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Firms can earn rents not only from their own intangible assets (FIAs), but also from the
intangible assets of their owner organizations (OIAs). Although the literature has es-
tablished that rent creation from FIAs depends on the quality of institutions, it remains
unclear how institutional quality influences rents from OIAs. This study examines how the
rents from OIAs and FIAs change when they are deployed in environments with different
institutional quality. Combining insights from the resource-based view and institutional
economics, we develop and test a set of predictions using a sample of over 6000 energy
firms from 23 European countries. The study shows that the effect of institutional quality
on rent creation is asymmetric, being positive for FIAs and negative for OIAs. In ad-
dition, OIAs drawn from multiple owners create higher rents than OIAs from a single
owner. Such ‘multiplicity-of-ownership’ advantages are stronger in countries with better
institutional quality. The contribution of the study lies in explaining how the two types of
intangible assets generate rents for the focal firm, and in clarifying why the creation of

such rents is contingent on the institutional context in which they are deployed.

Introduction

Intangible assets (IAs), such as technology and
brands, are characterized by path dependency that
makes their accumulation and imitation difficult
(Dierickx and Cool, 1989), therefore helping firms
to create sustained competitive advantages and
rents in a market (Huang et al, 2015; Peteraf,
1993). Extant research focuses on how firms cre-
ate such rents from their own intangible assets
(FIAs) (He and Wang, 2009; Kafouros and Aliyev,
2016b) and recognizes that sharing assets through
ownership links (e.g., in family firms, business
groups, multinational enterprises and other types
of corporate diversification) can be beneficial
for the owners of such assets (Anderson et al.,
2022; Hautz, Mayer and Stadler, 2013). Yet, what
remains unclear is whether and how a focal firm
can create rents by accessing the intangible assets

possessed by its domestic and/or foreign owner
organizations (hereafter owners’ intangible assets,
OIAs), and how the creation of these rents is
influenced by the institutional context in which
the focal firm deploys such OIAs.

To address this limitation, we examine how the
economic rents that OIAs and FIAs generate for
the focal firm are influenced by the institutional
quality — the effectiveness of rules in governing
transactions between organizations (North, 1991)
— of the country in which they are deployed. Ad-
dressing this limitation is important for three rea-
sons. First, the rent-generating potential of OIAs
and FIAs may differ considerably, depending on
the country and the institutional context in which
they are employed (i.e. they may generate rents at
a different rate in different institutional contexts)
(Fuentelsaz, Garrido and Maicas, 2015; Hughes
et al., 2017). Second, a focal firm that is owned
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by other organizations can access and potentially
profit from OIAs without incurring the costs of de-
veloping such assets itself. However, since FIAs are
internal assets and OIAs are not, it would be incor-
rect to assume that rents from OIAs and FIAs gen-
erate economic rents in similar ways and that these
rents are influenced similarly by institutional qual-
ity. Third, while some firms are owned by a sin-
gle organization, other firms have multiple owners.
Once again, it would be unwarranted to assume
that the advantages of OIAs are the same in single-
and multiple-ownership settings.

Focusing on the context in which IAs are de-
ployed (while distinguishing between FIAs and
OIAs) enables us to explain the institutional condi-
tions under which a focal firm can create rents from
such assets. The literature suggests that rents from
IAs are typically higher when the quality of institu-
tions in a country is stronger (Kafouros and Aliyeyv,
2016b; Qian et al., 2017). However, in the case
of OIAs, ownership links offer access to such as-
sets but the extent to which these represent a com-
petitive advantage for the focal firm depends on
whether its rivals can access such IAs through mar-
ket mechanisms (e.g. through licencing). Conse-
quently, we expect the rent-enhancing advantages
of OIAs to be stronger when the costs of transact-
ing in the market are very high (i.e. when institu-
tional quality is low).

This prediction about OIAs stands in contrast
to the established view about FIAs, which suggests
that rents from such assets increase in high-quality
institutional environments. We argue that the the-
oretical predictions about FIAs are not applica-
ble to OIAs because institutional quality affects
the rents created from FIAs and OIAs asymmet-
rically. To this end, this study explains the mech-
anisms through which institutional quality makes
the exploitation of FIAs more effective and in-
creases rent creation, while it has the opposite ef-
fect on OIAs, decreasing the rents they create. It
therefore reveals how the advantages that OIAs
provide to the focal firm change depending on the
institutional contexts in which such assets are de-
ployed.

Furthermore, recognizing that some firms can
access OIAs from multiple owners, we develop
the premise that multiplicity-of-ownership advan-
tages change the usefulness of accessing OIAs
(vis-a-vis OIAs from single owners). However, the
relationships between multiple owners are, once
again, subject to institutional forces because ex-

ante agreements about combining IAs from mul-
tiple owners and ex-post sharing of the associated
proceeds among the firm and its multiple owners
require complex contracts. We thus theorize that
institutional quality widens the difference between
the rents created from multiple-owner OIAs and
those from single-owner OIAs.

To explain how rents are created from OIAs
and how such rents are conditioned by the institu-
tional context, our framework combines theoret-
ical insights from the resource-based view (RBV)
(to specify the sources of VRIN! characteristics;
Barney, 1991) and new institutional economics
(to explain how institutional quality influences
the VRIN characteristics of OIAs and the asso-
ciated rents; North, 1991; Williamson, 2000). We
test our hypotheses in the context of the Euro-
pean energy sector, using 54,520 observations from
6005 firms and 23 European countries (during
2003—2019). The deregulation of the energy sec-
tor has encouraged firms to invest in new tech-
nologies and build their reputation, increasing
their reliance on IAs (Allen et al., 2021; European
Commission, 2012, 2017; Liu et al., 2021). More-
over, due to long-term agreements between energy
companies, governments and financial institutions,
there is strong dependence on institutions (Allen
et al., 2021). Finally, technological complexity,
large-scale projects and long-term pay-oftf schemes
increase the prominence of multiple-ownership ar-
rangements, making the energy sector a suitable
context for our analysis.

This study makes three key contributions. First,
it clarifies the mechanisms through which OIAs
create rents for the focal firm. It therefore ad-
vances research that examines the rent-creating po-
tential of IAs (Huang et al., 2015; Knott, Bryce
and Posen, 2003), but focuses only on FIAs with-
out exploring the effects of OIAs. Its second con-
tribution lies in showing that the institutional qual-
ity influences the competitive advantages and rent-
creating potential of FIAs and OIAs in a differ-
ent way. This suggests that the institutional mech-
anisms that affect the IAs that a firm owns and
those that it can access through ownership links
hinge on different forces. Unlike prior conceptu-
alizations that view institutional quality only as
a facilitator for the better exploitation of firms’
own IAs, we show that it also determines the

'VRIN = valuable, rare, imperfectly imitable, non-
substitutable (Barney, 1991).
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competitive advantages driven by OIAs but in the
opposite direction. Third, the study develops the
concept of multiplicity-of-ownership advantages
and shows how such advantages create rents that
go beyond the rents created by OIAs from a single
owner. This concept expands our understanding of
the role of institutional contexts and how they af-
fect rent creation from resources (Fuentelsaz, Gar-
rido and Maicas, 2015; Hughes et al., 2017) and
1As (Gardberg and Fombrun, 2006; Kafouros and
Aliyev, 2016b; Qian et al., 2017).

Theoretical foundation
Intangible assets and their role in the energy sector

1As refer to patents and technologies, technolog-
ical licences, designs, processes or systems, trade-
marks, copyrights, brand names, servicing and
marketing rights, and other types of market and
technical knowledge. As the RBV recognizes that
IAs can create competitive advantages and rents
for firms (Dierickx and Cool, 1989; Hall, 1992),
it is ideal for examining the performance effects
of TAs (Delios and Beamish, 2001; Kafouros
and Aliyev, 2016b; Surroca, Tribé and Waddock,
2010). While the RBYV initially focused on the
VRIN characteristics of the firm’s own IAs (Bar-
ney, 1991; Dierickx and Cool, 1989), it has sub-
sequently recognized that owning such assets is
not a necessary condition for creating rents and
that having access and the right to use such as-
sets may be sufficient (Hsieh er al., 2018; Lavie,
2006).

IAs play an important role in creating rents.
For instance, competitive advantages in the energy
sector depend largely on power-generation tech-
nologies that change continuously due to institu-
tional and market pressures (Allen et al., 2021;
Jacobsson and Bergek, 2004; Liu et al, 2021;
Tarim, Finke and Liu, 2021). To remain compet-
itive, energy firms use various technologies (Del-
mas, Russo and Montes-Sancho, 2007; Kim, 2013)
pertaining to energy generation (e.g. solar, wind,
geothermal, hydropower, nuclear and bioenergy)
and specialized information technology and usage-
management technologies. Similarly, natural gas
companies use technology-intensive processes for
gas production, storage and distribution. These
technologies are complemented by IAs such as
licences, rights of operation, customer contracts
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and brands (PWC, 2011). Customer- and brand-
related IAs also play an important role. For in-
stance, as electricity retailers build their brand im-
age (e.g. that of being ‘environmentally friendly’
or ‘local’), they can benefit from affiliation to
an owner who already possesses such a brand
name and reputation, or assets that can help
build that image (Shin et al, 2018; Wiedmann,
2004).

Liberalization in the energy sector has strength-
ened its reliance on IAs (Delmas, Russo and
Montes-Sancho, 2007). The European Union
(EU) lowered entry barriers, allowing consumers
to choose suppliers on a competitive basis (Eu-
ropean Commission, 2012). These changes, along
with EU directives about renewable energy, pro-
moted competition and innovation (Allen et al.,
2021; European Commission, 2017) and increased
reliance on IAs (Kim, 2013), as shown in Fig-
ures 1(a) and (b). Figure 1(a) presents the OECD
regulation scores for the energy sector for our sam-
ple countries between 2003 and 2018 (higher scores
mean higher regulation) (Vitale et al., 2020). EU
policies resulted in the deregulation of the en-
ergy sector in all countries (but to a different ex-
tent). Figure 1(b) presents a scatterplot for the reg-
ulation scores and the ratio of IAs to total as-
sets, showing that reforms have substantially in-
creased the energy sector’s reliance on IAs. Never-
theless, creating value from IAs remains challeng-
ing in the energy sector due to the high costs of
new technology (Liu et al., 2021). Many new tech-
nologies concern renewable energy and are more
expensive than carbon-based energy technolo-
gies. As a result, the role of OIAs becomes very
important.

Multiple-ownership arrangements and access to
intangible assets

An overarching premise in our analysis is that
ownership arrangements enable firms to ben-
efit from IAs that are not directly owned by
them (Gulati, Nohria and Zaheer, 2000; Lavie,
2007). However, ownership arrangements dif-
fer across firms (Aguilera and Crespi-Cladera,
2016; Lafuente, Bayo-Moriones and Garcia-
Cestona, 2010). While some firms are owned by
one organization, others are owned by multiple
organizations. Owner organizations hold a sig-
nificant stake in the focal firm (i.e. they are not
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Figure 1. (a) OECD indicators of regulation in the energy sector: Austria (AT), Belgium (BE), Switzerland (CH), Czech Republic
(CZ), Germany (DE), Denmark (DK), Estonia (EE), Spain (ES), Finland (FI), France (FR), United Kingdom (GB), Greece (GR),
Hungary (HU), Ireland (IE), Iceland (1S), Poland (PL), Italy (IT), Netherlands (NL), Norway (NO), Portugal ( PT), Sweden (SE),
Slovenia (SI), Slovak Republic (SK). (b) Deregulation and intangible asset intensity in the European Energy sector (higher values of the
regulation score mean higher regulation). [ Colour figure can be viewed at wileyonlinelibrary.com]

portfolio investors with a negligible share) and
can be domestic business groups or multinational
enterprises located either domestically or abroad.”
Firms end up being owned by multiple organiza-
tions through different routes (e.g. acquisitions,
privatization and collaborative agreements).

Multiple ownership implies that the focal firm’s
access to OIAs depends not only on its relationship
with each individual owner, but also on the rela-
tionships between the owners. OIAs that are acces-
sible from multiple owners can be more versatile,
consist of idiosyncratic combinations and offer the
focal firm wider opportunities to come up with
unique and valuable configurations of IAs. How-
ever, access to OIAs requires governance mecha-
nisms that enable the owners of assets to enter into
reliable agreements, specify how they will share the
assets and distribute the proceeds. Therefore, any
advantage that could stem from multiple-owner
OIAs (relative to single-owner OIAs) would de-
pend on institutions that determine contracting
between firms.

>Throughout the study, the term ‘owner organizations’
refers to owners who can provide technical knowledge
(e.g. technology) and industry-relevant reputation (e.g.
brands). Therefore, we only consider the intangible assets
of owners from the energy sector, rather than the intan-
gible assets of financial organizations (e.g. banks, invest-
ment funds) and government organizations (e.g. states,
sovereign wealth funds, local municipalities).

Cross-country variations in institutional quality

In our framework, we complement the RBV
with new institutional economics (Williamson,
2000). We focus on the new institutional eco-
nomics strand of institutional theory (Aguilera
and Gregaard, 2019) because its transaction-
cost-based rationale is consistent with the cost-
minimization and profit-maximization assump-
tions in the RBV (Peteraf, 1993). This choice is
also consistent with prior research on institutional
quality (Chan, Isobe and Makino, 2008; Kafouros
and Aliyev, 2016b; Sena et al., 2022). It is fre-
quently used in this literature because it defines
the concept with direct reference to minimizing
transaction costs: ‘Effective institutions raise the
benefits of cooperative solutions or the costs of
defection, to use game theoretic terms. In trans-
action cost terms, institutions reduce transaction
and production costs per exchange so that the po-
tential gains from trade are realizeable’ (North,
1991, p. 98). This definition is consistent with
our aim to explain rent creation through transac-
tion cost mechanisms (North, 1991; Williamson,
2000).

Our hypotheses predict that institutional qual-
ity affects rents from OIAs differently (compared
to those from FIAs). In high-quality institutional
environments, firms rely on strong legal frame-
works, developed government intermediaries and
effective judicial systems (Adomako et al., 2021;
Jung and Lee, 2022). When institutions are less
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effective, ownership networks become more im-
portant in helping firms overcome institutional
voids (Khanna and Palepu, 1997). Hence, insti-
tutional quality influences the relative advantages
of ownership ties vis-a-vis formal market-based
rules (Adomako et al., 2021; Peng, 2003). With
better institutions, the advantages of ownership
ties decline while the benefits of market-based
transactions increase.

Hypotheses
Intangible assets of owner organizations

The starting point of our analysis is that a focal
firm can access an ‘ownership network’ including
the headquarters and subsidiaries of its owners.
Our reasoning relies on two premises: (1) that the
dispersion of OIAs across the focal firm’s owner-
ship network increases their value, rareness and
inimitability; and (2) that the ownership network
and the associated relational ties enable the focal
firm to create rents by providing (a) access to OIAs
(Gulati, Nohria and Zaheer, 2000; Lavie, 2006; Xia
and Walker, 2015) and (b) information that as-
sists in the selection and deployment of such as-
sets (Dyer and Singh, 1998; Gulati, 1998). These
asset-based and informational advantages of OIAs
are distinct but also interdependent, given that in-
formational advantages become stronger in larger
portfolios of assets. Table 1 summarizes the theo-
retical mechanisms.

First, various characteristics of OIAs contribute
to their value, rareness, inimitability and non-
substitutability (Barney, 1991). Access to OIAs
creates value by giving focal firms the opportu-
nity to use technological and reputational assets.
Such assets are more difficult and costly to ac-
cess in the market (relative to tangible assets) be-
cause of their information-based nature and infor-
mation asymmetries regarding their value to dif-
ferent parties (Bergh et al., 2019; Lavie, 2006; Xia
and Walker, 2015). IAs, such as technology and
brand equity, have significant value but their ac-
cumulation requires time and investment (Barney,
2001; Montgomery and Wernerfelt, 1988). Firms
can access the IAs of their owners without incur-
ring the full costs of developing such assets. Due to
the scale-free nature of IAs, they can be deployed
by the focal firm without being extracted from the
owner organization. Access to IAs through owner-
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ship networks also adds to the rareness of OIAs.
As OIAs are embedded in ownership structures,
they become idiosyncratic asset combinations that
cannot easily be found by competitors (Soda and
Furlotti, 2014).

The stochastic nature through which OIAs are
combined in ownership networks also increases
‘causal ambiguity’, preventing competitors from
identifying which combinations are worth imitat-
ing (Barney, 1991; Dierickx and Cool, 1989). In
addition, as OIAs are located across the owner-
ship network, they add to ‘structural complexity’.
Causal ambiguity and difficulties in replicating the
firm’s ownership network increase the inimitability
of the OIAs (Konlechner and Ambrosini, 2019).
Given the scarcity of (owner) organizations with
the right combinations of assets, the competitors
of the focal firm also face significant difficulties in
identifying substitutes for the OIAs accessible to
the focal firm.

Second, access to information about assets en-
ables the focal firm to understand their value and
create advantages (Barney, 1986; Makadok and
Barney, 2001). Ownership networks provide supe-
rior and systematic access to such information and
therefore create OIA-related informational advan-
tages specific to the focal firm. Rent creation also
depends on the focal firm’s ability to identify and
select valuable IAs and utilize them (Foss et al.,
2021; Makadok, 2001). Under conditions of per-
fect information, the focal firm would be able to
optimize asset selection through arm’s-length mar-
ket transactions (Denrell, Fang and Winter, 2003).
However, information asymetry in knowledge-rich
assets creates barriers (Bergh er al., 2019). These
challenges increase the costs and complexity of de-
veloping contracts that typically require firms to
set prices, consider possible contigencies and esti-
mate the expected returns from these assets (Bergh
et al., 2019; Foss and Foss, 2005; Williamson,
1985). Ownership networks improve the quality
and reduce the costs of information exchange, en-
able renegotiation through informal governance
routes (Filatotchev and Nakajima, 2010) and fa-
cilitate the gathering of OIA-specific intelligence.
Such networks lower the inscrutability of IAs and
uncertainty about their value to the focal firm
(Makadok and Barney, 2001). These advantages,
in turn, help the focal firm to outperform its com-
petitors in asset selection and deployment (Parmi-
giani and Rivera-Santos, 2011). Hence
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HI: The intangible assets possessed by the orga-
nizations that own the focal firm (OIAs) en-
hance the profitability of the focal firm.

Intangible assets and rents across contexts with
different institutional quality

We further expect the institutional context to influ-
ence the effectiveness of both FIAs and OIAs, but
asymmetrically. We posit that FIAs create greater
economic rents under higher quality institutions.
The logic is that institutional quality enhances the
focal firm’s ability to exploit and protect FIAs (He,
Tong and Xu, 2022; Kafouros and Aliyev, 2016b).

Starting from the exploitation of FIAs, rent cre-
ation from a given set of IAs depends on the op-
portunities available in the environment (Penrose,
1959; Sirmon, Gove and Hitt, 2008). Institutional
voids in countries with low institutional quality
increase the difficulty of identifying market op-
portunities through which FIAs can be exploited
(Adomako et al.,2021; Khanna and Palepu, 1997).
In such situations, the exploitation of FIAs is ad-
versely influenced by ineffective institutions that
limit the focal firms’ ability to develop contracts
and transact with other parties (Kafouros and
Aliyev, 2016b; Yuan et al., 2018). The limited use
of FIAs constrains economies of scope and there-
fore rents.

The second mechanism depends on how well le-
gal institutions protect IAs from imitation (Belder-
bos, Park and Carree, 2021; He, Tong and Xu,
2022). Under low-quality legal frameworks, in-
cluding contract enforcement and intellectual
property rights (IPR), the protection of FIAs
through legal means is more challenging, costly
and time consuming, reducing the rents that the
firm can capture from its FIAs (Foss and Foss,
2005; Kafouros and Aliyev, 2016b). Weaker insti-
tutional quality may also result in lower rents by
increasing the costs and challenges associated with
licensing, contract enforcement and legal disputes
(Chan, Isobe and Makino, 2008; Cuervo-Cazurra
and Dau, 2009; Wang, Wang and Zhang, 2022).
Similarly, as less developed legal institutions en-
courage opportunistic behaviour by firms and gov-
ernment agents, they limit how fruitfully FIAs can
be deployed when the focal firm engages in part-
nerships (Fuentelsaz, Garrido and Maicas, 2015;
Jung and Lee, 2022).

In summary, we hypothesize that the rent-
creating benefits of FIAs are greater in countries

M. Aliyev and M. Kafouros

with stronger institutional quality than in coun-
tries with less-developed institutions.

H2a: 3lInstitutional quality in the country of the
focal firm enhances the positive effects of the
focal firm’s own intangible assets (FIAs) on
profitability.

Although institutional quality facilitates the ex-
ploitation and protection of all IAs (including
FIAs and OIAs), we expect that it reduces the rent-
creating benefits that OIAs provide to the focal
firm (i.e. OIAs remain useful but their usefulness to
the focal firm weakens). As FIAs are fully owned
and controlled by the focal firm, their rent-creating
effects depend on how effective institutions are in
facilitating their exploitation and protection. By
contrast, the rent-creating effects of OIAs depend
primarily on how institutions influence the asset-
based and informational advantages that the focal
firm gains from accessing such assets through own-
ership networks.

First, we expect the asset-based advantages of
ownership networks to be greater in countries with
weaker institutions. Weak factor markets in insti-
tutionally weaker contexts increase the difficulties
of accessing IAs from the market (Xia and Walker,
2015). Therefore, the value of OIAs for the fo-
cal firm would be stronger in lower quality insti-
tutional contexts because the value of ownership
links as a means of accessing such assets remains at
its highest in such environments (Belderbos, Park
and Carree, 2021). In addition, high transaction
costs in these contexts would encourage owner or-
ganizations to share their assets with the firms they
own (Parmigiani and Rivera-Santos, 2011), rather
than with other firms in the market. By contrast,
under high-quality legal institutions, owners can
more easily allow firms that are not owned by them
to access their IAs in an effort to increase the re-
turns to their assets (Meyer et al., 2009). In such
situations, OIAs decline in rareness for the focal
firm.

Moreover, weaker institutions limit market mu-
nificence and the availability of IAs in exter-
nal markets (Sirmon, Hitt and Ireland, 2007),
while high-quality institutions facilitate rule-based
transactions (Cuervo-Cazurra, Gaur and Singh,

3The main purpose of H2a and H2b is to emphasize the
contrast in the moderating role of institutions with re-
spect to FIAs and OIAs, respectively.
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2019) and decrease the difficulty and costs of ac-
cessing IAs from the market (Hoskisson et al.,
2005; Peng, 2003). This facilitates access to IAs for
both the focal firm and its competitors through
market mechanisms, limiting the rareness of the
OIAs and the associated advantages. Similarly,
high-quality institutions enable the focal firm to re-
duce reliance on its owners by using external mar-
kets to partly substitute for the IAs that are ac-
cessible through ownership links (Adomako et al.,
2021; Kafouros and Aliyev, 2016b; Taussig and
Delios, 2015). Market munificence offers a wider
variety of IA combinations to competitors of the
focal firm. It therefore increases the potential that
IAs from the market will serve as strategic substi-
tutes for OIAs. Hence, institutional quality weak-
ens the non-substitutability advantages that OIAs
offer to the focal firm.

A second important mechanism is that institu-
tional quality decreases the rent-creating effects
of OIAs by weakening the ownership-driven value
of informational advantages. As high-quality in-
stitutions strengthen the benefits of rule-based ex-
change in external markets (Fuentelsaz, Garrido
and Maicas, 2015; He, Tong and Xu, 2022; Peng,
2003), the value of informational advantages asso-
ciated with relational governance through owner-
ship networks declines. Similarly, as external con-
tracting and enforcement becomes easier for the
competitors of the focal firm, the OIA-specific ad-
vantages in the form of asset selection also become
weaker.

In summary, we expect the asset and informa-
tional advantages that OIAs provide to the focal
firm to be stronger when weaker institutions in-
crease the focal firm’s reliance on ownership net-
works.* Hence

H2b: Institutional quality in the country of the
focal firm decreases the positive effects of
OIAs on rent creation in the focal firm.

Multiplicity-of-ownership advantages of OIAs

We further posit that, all things being equal, the
rent-creating effect of OIAs from multiple owners
is stronger than that from single owners. We refer

“To avoid confusion, easier exploitation and protection
mechanisms will likely apply to OIAs as they increase the
proprietary value of all IAs. However, such benefits and
associated rents would accrue to the owners of the IAs.

to this difference as the multiplicity-of -ownership
advantages of OIAs. We argue that such advan-
tages exist for a number of reasons. First, the
value of OIAs depends on how well these assets
can be combined together (Gnyawali and Ryan
Charleton, 2018; Makadok, 2001; Sirmon, Gove
and Hitt, 2008). Having multiple owners enables
the firm to draw from a wider variety of OIAs,
experiment with new alternatives and increase the
likelihood of finding novel, complementary and
valuable combinations (Dellermann, Fliaster and
Kolloch, 2017; Kafouros et al., 2022). Second,
multiple owners make the structure of ownership
networks more idiosyncratic. This structure makes
combinations unique, increases the difficulty for
competitors to find similar asset combinations
and, therefore, contributes to the rareness of OIAs.

Third, a wider variety of OIAs adds to causal
ambiguity as it would be more difficult for com-
petitors to identify which owner’s IAs are respon-
sible for creating the competitive advantage of
the focal firm. Similarly, OIAs embedded in net-
works of multiple owners allow the focal firm
to construct bundles with a more complex struc-
ture, which adds to the structural complexity of
IAs, making it more difficult for its competitors
to imitate (Huemer and Wang, 2021). Finally, as
the competitive advantages of the focal firm rely
on more complex OIAs, competitors would likely
need to put more effort into finding strategic sub-
stitutes. Therefore, the increased variety of IAs and
more complex structures (caused by multiple own-
ership of OIAs) will strengthen the inimitability
and non-substitutability of the OIAs offered by
multiple owners relative to those by a single owner.

However, although the above logic suggests that
multiple ownership of OIAs adds to the VRIN
characteristics, the provision of OIAs also brings
an additional transactional relationship — that be-
tween the (multiple) owners. Therefore, the multi-
ple ownership advantage of the OIAs will be sub-
ject to institutional quality (Sena et al., 2022; Yiu,
Wan and Xu, 2019; Young et al., 2008). Specifi-
cally, we expect that the multiplicity-of -ownership
advantages of OIAs will be greater in institution-
ally stronger contexts than in lower quality institu-
tional environments.

In single-ownership settings, the decision of
the (single) owner organization to give the fo-
cal firm access to its IAs depends largely on the
rents that can be created by those assets. How-
ever, multiple ownership arrangements complicate

© 2023 The Authors. British Journal of Management published by John Wiley & Sons Ltd on behalf of British

Academy of Management.

85U8017 SUOWLIOD A0 3(qeoljdde ayy Aq pausenob are saole YO ‘8sn JO Sa|Nn 10} ARIq1T 8UIUO A8]IA UO (SUONIPUCD-PUe-5WLBILI0D A8 |1 ARe.q1jBuJUO//:SdNL) SUORIPUOD Pue SWe 1 8y} 88S *[6202/TT/.z] uo ARiqiTauluo A(IM ‘1891 Ad v0.2T TSS8-29YT/TTTT'OT/I0p/W00 A8 | Im Alelq 1 jeul|uo//sdny wouy pepeojumod ‘v ‘€202 ‘TSS8L9FT



2362

M. Aliyev and M. Kafouros

Conceptual framework
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Figure 2. Conceptual framework

the provision of OIAs to the focal firm due to
the transaction costs associated with knowledge
exchange across multiple actors and the distri-
bution of future rents. Contractual agreements
can help organizations manage complex relation-
ships in multiple-ownership arrangements, but
their effectiveness depends on institutional qual-
ity (Young et al., 2008). High-quality institutional
environments make formal agreements more reli-
able and effective (Pereira et al., 2020), encourag-
ing partnerships and assisting in realizing the value
of multiplicity-of-ownership advantages of OIAs.
Moreover, while the structural complexity of mul-
tiple ownership increases inimitability, this ben-
efit depends on whether contractual agreements
can govern such complex formal relationships.
Hence, institutional quality must support the mul-
tiple ownership-based benefits of OIAs (Adomako
etal.,2021).

In addition to the above asset-based benefits, we
can evaluate the role of institutions from the point
of view of informational advantages. In multiple-
ownership arrangements, owners’ decision to share
IAs also depends on how effectively institutions
help owners protect their assets (He, Tong and Xu,
2022; Yiu, Wan and Xu, 2019), given that access to
OIAs from multiple owners implies sharing infor-
mation between the owners. In such situations, dif-
ficulties in protecting IAs reduce the willingness of
owners to provide access to other owners and the
focal firm (Belderbos, Park and Carree, 2021). Ef-
fective institutions governing IP rights and formal
agreements facilitate partnerships and access to in-
formation for potential bundling (He, Tong and
Xu, 2022; Sirmon, Gove and Hitt, 2008). There-

fore, we expect the multiplicity-of-ownership ad-
vantages of OIAs to be greater in contexts with
higher quality institutions. Hence:

H3a: The intangible assets of multiple owners are
more effective than those of single owners in
enhancing the profitability of the focal firm
(i.e. multiplicity-of-ownership enhances the
rents from OIAs).

H3b: The multiplicity-of-ownership advantages
of OIAs are greater in countries with higher
quality institutions than in countries that
feature lower quality institutions.

Figure 2 presents the conceptual framework and
the hypothesized effects.

Data and methods

We use the European energy sector as our em-
pirical context due to its reliance on IAs follow-
ing deregulation in the early 2000s, its dependence
on institutions and the widespread practice of
multiple ownership.> We collected firm-level data
from the ORBIS database (Bureau van Dijk) for
firms operating in the energy sector, that is, pro-
duction, distribution and trade of gas and elec-
tricity (NACE 3500—3523). We selected 23 Euro-
pean countries® appearing in the list of ‘OECD
Product Market Regulation Network Sectors In-
dicators’ (Vitale et al., 2020). After removing ex-
treme values (Chang, Chung and Moon, 2013),

3See the section ‘Intangible assets and their role in the en-
ergy sector’ for a more detailed discussion of these points.
Figure 1(a) contains the full list of countries.
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the dataset includes 6005 firms for the 2003—2019
period (54,520 observations). We traced multi-
tier ownership links until the ultimate owner us-

ing BvD ownership data (Belenzon and Berkovitz,
2010).

Dependent variable

We use return on assets’ (ROA) as it is one of
the most consistently used measures of profitabil-
ity and rent creation (e.g. Bamiatzi et al., 2016;
Hsu and Wang, 2012; Miller and Eden, 2006) in
the 1As literature (e.g. Bromiley, Rau and Zhang,
2017; Hough, 2006; Zhang et al., 2007). It is also
suitable for the energy sector due to the industry’s
strong reliance on assets. As ROA can take nega-
tive values, we use the inverse hyperbolic sine (IHS)
method of logarithmic transformation (Burbidge,
Magee and Robb, 1988). Formally, /THS(x) =
In(x + /(x?) + 1)*> (Carroll, Dynan and Krane,
2003; Nyberg et al., 2010). This transformation is
also applied to the continuous independent vari-
ables.

Independent variables

Intangible assets. Given that we focus on intan-
gible assets for energy firms, we only take into
consideration IAs of owners classified as energy
companies. While other institutional owners (e.g.
banks) may possess IAs, they are less relevant to
the operational and competitive activities of the
firms operating in the energy sector. We used the
book value of IAs reported by the owner energy
companies of each focal firm. The book value of
IAs is a widely used measure (e.g. Chang, Chung
and Moon, 2013; Filatotchev and Piesse, 2009;
Kafouros, Aliyev and Krammer, 2019; Zhang, Li
and Li, 2014), which represents the stock of 1As
accumulated over time. To avoid double counting,
we calculate OIAs net of FIAs:

Ol4; =) 1A, — FIA
1

where OIA; represents owners’ IAs pertaining to
firm i. IA,; is the book value of IAs of (firm i’s)
owner n. FIA; is the book value of IAs of the focal
firm. To measure FIAs, we used the book value of
IAs for the focal firm.

"Profits before tax divided by total assets.

Multiple ownership. To differentiate firms with
multiple owners from firms with a single owner, we
use a dummy variable that takes the value of one
for firms with two or more owners from the energy
sector.

Institutional quality. To measure institutional
quality, we follow previous studies (Chan, Isobe
and Makino, 2008; Kafouros and Aliyev, 2016b;
Shaner and Maznevski, 2011) and use the measure
provided by the World Economic Forum (WEF,
2012). The WEF measure ranges between 1 and 7,
with higher values representing higher quality in-
stitutions.®

Control variables. First, we control for firm age,
measured as the number of years since the firm’s
establishment. Second, we controlled for diversi-
fication by including the number of subsectors in
which the firm operates (Miller, 2006). Third, we
use the debt-to-equity ratio to control for orga-
nizational slack (Bradley, Shepherd and Wiklund,
2011). Fourth, we control for firm size using the
firm’s tangible assets. We also include controls to
account for ownership effects. Specifically, we in-
clude the share of domestic energy groups in firms’
equity (domestic corporate ownership). Given that
state ownership can influence firm performance,
we also control for state ownership using the share
of ownership attributable to government organi-
zations (e.g. local municipalities and state agen-
cies) (Adomako et al., 2021; Liu and Sun, 2005).
Given that some of the energy owner organiza-
tions may have state ownership, we also incorpo-
rate a dummy variable of government affiliation
that takes the value 1 if government organizations
hold a share of the owner organization (Sun et al.,
2015; Tarim, Finke and Liu, 2021).

We also control for taxation that varies across
countries, sectors and over time. Using data on the
taxes paid by firms, we estimated the mean value of
country/sector/year-specific taxes (at the four-digit
level). To account for variations in national busi-
ness systems, we added controls using the classifi-
cation developed by Fainshmidt ez al. (2018). We
created dummy variables for each type of business
system, where the dummies equal 1 if the focal firm

8Note that in 2018, the WEF changed the methodology
for calculating the indices, making them incomparable
with the previous methodology. Therefore, for 2018 and
2019, we use the 2017 scores. As our analysis builds on
cross-country variations, year-on-year changes are con-
siderably smaller than cross-country variations.
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is located in a country of that type. Similarly, we
created dummies for owner companies, where the
dummy variable equals 1 if the focal firm has an
owner located in that type of business system.

Firm performance also depends on sector- and
country-specific factors. To account for market
concentration, we calculate the (inverse) Herfind-
ahl index for each country/sector/year at the four-
digit industry level. Given that regulatory liberal-
ization occurred at a varying pace across coun-
tries, we control for the level of government reg-
ulation using the OECD sector regulation scores
(Vitale et al., 2020). Furthermore, we use GDP per
capita to control for economic development. Given
that some of the owners might be foreign, we con-
trol for the institutional quality distance between
the owner’s home country and the focal firm’s lo-
cation. Finally, we use four-digit industry dummy
variables as well as year-specific dummy variables.
Table 2 provides descriptive statistics.

Results

Although a traditional panel fixed-effects model
would provide an extra layer of confidence by re-
moving time-invariant fixed effects, the method
would undermine our goals for two reasons. First,
having a longitudinal panel dataset means that the
number of firms significantly exceeds the num-
ber of time periods. Therefore, most of the in-
formation in the dataset comes from between-
firm rather than within-firm variation. A fixed-
effects model would remove the between-firm vari-
ation, losing most of the information in the dataset
(Manikandan and Ramachandran, 2015). Sec-
ond, as institutions change slowly (North, 2005),
between-country variation in institutional quality
significantly exceeds within-country variation. The
within transformation of the fixed-effects model
would remove the between-country variation.
Therefore, many studies about the impact of in-
stitutions on firm-level outcomes rely on between-
country variations in institutions (Beynon et al.,
2021; Liu et al., 2021; Shaner and Maznevski,
2011).

Considering the multilevel context of our em-
pirical setting, we followed the past literature on
multilevel performance estimation (Guo, 2017,
Karniouchina et al., 2013; Misangyi et al., 2006)
and used the multilevel mixed model estimation,
specifying the country and the focal firm as hierar-

© 2023 The Authors. British Journal of Management published by John Wiley & Sons Ltd on behalf of British

Table 2. Descriptive statistics and correlations®

13 14 15 16

12

10

SD

Mean

Variable

11.118

249,078

4.266

ROA (%)
FIAs
OIAs

1
2
3
4
5
6
7

0.114%
0.074*
0.156%
0.071*

16,645
6,818,337 330,000,000

0.083*
—0.063*

0.107*
0.526*
—0.021*

0.877

4.855

Institutional Quality
Multiple Ownership

Taxation

0.122%
0.129%
0.127*
0.059*
0.101*
0.113*
—0.005

0.072%
—0.050%

0.378

0.173
—8.766
186,799
25.663

—0.001

0.020%
0.126%
0.061*

99.579
1,269,322
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—0.021*

0.049*
0.338%
0.201*
0.296*
0.024*
0.044*
0.092*
0.087*
0.008

0.083*
0.485%
0.161*
0.497*
0.040%
0.033*
0.058*
0.059*
—0.012%

0.277%
0.070%*
0.070*
0.092%
0.041*
0.164*
0.160%*
0.071*
—0.025*
—0.001
—0.036*

Tangible Assets

0.006

0.029%
0.023*
—0.014*
—0.021*

40.419
8.528
0.364

1,419.365

Domestic Ownership
State Ownership

—0.090*

—0.035%
0.063*

—0.242%
0.200%
—0.019*

0.103*
—0.067*
0.131*
—0.098*

0.229%
0.078*
—0.156*
—0.095%
—0.031*

—0.036*
—0.012%
—0.009*
—0.012%
0.011*
0.004

0.019%
—0.013*
0.032%
0.018%
0.095%
0.143%
—0.090*

0.072%
—0.009*
0.116%
0.145%
0.064*
—0.043*
0.086%*
—0.290%

0.207*
0.317*
0.023*
—0.051*
0.098*
0.074*
—0.004
0.126%
—0.169*

0.061*
0.020%
0.091*
0.106%
0.242%
—0.029*
—0.066*
0.033*
—0.041%*

0.080%
0.067*
—0.157*
0.004
0.015%
—0.037*

0.080*
—0.154*

0.162*
0.189*
0.120%
—0.216%
0.633*
—0.183*

0.028*
—0.145%

0.086*
0.036*
0.043*
0.126%
0.246%
0.081*
—0.090%
0.117%
—0.080*

2.459
22.089
0.224
0.661
15,811
0.762

1.375
0.157
23.562
1.998
18.135
0.728
1.079
41,385
—0.185

Firm Slack (D/E ratio)

12 Firm Diversification

13 Age
Correlations are reported in IHS transformation (except dummy variables); N = 54,520 (6005 firms).

*Statistically significant at the 5% level or higher.

10 Government Affiliation
14 Herfind. Ind. (inverse)
15 Regulation Score

16 GDP p/c
17 Institutional Distance

9
11
a
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FlAs (in logs)
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Figure 3. (a) FIAs and ROA at various levels of institutional quality (1Q). (b) Marginal effects of FIAs across the range of institutional

quality (10)

chical levels. We report variance partitions along
with the results. We undertook VIF analysis’ to
ensure that the results are not distorted by mul-
ticollinearity. Residual-centring-based VIF analy-
sis returned variable-specific scores that ranged be-
tween 1.00 and 5.61 (i.e. below the threshold level
of 10; Myers, 1990).

Table 3 presents the findings. Model 1 shows
that the coefficient of OIAs is positive and statisti-
cally significant, supporting H1 and indicating that
OIAs increase the profitability of the focal firm.
The interaction between FIAs and institutional
quality in Model 2 is a positive and statistically sig-
nificant coefficient. It therefore supports H2a, in-
dicating that the rent-creating effects of FIAs in-
crease with the level of institutional quality. How-
ever, when interpreted along with the direct effect
of FIAs (which is negative), the picture is slightly
unusual. It suggests that when institutional qual-
ity is weak, the overall effect of FIAs may be neg-
ative. In Figure 3(a) we depict the predicted rela-
tionship between FIAs and ROA at three different
levels (minimum, mean and maximum) of institu-
tional quality. The horizontal axis shows the full
range of FIAs.

Figure 3(a) confirms that the effects of FIAs in-
crease with institutional quality (i.e. the effect of
FIAs is negative at the minimum and mean values
of institutional quality, and positive at the maxi-
mum line of 1Q). The negative effect implies that
the returns to FIAs are not large enough to com-
pensate for their costs. Hence, institutional qual-
ity appears to alleviate the negative effects (costs)
from FIAs. This conclusion is also reflected in Fig-

9VIF = variance inflation factor. The online Appendix
provides additional details.

ure 3(b), which plots point-by-point estimates of
marginal effects of FIAs (along with 95% confi-
dence intervals) across the range of institutional
quality. A marginal effect at a given point is sta-
tistically significant if the confidence interval is ei-
ther fully above or below 0. Up to the level of
institutional quality of 4.7, the overall effect of
FIAs is, on average, negative and statistically sig-
nificant. The effects turn positive after the institu-
tional score exceeds 5.9 (although the positive ef-
fect remains statistically insignificant).

This finding is consistent with H2a, suggesting
that there is a positive moderating effect of in-
stitutional quality. However, a large part of the
point-by-point marginal effects located in the neg-
ative area might be specific to the energy sector.
For instance, previous studies find that investments
in new technologies, such as renewable energy, are
still risky and more expensive than traditional en-
ergy technologies (Liu et al., 2021). Given that
new technologies feature IAs in larger proportions,
they may still be less profitable when considered in
terms of return on assets. Nevertheless, this does
not change the conclusion that the rents from FIAs
improve with institutional quality.

Model 2b includes the interaction between OIAs
and institutional quality. The interaction term is
negative, indicating that institutional quality neg-
atively moderates the rent-enhancing effects of
OIAs. This finding supports H2b, suggesting that
institutional quality decreases the rents that OIAs
create for the focal firm. Figure 4(a) plots the pre-
dicted ROA against the full range of OIAs at dif-
ferent levels of institutional quality. The effects of
OIAs on rent creation (i.e. the slopes of the lines)
decline as institutional quality increases, which
suggests that the positive effect of OIAs declines as
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Figure 4. (a) Relationship between OIAs and rents (ROA) for various levels of 1Q. (b) Marginal effects of OIAs across the range of
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Figure 5. (a) OIAs and ROA for firms with single and multiple ownership. (b) Marginal effects of single (S) and multiple ( M) ownership

OlIAs for the full sample and at low and high I1Q level subsamples

institutional quality improves. Figure 4(b) depicts
the marginal effects and shows that the effects are
positive and statistically significant up until the in-
stitutional quality level of 5.2. The effects become
negative beyond the institutional quality level of
6.1, but they are statistically insignificant. If we put
H2a and H2b together, the overwhelmingly nega-
tive effects of FIAs and positive effects of OIAs are
consistent with our expectation that firms can earn
rents from accessing OIAs at lower marginal costs
(i.e. without fully incurring the cost of developing
or acquiring IAs).

To test H3a, Model 3a includes the interaction
between multiple ownership (MO) and OIAs. The
interaction term is positive and statistically sig-
nificant. To test the effect of institutional qual-
ity, we estimate the model with low IQ and high
1Q subsamples (Models 3b and 3c, respectively).
This analysis yields a statistically insignificant co-
efficient for the interaction term in the low IQ sub-
sample and a positive and significant coefficient

in the high 1Q subsample. These findings support
H3a and H3b, indicating that OIAs from multi-
ple owners are more advantageous than OIAs in
single-ownership arrangements, and that this re-
lationship is conditional on the quality of institu-
tions.

Figure 5(a) shows the predicted ROA for OIAs
of single (S) and multiple (M) ownership. The solid
line representing multiple-owner OIAs is signifi-
cantly steeper. Figure 5(b) depicts the marginal ef-
fects. The first line shows the marginal effect from
the full sample (i.e. the same effects as in Fig-
ure 5(a). The other two lines in Figure 5(b) plot
the same effects but at low and high institutional
quality subsamples (Models 3b and 3c, respec-
tively). The difference in marginal effects is larger
in the high 1Q subsample than in the low IQ sub-
sample. Moreover, the confidence interval at ‘M
(low 1Q)’ captures the marginal effect at ‘S (low
1Q)’, which means that the difference is not statisti-
cally significant. In contrast, the difference at high
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institutional quality is larger in size and statis-
tically significant; the confidence interval of ‘M
(high 1Q)’ does not capture the marginal effect at
‘S (high 1Q)’. Put differently, the multiplicity-of-
ownership advantage of OIAs becomes stronger
and more consistent in higher quality institutional
environments. The online Appendix describes the
endogeneity and multicollinearity tests.

Discussion and concluding remarks
Theoretical contributions

The current study addresses the overarching ques-
tion of whether and how a firm can create rents
by accessing the IAs possessed by its owner orga-
nizations (OIAs), and how the creation of these
rents is influenced by the institutional context in
which the focal firm deploys such OIAs. In ad-
dressing this question, we make three contribu-
tions to the literature that examines the relation-
ship between intangible assets and firm perfor-
mance, as well as to the RBV and new institutional
economics.

First, the study advances the RBV and re-
search that identifies IAs as a source of sus-
tained competitive advantage and rent creation
for the firm (Arrighetti, Landini and Lasagni,
2014; He and Wang, 2009; Hsu and Wang, 2012;
Huang et al., 2015; Kafouros and Aliyev, 2016b;
Knott, Bryce and Posen, 2003). To do so, rather
than considering the focal firm’s own IAs only, it
shifts attention towards OIAs and explains how
two OIA-specific characteristics (ownership links
and multiplicity-of -ownership) that do not feature
in FIAs strengthen their VRIN-related attributes
and, in turn, the rents that OIAs create for the fo-
cal firm. Another contribution to the RBV lies in
clarifying the OIA-specific mechanisms for creat-
ing rents and in showing that it is incorrect to as-
sume that OIAs and FIAs generate rents in simi-
lar ways. An important theoretical implication for
the RBV is that the same [As create different rents
depending on how the focal firm accesses such as-
sets (i.e. through full ownership, ownership links
or market institutions).

A second interrelated theoretical implication
of the study is that rent creation from OIAs and
FIAs differs considerably, depending on the in-
stitutional context in which they are deployed.
Put differently, IAs generate different rents in
different institutional contexts. This finding

M. Aliyev and M. Kafouros

advances theoretical understanding of the insti-
tutional contingencies of [As (e.g. Gardberg and
Fombrun, 2006; Kafouros and Aliyev, 2016b; Qian
et al., 2017). Prior research typically assumes that
IAs are internal resources and focuses on the value
captured by the owners of IAs (Foss and Foss,
2005). However, the driving force for rent creation
in the case of OIAs is the focal firm’s ownership
links (rather than the direct ownership of as-
sets). Extending the premise that ownership links
become more valuable when institutional voids
and transaction costs are significant (Khanna
and Palepu, 1997; Williamson, 2000), we show
that rents from OIAs and FIAs are influenced by
institutional quality in the opposite direction. This
finding complements the literature that examined
how institutions affect rent creation from FIAs
without considering how they affect rents from
OIAs. This is important because it shows that
institutions not only determine the exploitation
of the firms’ own IAs, but also affect the returns
from OIAs (but in the opposite direction).

This analysis also advances thinking in new in-
stitutional economics. One of the key conclusions
of new institutional economics is that institutional
change redistributes rents and creates winners and
losers (Kafouros and Aliyev, 2016a; North, 1991;
Williamson, 2000). However, the literature remains
silent about how rent redistribution occurs and
does not specify which firms gain and which firms
lose. By examining how rents from IAs are affected
by institutions, we explain how institutions change
the competitive advantages of firms and, thereby,
shape the rent creation and redistribution process.
A key implication is that institutional quality influ-
ences firms differently, depending not only on the
assets they possess, but also on the assets they can
access through their owners. Hence, the extent to
which a firm relies on FIAs and OIAs has a pro-
found role in determining whether the firm would
end up as a net winner or a net loser from institu-
tional changes.

A third contribution of our analysis rests on
developing the premise that the rent-creation po-
tential of OIAs differs in single- and multiple-
ownership settings. This view emphasizes the value
of differentiating between firms that are owned
by one organization and those owned by multi-
ple organizations (Andreou et al., 2021; Hautz,
Mayer and Stadler, 2013). We show that this dis-
tinction is important because multiple-ownership
settings change the effectiveness of OIAs. While
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most prior studies either focus on dyadic relation-
ships or implicitly assume that each firm has a sin-
gle owner (Anderson et al., 2022; Hautz, Mayer
and Stadler, 2013), we show that the multiplicity-
of -ownership advantages of OIAs are strategically
important and generate value that goes well above
the value that is generated in single-ownership
settings. A related theoretical implication is that
the multiplicity-of -ownership advantages of OIAs
are greater in higher quality institutional con-
texts. This finding adds to the tenet that the value
of assets depends not only on their characteris-
tics, but also on the transaction costs involved
in accessing and deploying them (Foss and Foss,
2005).

Managerial implications

The first practical implication involves the institu-
tional contingencies that affect rents from OIAs.
A finding that managers may not expect is that
the performance effect of OIAs is highest when
the focal firm competes in less developed institu-
tional environments, whereas the opposite is true
for FIAs. Trading equity to an owner may provide
access to valuable IAs, particularly when factor
markets are not munificent. However, the relative
advantages of OIAs are weaker when factor mar-
kets are developed, enabling the focal firm’s rivals
to access such assets. Nevertheless, in institution-
ally strong environments, managers should expect
the rent-enhancing effects of their firms’ own IAs
to increase. These findings also have implications
for firms that expand and need to manage new in-
stitutional contexts or identify new locations to en-
ter.

Second, managers should not see a change in
ownership merely as a change in the equity struc-
ture of their firm. Rather, they should see it as a
change in the resources accessible to their firms
that affects their ability to create rents. A practi-
cal implication is that because of differences in the
asset endowments of bidders, each focal firm may
have a different value for different owners. This
may explain why valuations in acquisitions vary so
much. In addition, although transaction costs in
new deals might be higher in those cases involv-
ing multiple owners, managers should know that
the IAs of multiple owners provide advantages and
stronger rents over those of single owners, espe-
cially in stronger institutional contexts.

Limitations and future research

Three key limitations pertaining to the role of
resources, industry and institutions offer useful
opportunities for future research. First, while we
focused on IAs, future research should examine
whether our theoretical predictions are valid for
other types of resources. For instance, transfer-
ring tacit knowledge requires different conditions
compared to transferring a technology or the right
to use a brand. Some technologies might also be
embedded in tangible assets. Whether or not the
transfer of assets that are not scale-free is econom-
ical, will depend on opportunity costs and asso-
ciated quasi-rents (Jia, 2013; Klein, Crawford and
Alchian, 1978; Peteraf, 1993). Hence, the value of
other resources might differ from those of OIAs
(and institutional contingencies may also differ).
Hence, a promising avenue for future research
would be to investigate how various types of re-
sources generate rents in multiple-ownership con-
texts and varying institutional quality settings.

Second, our study focuses on one industry only.
Future research should investigate different in-
dustry contexts (Mavroudi, Kesidou and Pandza,
2023). For instance, new technologies in the energy
sector (e.g. renewable energy) are more costly than
traditional carbon-based technologies and are mo-
tivated by institutional pressures and societal ben-
efits. While we focused on the role of IAs and in-
stitutions, we kept the industry constant. Future
research should examine industry-specific charac-
teristics as additional explanatory factors for the
role of IAs. For instance, as technological dy-
namism varies across industries, it may influence
the rents created from OIAs (Schubert, Baier and
Rammer, 2018; Tatarynowicz, Sytch and Gulati,
2016).

Finally, some firms may engage in exporting and
other types of internationalization, reducing their
dependence on local institutions. Future research
should examine how the internationalization of
the focal firm changes the role of its home-country
institutions in affecting rent creation from OIAs.
For instance, operating in foreign countries may
help the focal firm escape specific institutional
constraints that are unfavourable for its IAs (Witt
and Lewin, 2007). Furthermore, building on
the literature on institutional arbitrage (Rosen-
busch et al, 2019; Schneider, Schulze-Bentrop
and Paunescu, 2010), future research can inves-
tigate the strategic allocation of activities across

© 2023 The Authors. British Journal of Management published by John Wiley & Sons Ltd on behalf of British

Academy of Management.

85U8017 SUOWLIOD A0 3(qeoljdde ayy Aq pausenob are saole YO ‘8sn JO Sa|Nn 10} ARIq1T 8UIUO A8]IA UO (SUONIPUCD-PUe-5WLBILI0D A8 |1 ARe.q1jBuJUO//:SdNL) SUORIPUOD Pue SWe 1 8y} 88S *[6202/TT/.z] uo ARiqiTauluo A(IM ‘1891 Ad v0.2T TSS8-29YT/TTTT'OT/I0p/W00 A8 | Im Alelq 1 jeul|uo//sdny wouy pepeojumod ‘v ‘€202 ‘TSS8L9FT



2370

different institutional settings in a way that max-
imizes the exploitation of OIAs by the focal firm.

Conclusion

The present study shows that OIAs can have a pro-
found effect on the performance of the focal firm.
These eftects vary considerably in different institu-
tional contexts and also depend on whether OIAs
are coming from a single or multiple owners. An-
other contribution of the study lies in showing that
the impact of institutional quality on OIAs and
FIAs is asymmetric. There is a clear and signifi-
cant distinction in how institutional contexts in-
fluence rents from IAs. Therefore, conceptualiza-
tions about the value of IAs should specify who
utilizes such assets and in what contexts. Institu-
tional quality may add to the value of FIAs, but
the effects on OIAs manifest in the opposite di-
rection. Finally, by clarifying the complex relation-
ships between IAs and rent creation, the study un-
derscores the theoretical value of combining RBV
thinking and institutional economics, and that of
understanding the institutional contexts in which
1As are deployed.
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