil
2008).

The salmon farming industry has been defined astegic“cluster” for the current economic development
and competitive strategy of the Chilean governniEgzaguirre, 2008). A Trade Association for thidustry
sector was founded in 1986 and the participatingdiconsidered themselves to be a cluster sincgahe
1999. This industry sector possesses the followiragacteristics: they have a specific territor@@entration

in Los Lagos Regigraccording to the political-administrative divisioconcentrating approximately 87% of
salmon production in this region. Moreovexternal economies and all strategic links of vathain are
found in the territory. Other characteristics dre importance of associative and public suppoah &$ those
coming from CORFO - the governmental agency fonentc development. Finally, continue technological
innovation and learning possessed by this indwstryell as imported from the experience and legrfrom
Norway are key for the industry. The main competitadvantages in salmaruster can be defined as
follows: stable and transparent legal framework poglic support, managerial initiative having inttad
entrepreneurial capabilities, technological leagniand human capital, among others. Furthermore, the
industry has been evolving from a commodity intdifeerentiated product, characterized by new elaton
degrees and high quality standards, thus reachétigrbprices and new consumers located in compeetiti
international markets.

Apart from the above facts, the salmon farming stduwas chosen for this study for diverse reasbinstly
the obvious inter-connections in value chain atisiwhich enable business-to-business activities)bined
with its geographical specific location, suggesitt tiis industry constitutes an industrial clusg=condly, the
salmon farming industry is a fast growing indusfHites et al., 2004) where Chile is the seconddsig
producers and exporter of farmed salmon in the dvaklbalance mix of foreign and indigenous firmsdma
this industry an interesting case study for explpribehaviour of industry clusters over time, whigréted
literature exists.
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3.2 Data collection

A mail survey methodology was used to examine tfezeof co-location on externalities. The questiaines
recipients were either general managers or magketinnagers of their firms since they can oversek an
assess the conditions in which they function (Kahd McDonough 1997). The mail survey was sentnduri
2003 to the total population of 115 companies imedlin the main value chain activities of the Céile
salmon-farming industry all located in the sameaegamely Region de los Lagos. After three momths
follow-up process an effective 20% response raddifgns) was achieved in this first stage. Theoselcstage
was conducted four years later in the year 200hwhee tried to contact the same cohort of firms bfol 16
responded effectively, representing 14% resportsamahis stage. The lower response rate is dumeeti@ers
and acquisitions. Another reason may be the tooynaguplications for data collection which these &rm
encounter in Chile. After the second stage of datiection by questionnaires, we conducted personal
interviews during 2008 with seven managing direstafrthis cluster (of which five where part of thempled
firms) in order to validate the results of thisdstult should be noted that while referring to Hzene cohort of

a salmon-farming cluster firstly in 2003 and sedprid 2007, sampling and data collection were caneld
independently.

3.3 Measurement

Where not many scales of measurement related é¢o-fintn cooperation in marketing have been previpous
reported in published academic journals, the ojmralization of constructs employed by Brown andl Be
(2001) were used and adapted. The questionnairdraslated from English into Spanish aiming atftiie
understanding of the Chilean managers. The questim was pre-tested by a group of 10 worldwide
academic experts and 8 Managing Directors to assasty of instructions, style of the questionraitength
and scale items. Finally, on the basis of their mwemts, modifications were made.

4. Analysisand results

A description of the principal characteristics bé tentire sample of 39 responding firms consistiregtwo
sub-samples is provided in Table 1. Tests were wted in order to evaluate the similarities of siaenples.
Pearson's Chi-squared test revealed that the sample not significantly different (i.e. p>0.05) the main
sample characteristics, except for the variablecgmage of annual sales from local market" whiobmss a
significant increase over time in the number ofaibased firms.

Insert Table 1 about here

In order to select the appropriate procedure tottes differences between the old and new sampited f
normality tests were conducted to determine ifuhkies obtained from the firms’ responses were atlym
distributed. The results of these tests (Kolmogesavrnov and Shapiro-Wilk) revealed that most of 8
variables considered were not normally distributedboth groups. Therefore, the Mann-Whitney U non-
parametric test for means comparisons was selextethe most appropriate way to compare the means
between the previous mentioned groups. This tesbban reported as considerably more efficientrabdst
than t-test when sample distributions are far frearmal (Conover, 1998). As of testing for the sagike,
since the Mann-Whitney U non-parametric test dagtsprovide values of the statistical power (whislthe
ability of a test to detect an effect, given thHa¢ effect actually existsas an approximation a single
sided t-test was applied for this purpose. Reduoltsall the variables which were found to be sigaihtly
different between the two groups showed (at p=0p@jer larger than 75%.

Results of the Mann-Whitney U non-parametric test heans comparisons are shown in Table 2, and
revealed significant differences between the twaugs in regard to several of the studied variabldss
Table provides statistical analysis of all the pves mentioned variables along with notations o th
significant differences between data collectechim $almon farming cluster in the year 2003, and j@ars
later in the year 2007.

Insert Table 2 about here
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In the dimension ofgeneral positive externalities provided by geogiephco-location (1), two out of
fourteen different opportunities were found to figantly change over the four years period: “Acés a
skilled labour pool” was increased while “Sellimgarmediate goods to other firms” was decreasddther
opportunities like “Providing access to new teclogyl, “Greater local market demand”, “Enhanced
reputation or credibility of your firm and produttsGreater innovation and new product development”
were not found to change significantly.

In the dimension of the specifinarketing externalities provided by geographicall@ecation (2), we found
significant changes only in “Joint distributionagtgies” with other firms and with the Trade Asation. All
other opportunities in this dimension such as ‘QJéiade fairs participation”, “Joint market infortran
research”, “Joint branding (co-branding)” and “lamew product development”, were not found to clang
over time.

In the dimension of theémportance of inter-firm cooperation in marketin@), as perceived by the
respondents, we found three of the five factofisatee significant differences over time: “Our firnisW to co-
operate more actively with other firms in joint fketing activities”, “Inter-firm co-operation in meting is
important for the development of our business”tétrfirm co-operation in marketing is important fibre
development of our industry sector”. No change @sd in the other three factors referring to the
importance of co-location.

In the dimension related to tiearketing activities in which firms want to getahxed(4), we found three of
the eleven activities to change significantly, whiwere all increased. These are “Local / regional
advertising”, “Inventory holding”, “Market researchintelligence”. The other eight activities such: a
“International advertising and promotion”, “New gt development” and “Internet strategy”, were not
found to be rated differently over time.

In the dimension ofesources allocatiorf5), only one of the nine inter-firm cooperaticstigties was found
to increase significantly (to a large extent frohe tmean of 3.20 to 4.57), which is “joint product
development”. The ratings for all the other actdgtwere not found to change, including: “Jointrisition
activities”, “Joint promotion strategy” and “Co-lm@ing”.

Also the dimension of theeasons for having inter-firm cooperation in maikgt (6) showed significant
increase (from 4.09 to the maximum rate of 5.®ne factor, named “Attract new customers”. The ofive
reasons, such as “Increase sales in the shorbagdérm” and “Retain existing customers”, remaingthout
significant changes.

Dimension 7 refers to bottormal and informal social networks with manageérsother firms and with the
Trade Association. No significant change was foawer time in relation to the Trade Association, thute
channels of communication with the firms were fouwddecrease significantly: “contact mainly at an
informal and social level”, “contact mainly at foairand informal levels on a one to one basis” arahtact

at both a formal and informal levels”. It shouldrm#ed that the channel of communication “contaginty at

an informal and social level”, changed downwardssatially from 3.73 to 1.55 at the significant ééwf
p<0,001. The more formal channels of communicadidmot present a significant change.

The dimension which deals witkburces of marketing advig®) was not found to show any significant
differences over the period of time analyzed is 8tudy. The sources of marketing advice includedrids”,
“family members”, “local Chamber of Commerce” anddnaging directors from other companies”, among
others.

5. Discussion

Findings of this study show that the more matum ¢huster is the more well-qualified workers wikk b
available. However, the specific type of cooperatd selling intermediate goods to other firms ae of the
benefits of geographical co-location has decreased time. It can be probably explained that firfear
strong competition at the cluster level and duthdir vertical integration they do not need intedimage sales.
Strong competition can also explain why firms whante co-located in a cluster tend to less coopénate
distribution strategies with other firms and wikie fTrade Association. An additional reason mayhlaé rnore
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mature clustered firms need less to join forcesamedready to go by themselves rather than to heetidoy
other firms or by the Trade Association. The desedamportance of inter-firm cooperation in mankgtas
perceived by the respondents can also be expldipad/alry while firms are more competitive and txy
outperform other firms in the same cluster.

According to the above finding, we can clearly Hat competition is stronger over time than cooj@nan
this cluster. These results support hypothesisaB ¢boperation which may jeopardise firms’ competit
advantage will decrease while clustered firms ggtthore mature.

Hypothesis 1 which expects inter-firm cooperationclusters yielding externalities of cost reducsido
increase over time is supported. The variablede@leo marketing activities such as advertisinggemtory
management and market research were all foundctedse over time. That means that firms would tike
have more local and national advertising to impriheeperception from the local community of theidustry
activities (e.g. public relations), while most amers are overseas. Firms apparently perceive that
cooperation in inventory management (e.g. sharimgagehouse) may reduce costs while not involvedh wit
customers, hence no effect of their competitiveaatege. Joint market research in foreign markets, i
perceived as a direct benefit of cooperation foluoing costs of these studies. Also the increasaiiable
joint product development, which is related to thimension of resource allocation, provides support
hypothesis 1. We suggest considering the increaf®ivariable attraction of new customers, whictelated

to reasons for having inter-firm cooperation in keding, also supports this hypothesis since thereatity of
cooperation in this activity may save costs.

Interestingly, hypothesis 2 proposing that clusetbkance social networking overtime and thereafiter-
firm cooperation is not supported. The results skiwat three channels of communication betweenithesf
were found to decrease significantly which are digcussions at informal levels, (2) person to perso
discussion and (3) general formal and informal comication at the social level. This phenomenon loan
explain since discussion with other companies aregived to be dangerous for disclosure of inforomaand
may cause losing competitive advantage, as rivalstrong and there are low levels of trust in @elean
and the Latin-American context as stated by Huezhat(2009) study.

6. Conclusions and managerial implications
Following the results of this study two of the #hisuggested hypotheses are supported:

Hypothesis 1: inter-firm cooperation in clusterslgling externalities of cost reductions is increaseer time;
is supported

Hypothesis 2: clusters enhance social networkimgrtone and thereafter inter-firm cooperation; i n
supported.

Hypothesis 3: Cooperation which may jeopardise dircompetitive advantage will decrease while cluste
getting more mature; is supported.

In order to validate the findings of this studysalissions were conducted occasionally in the y@a8 ?n a
person to person basis with seven general manafjgne salmon farming industry who mostly validathd
previous results. They indicated the trend of gfesrcompetition in recent years, moreover in thar 2908
due to the ISA virus, which dramatically reducedgnaal profits for all the firms participating imé cluster.
The benefits of inter-firm cooperation in certaimeas of marketing are perceived to be lower intlighthe
risk of losing competitive advantage. Thereaftes,asin conclude that under this situation, firmsaating in
a more individualistic in areas where they may losepetitive advantage, while cooperating in arghsre
their competitive advantage is not at risk, aimander to reduce costs.

Based on the extensive clusters literature andebelts related to hypothesis 1, it is expected firas will
cooperate aiming to achieve better economies dkeses for example reducing costs of production or
reducing logistic costs. The more mature the ctustthe more extent of this cooperation will begeated to
the participant firms in the cluster. This phenoomeis not exclusive for well mature clusters, dgbdor the
more traditional agglomeration economies which peneduction of costs as described in the liteeasumce
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Weber (1909), However following hypothesis 3, whasrecooperation is perceived to risk the compeditiv
advantage firms will be reluctant to be involvedriter-firm cooperation (Mesquita 2007; Chetty akghdal
2008). Moreover, it should be noted that the insthal aspects, formal organisations, such asnbasi
associations and the presence or absence of smpéhl, may play a critical role in creating thght
environment and then influencing the climate foomeration in regional clusters. Then, the right mnd
balance of competition and collaboration is nott jasmatter of firms’ involvement and willingness to
cooperate, but also a matter of the whole enviroinsirrounded the specific cluster. Firms in more
established clusters are more aware of the inter4fivalry; thereafter lower levels of cooperatiamould be
expected.

The unexpected finding which did not support hypetd 2 is related to the development of formal and
informal social networks. According to the litenatuve would expect to increase over time, howethés,
study showed decreased extent of formal and infosmaal networks. This can be explained as thmaeal
farming industry in Chile, though the cluster gddew, it still have the characteristics of an inesenced-
nascent cluster. Moreover, the high intensity ahpetition for achieving a better international nerkhare
and the problems that this industry sector is fp@émterms of the ISA virus and environmental canséhas
apparently made the firms in the cluster to be madvidualistic, while adopting a more competitive
business behavior, without the development of $deis with other firms. This reflects the culturdéntity of

the Chilean businessmen, who show mistrust andsiawveto failure risks if cooperation does not gutea
the expected benefits.

We do not believe that under the current markatuaistances these practices are the best strateglyefo
salmon farming cluster in Chile. On the contrarg would recommend at this time to enhance socia gl
between managers in the firms as well as betweerfitins and the Trade Association, ideally under th
support of strong public policies of enhancing iifitan cooperation and strategic alliances amongtelred
firms.

An additional managerial lesson for emerging caastrsuch as Chile, is the urgent necessity fofTtiaele
Association to conduct more social informal intéi@at between the associated firms. This will enleatie
possibility of further inter-firm cooperation amoagtors in the industry. This suggestion is alsaliegble for
public policies aiming for more local and interoai@l competitiveness of firm competing in emerging
economies.

The managerial implications of this study may hatfividual companies, participating industries aedional
policy bodies. Specially, managers may have benefithew knowledge about the best opportunities and
specific areas for inter-firm cooperation. Publaigy and regional development bodies may benédfthis
research for achieving better regional clusteratefjies, as well as specific incentives for comgani
participating in this regional industry. Cooperatimay be fostered in the context where a new naltiand
regional cluster strategy in Chile as well in sdraéin-American countries is being currently implearted.

While most recent studies on industrial clustergehdealt with product development, this study abotes to
the research of business-to-business marketingenisstes related to clusters, and moreover lorigald
studies, have been under-researched. Also thenatienal focus coming from Chile, while specifigall
dealing with a leading edge cluster of a resouaset industry, contributes with evidence from thdeu-
explored Latin-American context to the study ofibhass-to-business interaction.

In this study the cohort was limited to one naschumter located in a specific region of southehil€C Also
this study was limited to a specific period of timewhich the industry encounters changes and ehgéds
such as the ISA virus, environmental concerns amitdibwn of the global economy. It should be noteat t
this is a limitation of a longitudinal studies wheagsertain data may not always be controlled or exailable
to the researchers.

In order to substantiate and generalize the comladarger database should be utilized and magmme
need to be studied. Also additional industries saglihe mining industry, located in northern Chdethe
fresh products and wine industries, located inre¢i@hile, can be compared to the salmon farmiwmiystry
discussed in this study in order to explore indusind regional specificity in the Chilean contdxinally,
further research is needed in other cohorts lodatetifferent countries and conducted at diffengetiods of
time to enhance validity and reliable comparisons.
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Table 1. Samples Composition
Sample Characteristic Old Salmon - 2003 New Salmon - 2007
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Percentage of annual sales from local market* Véaakes = 20 Valid Cases = 15
0% to 50% 9 (45,0%} 12 (80,0%)
51% to 100% 11 (55,0%) 3  (20,0%)
Main source of capital in the company ownership iV8lases = 23 Valid Cases = 16
Chilean Capital 18 (78,3%) 9 (56,2%)
Mixed Chilean and Foreign Capital 5 (21,7%) 7 (43,8%)
Subsidiary of a multinational company Valid Case®3= Valid Cases = 16
Yes 3 (13,0%) 6 (37,5%)
No 20 (87,0%) 10 (62,5%)
Age of the company Valid Cases = 23 Valid Cases = 16
Less than 10years 9 (39,1%) 7 (43,8%)
More than 10 years 14  (60,9%) 9 (56,2%)
Number of full-time employees: Valid Cases = 23 id/@hses = 16
Less than 50 employees 12 (52,2%) 4 (25,0%)
51 - 250 employees 6 (26,1%) 8 (50,0%)
More than 250 employees 5 (21,7%) 4 (25,0%)

a. Percentage based on total valid cases for eacible
* Pearson's Chi-squared = 4.375; p<0.05

Table 2. Mann-Whitney U Test Results

Valid Mean Diff. ~ Mann-
Variable Group Cases Mean SD (NSOS) Whitney U z
Dimension 1 How useful is being located in
a specific region of your country (regional
cluster) for providing the following
opportunities to your firm/organisation:
Access to a skilled labour pool Old
Salmon 23 3,13 1,06 0,62 122,5 -1,883 *
New
Salmon 16 3,75 1,13
Selling intermediate goods to other firms  Old
Salmon 23 3,57 1,16 -0,70 117,0 -1,718 *
New
Salmon 15 2,87 1,25
Buying intermediate goods from other firms Old
Salmon 23 3,48 1,24 -0,35 146,5 -1,108
New
Salmon 16 3,13 1,26
Providing access to new technology Old
Salmon 23 3,09 1,35 -0,21 157,0 -0,801
New
Salmon 16 2,88 1,15
Providing access to better specialised Old
suppliers Salmon 23 3,22 1,41 0,47 156,0 -0,828
New
Salmon 16 3,69 1,14
Greater local market demand old
Salmon 23 2,65 1,50 0,41 155,5 -0,835
New
Salmon 16 3,06 1,57
Greater international market demand Old
Salmon 23 2,39 1,34 -0,20 165,5 -0,553
New
Salmon 16 2,19 1,38
New customers find your firm Old
Salmon 23 3,04 1,55 -0,31 152,5 -0,612
New 15 2,73 1,53
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Salmon

Enhanced reputation or credibility of your Old

firm and products Salmon 23 3,13 1,29 0,18 161,0 -0,679
New
Salmon 16 3,31 1,54

Finding new customers in new markets Old
Salmon 23 2,87 1,39 -0,12 172,5 -0,338
New
Salmon 16 2,75 1,44

Greater market and marketing information /Old

knowledge Salmon 23 3,04 1,52 0,14 173,5 -0,308
New
Salmon 16 3,19 1,56

Greater innnovation and new product Old

development Salmon 23 3,39 1,16 -0,52 130,0 -1,316
New
Salmon 15 2,87 1,30

Inter-cluster referrals to your firm Oold
Salmon 23 3,04 1,11 0,21 164,0 -0,591
New
Salmon 16 3,25 1,34

Inter-cluster referrals from you to other firm<ld
Salmon 22 2,86 1,04 0,20 159,0 -0,527
New
Salmon 16 3,06 1,24

Dimension 2How useful is being located in

a specific region of your country (regional

cluster) for facilitating the following

opportunities for co-operation in marketing:

Joint trade fair participation Old
Salmon 22 2,82 1,33 0,24 155,5 -0,624
New
Salmon 16 3,06 1,88

Joint marketing delegations old
Salmon 22 295 1,36 -0,70 1245 -1,574
New
Salmon 16 2,25 1,48

Joint trade missions to new markets Old
Salmon 22 2,82 1,50 -0,51 144,0 -0,986
New
Salmon 16 2,31 1,58

Joint market information research Old
Salmon 21 3,05 1,36 -0,11 163,5 -0,142
New
Salmon 16 2,94 1,69

Joint branding (co-branding) Old
Salmon 21 2,38 1,47 -0,57 132,0 -1,198
New
Salmon 16 1,81 1,17

Joint sales to local markets Old
Salmon 21 2,29 1,35 -0,29 1435 -0,813
New
Salmon 16 2,00 1,41

Joint sales to foreign markets old
Salmon 21 2,19 1,29 0,00 161,5 -0,213
New
Salmon 16 2,19 147

Joint distribution strategies Old
Salmon 21 2,67 1,28 -0,73 1125 -1,789
New
Salmon 16 1,94 1,34

Joint new product development old
Salmon 21 2,76 1,45 -0,76 119,5 -1,584
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New
Salmon 16 2,00 1,51

Dimension 3Based on your experience or

expectations, to what extent do you agree

with the following statements?:

Firm wish to co-operate more actively in  Old

joint marketing activities Salmon 21 3,19 1,25 -0,82 109,0 -1,868 *
New
Salmon 16 2,38 1,36

Co-location is important for inter-firm Old

cooperation in marketing Salmon 22 3,00 1,35 -0,31 156,5 -0,595
New
Salmon 16 2,69 1,35

Inter-firm cooperation in marketing is Old

important for the development of the busineSslmon 21 357 1,21 -0,88 109,5 -1,863 *
New
Salmon 16 2,69 1,35

Inter-firm cooperation in marketing is Old

important for the industry sector Salmon 21 3,86 1,24 -0,92 1115 -1,831 *
New
Salmon 16 2,94 1,61

Co-location is not importnat for cooperationOld

in marketing because of the use of ICT Salmon 21 3,48 1,40 -0,35 147,0 -0,663
New
Salmon 16 3,13 1,54

Dimension 41f your firm develops any inter-

firm co-operation in marketing, overall how

would you rate this co-operation in terms of

each of the following activities?

Local / regional advertising Oold
Salmon 8 1,88 1,64 1,96 10,0 -1,957 *
New
Salmon 6 3,83 1,60

International advertising and promotion Old
Salmon 8 2,50 1,69 1,17 13,0 -1,461
New
Salmon 6 3,67 1,37

New product development Old
Salmon 8 2,38 1,77 1,13 14,0 -1,323
New
Salmon 6 3,50 1,22

Pricing strategy old
Salmon 8 2,75 1,39 -0,08 23,0 -0,136
New
Salmon 6 2,67 1,51

Sharing of distribution chanels old
Salmon 8 2,25 1,39 0,75 145 -1,272
New
Salmon 6 3,00 1,10

Promotional discunts Oold
Salmon 8 2,13 1,36 0,04 24,0 0,000
New
Salmon 6 2,17 1,33

Customer services Old
Salmon 8 2,50 1,41 1,33 12,5 -1,518
New
Salmon 6 3,83 1,60

Invertory holding old
Salmon 8 1,50 0,76 2,17 75 -2,239 *
New
Salmon 6 3,67 1,75

Sales training old
Salmon 8 2,00 1,41 1,33 15,0 -1,227
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New
Salmon 6 3,33 1,97

Market research / intelligence Old
Salmon 9 3,33 1,32 1,17 12,5 -1,789 *
New
Salmon 6 4,50 0,84

Internet strategy Old
Salmon 9 244 1,42 0,72 20,5 -0,787
New
Salmon 6 3,17 1,83

Dimension 5i1f your firm develops or expects

to engage in inter-firm collaboration in

marketing, the resources (people, time,

money, etc.) for the development of these

joint marketing activities are invested (or

would expected to be invested) in:

Joint product development Oold
Salmon 10 3,20 1,48 1,37 145 -2,094 *
New
Salmon 7 4,57 0,79

Joint price strategy and planning Old
Salmon 9 3,11 1,54 -0,25 28,5 -0,325
New
Salmon 7 2,86 1,68

Joint distribution activities Old
Salmon 9 2,89 1,17 0,83 19,5 -1,323
New
Salmon 7 3,71 1,50

Joint promotion strategy Old
Salmon 10 4,30 0,82 0,27 28,0 -0,773
New
Salmon 7 4,57 0,79

Co-branding Oold
Salmon 9 2,11 0,93 1,03 20,0 -1,251
New
Salmon 7 3,14 1,77

Joint database technology and internetto Old

improve communication with customers  Salmon 10 3,20 1,48 0,37 30,0 -0,502
New
Salmon 7 3,57 1,40

Establishing and building joint personal Old

relationships with individuals customers ~ Salmon 9 3,22 1,56 0,78 21,0 -1,155
New
Salmon 7 4,00 1,53

Developing of firm's network relationships Old

with markets(s) or wider marketing systemsSalmon 9 3,89 1,36 -0,32 26,5 -0,552
New
Salmon 7 3,57 1,40

A combination of all the previous Old
Salmon 8 3,13 1,13 0,48 14,5 -0,836
New
Salmon 5 3,60 1,67

Dimension 61f your firm develops or expects

to engage in inter-firm collaboration in

marketing, the joint marketing activities with

other firms/ organisations are principally

intended to (or would be expected to) be:

Atract new customers old
Salmon 11 4,09 1,04 0,91 17,5 -2,274 *
New
Salmon 7 5,00 0,00

Increase sales in the short term Old
Salmon 11 3,45 1,04 0,40 28,5 -0,935
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New
Salmon 7 3,86 1,68

Increase sales in the long term Oold
Salmon 11 4,55 0,69 0,17 34,5 -0,438
New
Salmon 7 4,71 0,49

Retain existing customers old
Salmon 11 4,27 0,65 0,30 29,0 -0,968
New
Salmon 7 4,57 0,53

Develop cooperative relationships with Old

customers, suppliers and buyers Salmon 11 4,55 0,69 0,03 36,5 -0,218
New
Salmon 7 4,57 0,79

Cordinate activities between the firm, Old

customers, and other parties in the wider Salmon 11 4,45 0,82 0,12 38,0 -0,052

marketing system New
Salmon 7 4,57 0,53

Dimension 7When people from your

organisation (e.g. Managing Directors,

Marketing Managers) meet (or if they expect

to meet) with people from other firms to

discuss about inter-firm co-operation in

marketing, it is (or they will expect it to be):

Mainly at a formal, business level Old
Salmon 16 3,19 1,38 -0,37 75,0 -0,656
New
Salmon 11 2,82 1,54

Mainly at a formal level, yet personalised vi®ld

the use of technologies Salmon 15 2,93 1,10 0,16 70,0 -0,679
New
Salmon 11 3,09 1,22

Mainly at an informal, social level old
Salmon 15 3,73 1,16 -2,19 17,0 -3,520 ***
New
Salmon 11 1,55 1,04

Mainly at a formal and informal levels on a Old

one to one basis Salmon 15 4,13 0,64 -1,13 42,0 -2,266 *
New
Salmon 11 3,00 1,41

At both a formal, business and informal,  Old

social level (but not in a one-to-one basis) Salmon 16 3,06 1,39 -0,96 49,5 -1,656
New
Salmon 10 2,10 1,29

Dimension 8:How important would you

consider the following sources of marketing

advice if you want to develop interfirm

collaboration in marketing?

Friends Old
Salmon 18 2,94 1,30 -0,41 111,0 -0,892
New
Salmon 15 2,53 1,36

Family members Oold
Salmon 18 2,44 0,98 0,16 124,0 -0,411
New
Salmon 15 2,60 1,30

Local Chanber of Commerce Old
Salmon 19 2,53 1,22 -0,39 117,5 -0,906
New
Salmon 15 2,213 1,19

Trade Association Oold
Salmon 20 3,60 1,14 -0,60 104,0 -1,627
New 15 3,00 1,25
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Local Enterprise

Social Groups

Other MDs (possible partners)

People or employees from the firm

Salmon
ol
Salmon
New
Salmon
ol
Salmon
New
Salmon
Oold
Salmon
New
Salmon
ol
Salmon
New
Salmon

19

15

18

15

20

15

18

15

2,95
3,20
1,67
2,07
4,05
3,47
3,56

3,33

1,27
1,32
0,84
1,22
1,00
1,25
1,10

1,40

0,25

0,40

-0,58

-0,22

125,0

115,5

105,5

129,0

-0,630

-0,762

-1,563

-0,226

* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001 (one tailed)
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