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I 

 

Abstract 

Dutch personal injury victims may subsequently fall victim to poor representation due to insufficient 

measures for high-quality representatives and a lack of information. DLR is expected to play a coordinating 

role to counter this problem of secondary victimisation by strengthening its quality system, the Register 

Letselschade, which is based on collaborations between NPOs from different sectors. The aim of this research 

is to study how the success factors of strategic alliances can optimize cross-sector strategic alliances between 

NPOs in the Dutch personal injury industry in order to strengthen the Register Letselschade and thus prevent 

secondary victimisation. Semi-structured interviews (N=20) were conducted to answer this research ques-

tion. Alliance networks, resource interdependence and compatibility are found factors that have a direct and 

positive influence on the success of cross-sector strategic alliances between NPOs in the Dutch personal 

injury industry. No new success factors were found compared to existing theory. The results show that rela-

tional capital might directly influence cross-sector strategic alliances’ success in this industry. It also shows 

that alliance networks and compatibility might indirectly influence cross-sector strategic alliances’ success 

in this industry through relational capital. This study therefore provides sufficient grounds for further research 

into these relationships.  

Keywords: alliance networks, compatibility, cross-sector strategic alliances, partner selection, relational 

capital, resource interdependence
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CHAPTER 1 – INTRODUCTION 

The Dutch personal injury industry is an unregulated market because anyone can call themselves a personal 

injury expert (DLR, 2020a; SP et al., 2019; De Vries, 2019). Consequently, there are insufficient measures 

for high-quality representatives of personal injury victims in this industry. Personal injury victims can sub-

sequently fall victim to poor representation, known as secondary victimization (Stichting De Ombudsman, 

2003). It is estimated that five to ten percent, respectively 3250 to 6500, of Dutch personal injury cases are 

not handled properly due to poor representation, resulting in secondary victimisation (SP et al., 2019). The 

Register Letselschade is a quality system that aims to improve the quality of personal injury claim settlement 

and to prevent secondary victimization (DLR, 2018a). It provides victims with a reliable tool to make an 

informed choice between representatives, as it functions as an online database that makes it easier to link 

high-quality representatives to victims. Representatives must meet quality requirements to be registered, en-

abling high-quality representatives to distinguish themselves. However, the Register Letselschade is cur-

rently not functioning optimally as it falls short in recognisability (both victims and representatives are strug-

gling to find this quality system), enforceability and commercial value (DLR, 2020b). Hence, the problem of 

secondary victimization persists.  

The Register Letselschade is a service of the network organization DLR and is based on collaborations 

between non-profit organizations (NPOs) from different sectors (DLR, 2020c). The Dutch personal injury 

industry can be seen as an alliance network, given that different stakeholders tend to align themselves to 

improve the quality of service in this industry, led by DLR (Child et al., 2005; DLR, 2020d). The Register 

Letselschade can be strengthened by strategic alliances to leverage complementary resources between NPOs 

(Barosso-Méndez et al., 2020; Koza & Lewin, 1998; Yang et al., 2014). A strategic alliance is defined as a 

formal agreement between organizations in which they agree to work cooperatively toward a strategically 

relevant objective, like delivering more value to customers in the form of better quality (Thompson et al., 

2015). Organizations and their strategic alliances in networks co-evolve if they can provide strategic value 

to their partners and customers (Siripitakchai et al., 2015).  

Despite the proliferation of strategic alliances, many underperform and therefore fail to deliver results 

in relation to potential or expectations (Madhok & Tallman, 1998; Meier et al., 2016). Alliances are consid-

ered successful if expected results have been achieved and partners are satisfied with those outcomes (Bar-

osso-Méndez et al., 2020). Alliances often fail due to poor partner selection (Hitt et al., 2000) and poor 

alliance management (Ireland et al., 2002). Alliance networks bring benefits and a degree of managerial 

complexity that affect strategic alliances’ success (Gulati & Gargiulo, 1999). The success of strategic alli-

ances is also associated with partner characteristics that can be distinguished in resource interdependence and 

compatibility (Aulakh et al., 1996; Bleeke & Ernst, 1991; Harrigan, 1985; Parkhe, 1993; Sarkar et al., 2001). 

Partners need to have different resources, yet share similarities in their social institutions in order to create 

value through strategic alliances. Furthermore, relational capital between partners is key in realizing the po-

tential value of strategic alliances through smooth cooperation (Cavusgil & Evirgen, 1997; Johnson et al., 

1996; Madhok, 1995; Tser-Yieth et al., 2009).  

There is a need for further development of the success factors of cross-sector strategic alliances between 

NPOs (Austin & Seitanidi, 2012; Barosso-Méndez et al., 2020). Alliance networks, partner characteristics 
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and relational capital have been fragmentedly explored, but have not been considered in their entirety and 

not in the context of the Dutch personal injury industry. The aim of this research is to study how the success 

factors of strategic alliances can optimize cross-sector strategic alliances between NPOs in the Dutch personal 

injury industry in order to strengthen the Register Letselschade and thus prevent secondary victimisation. 

The Register Letselschade was converted to the NKL in January 2021 (DLR, 2021). This research focuses 

on the Register Letselschade as the NKL was introduced recently and is fundamentally aligned with this 

register. Hence, the results of this research can be used in the development of the successor of the Register 

Letselschade, the NKL. Following from the above, the following research question has been formed: ‘How 

can success factors of strategic alliances optimize cross-sector strategic alliances between NPOs in the Dutch 

personal injury industry in order to strengthen the Register Letselschade?’ This research question can be 

approached through the following sub-questions:  

1. How can the success factors alliance networks, partner characteristics and relational capital opti-

mize cross-sector strategic alliances between NPOs in the Dutch personal injury industry? 

2. What is the interaction between alliance networks, partner characteristics and relational capital and 

how do these success factors indirectly influence the success of cross-sector strategic alliances be-

tween NPOs in the Dutch personal injury industry? 

3. What other factors influence the success of cross-sector strategic alliances between NPOs in the 

Dutch personal injury industry and how can these factors optimize these alliances? 

The Dutch personal injury industry is described in chapter 2 to gain an adequate understanding of the 

context of this research. The literature on the success factors of strategic alliances is elaborated in chapter 3. 

Chapter 4 outlines the methodology of this study to ensure its verifiability. The results are analysed and 

placed within the theoretical background in chapter 5. Chapter 6 contains the main conclusions, the study’s 

theoretical and practical implications and limitations and recommendations for future research. Concluding 

remarks are made in chapter 7. 

 

CHAPTER 2 – RESEARCH BACKGROUND 

It is important to understand the problematic phenomenon and its context in order to solve it (Bleijenbergh 

et al., 2011). Therefore, the problem of secondary victimisation and the Dutch personal injury industry are 

described (§2.1). Subsequently, the operation of the Register Letselschade is explained (§2.2) and the func-

tioning of the network event where strategic alliances are formed, is clarified (§2.3).  

 

2.1 The Dutch personal injury industry 

Victims can choose whether or not to use the service of a representative throughout the entire personal injury 

claim settlement (DLR, 2020e). A distinction can be made between two types of representatives: personal 

injury attorneys (attorneys or the Bar) and personal injury experts (experts). Experts can submit a personal 

injury case of claims for damages up to 25.000, - euro to the subdistrict court (DLR, 2020e). With a higher 

claim, a victim can only litigate with the intervention of an attorney. The professional title attorney is pro-

tected, while the professional titles representative and expert are not (LSA, 2020). Ten percent of personal 

injury cases are handled by attorneys, the rest is settled by experts (De Vries, 2019). Representatives are 
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usually hired because as specialists they have more information about the subject than victims. The repre-

sentative is a contractor of the victim and has the authority to act on his behalf. The victim is, however, not 

fully able to control what the representative does as he does not perform the task himself and, therefore, does 

not have the same information. Although the representative owes obedience to the victim, he cannot ade-

quately supervise the representative and is not able to deduce the quality of his service. As a result, an infor-

mation imbalance arises in favour of the representative (Schieg, 2008). The information advantage of the 

representative gives him the opportunity to serve his self-interest. The claim settlement may be rushed, 

wrongly settled or even deliberately delayed as it can serve the representative’s financial interest (SP et al., 

2019; Stichting De Ombudsman, 2003; Radar, 2019a).  

The personal injury claim settlement is often burdensome and obstructs recovery for victims, especially 

in the case of secondary victimisation (Radar, 2019b; SHN, 2020a; Stichting De Ombudsman, 2003). Since 

representatives have a major influence on the way victims experience the claim settlement process, their 

quality is important in several aspects (Elbers et al., 2012). Poor-quality representation also leads to higher 

socio-economic costs (Cotti et al., 2004; De Vries, 2019). Healthcare costs increase as secondary victimisa-

tion aggravates the trauma impact. Costs for legal counsel increase as less personal injury cases are qualita-

tively well settled within a reasonable timeframe. These costs are passed on to policyholders, including (fu-

ture) victims (VvV, 2018). Another societal problem of poor-quality representatives is that confidence in 

high-quality representatives is undermined. Therefore, high-quality representatives need the opportunity to 

distinguish themselves (DLR, 2018a). 

A quality system is a form of self-regulation and an instrument to address the societal problems caused 

by poor representation (Goudswaard, 2016; Schieg, 2008). A quality system is defined as a quality judgment 

based on quality aspects of a product, service, process system or person, tested by an independent third party 

that authorizes the use of a recognized logo (Goudswaard, 2016). A trustworthy quality system provides 

victims with a reliable tool to make an informed choice between representatives. There are currently six 

quality systems in the personal injury industry for representatives (ASP, 2020b; DLR, 2018a; LSA, 2020; 

NLE, 2020; NIS, 2020; NIVRE, 2020a). The characteristics of these quality systems are shown in figure 1. 

DLR aims to strengthen its quality system by converting the Register Letselschade to the NKL (DLR, 2020b). 

The NKL aims to replace all quality systems, resulting in the creation of one clear quality system. This sim-

plification must lead to more transparency and consumer confidence (ACM, 2016). 

 

Figure 1. Quality systems for representatives in the Dutch personal injury industry 

Quality system Members/registrants Registration level Representing 

The Register 

Letselschade  

Experts and attorneys (and other ser-

vice providers) 

Organizational Victims and insurers 

ASP  Attorneys Personal Victims  

LSA  Attorneys Personal Victims and insurers 

NIS Experts  Personal Victims and insurers 

NIVRE Experts (and other service providers) Personal Victims and insurers 

NLE  Experts Organizational Victims 
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2.2 The Register Letselschade  

Representatives who meet set requirements can be registered in the Register Letselschade, managed by DLR 

(DLR, 2018a). It is important that the quality system is, and set requirements are, developed in collaboration 

with stakeholders to ensure a broad level of support in the Dutch personal injury industry (Goudswaard, 

2016). Too little involvement of stakeholders leads to a lack of support, while overinvolvement may lead to 

impracticable demands or unfeasible requirements. The Committee Register Letselschade is responsible for 

the development of quality requirements set for each profession (DLR, 2020g, 2019, 2017). Since all profes-

sions are represented in the committee and the platform consultation (more about this in §2.3), the quality 

requirements are developed in collaboration with stakeholders. The quality requirements specialised for at-

torneys are currently developed in consultation with the LSA, a professional organization for personal injury 

attorneys. DLR aims to involve the ASP, another professional organization for personal injury attorneys, as 

well (DLR, 2020b).  

 

2.3 The network event 

DLR is an independent network organization encouraging and directing collaborations between NPOs in the 

Dutch personal injury industry (DLR, 2020b, 2020d, 2017). The network event takes place in the platform 

consultation, an independent body of DLR. The platform consultation consists of NPOs from different sectors 

of the personal injury industry.1 Representatives from NPOs that participate in the platform consultation are 

known as participants. Participants have a right to vote and the decision making takes place based on una-

nimity. The network event is reinforced by observers. Observers are NPOs that participate in the platform 

consultation, but have no voting rights. The LSA and the Ministry of Justice and Security are currently ob-

servers in the platform consultation. The ministry does not have an active role because the personal injury 

industry is self-regulated. DLR aims to actively involve the LSA in consultation, making the LSA a partici-

pant instead of an observer. The ASP chooses not to be involved in the network event (ASP, 2020a). All 

ASP-members are inherently members of the LSA. Therefore, it can be argued that ASP-members take part 

in the network event through the LSA. The most important network members for this research are visualized 

in figure 2. NPOs representing the interests of representatives are indicated with boxes. NIS, NIVRE and 

NLE represent the interests of experts and are indicated with grey boxes. ASP and LSA represent the interests 

of attorneys and are indicated with white boxes. SHN represents the interests of victims and is indicated with 

a black circle. VvV represents the interests of insurers and is indicated with a white circle. The mission, roles 

and function in the platform consultation of these network members are visualized in Appendix A.  

 

Figure 2. Visualisation of network members in the Dutch personal injury industry 

 
1 It concludes: ANWB, GAV, LSA, Ministry of Justice and Security, NIVRE, NIS, NLE and NVvA SHN and VvV (DLR, 2020c). 
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CHAPTER 3 – THEORETICAL BACKGROUND 

This chapter elaborates on success factors that can optimize cross-sector strategic alliances between NPOs in 

the Dutch personal injury industry. Relevant literature is discussed in different paragraphs covering alliance 

networks (§3.1), resource interdependence (§3.2), compatibility (§3.3) and relational capital (§3.4). Subse-

quently, relevant literature on the indirect effects of these factors on the success of cross-sector strategic 

alliances is elaborated (§3.5). Despite the fact that elements of the various factors overlap, as much distinction 

is made as possible to bring structure to the theory. The discussed theory is summarized in the conceptual 

model (§3.6).  

 

3.1 Alliance networks  

Strategic alliances between organizations are often located within networks (Child et al., 2005). A network 

is an economic community that produces services and goods of value to customers (Moore, 1996). An alli-

ance network refers to a network comprising different stakeholders who co-evolve their capabilities and roles 

(Siripitakchai et al., 2015). The stakeholders or network members tend to align themselves with the direction 

set by one or more leadership organizations. The Dutch personal injury industry can be seen as an alliance 

network as different stakeholders tend to align themselves to improve the quality of service in this industry, 

led by DLR (see §2.3). Network members represent conflicting interests as insurers and representatives face 

each other in personal injury cases. Besides, experts and attorneys are competitors, causing mistrust. Despite 

their differences, these parties seek harmony and solutions to improve the quality of service in this industry 

in order to prevent secondary victimisation. The platform consultation offers as network event opportunities 

for strategic alliances in the future, given that it encourages and directs strategic alliances between network 

members (Tjemkes et al., 2012). It ensures consultation between network members, enabling them to develop 

and intensify strategic alliances. 

An alliance network comprises an organization’s direct alliances and its indirect relationships connect-

ing two parties through a third party (Tjemkes et al., 2012). Despite the lack of a formal partnership, all three 

parties may possess relevant expertise and knowledge that could benefit all. A holistic approach must be 

followed that includes understanding the effectiveness of an organization’s position within an alliance net-

work and the extent to which it can influence network processes and outcomes. Value may not be equally 

and equitably distributed, putting network members in a position of power. DLR functions as a broker be-

tween otherwise disconnected parties as it encourages and directs collaborations through the platform con-

sultation (DLR, 2020b). Even though the disconnected groups are not necessarily unaware of one another, it 

is expected that resources and information are exchanged through DLR as intermediator in the network event. 

Sharing resources and information often leads to expectations and obligations as network members may ex-

pect receiving organizations to reciprocate their efforts. The alliance network creates interdependencies be-

tween network members, reducing their autonomy and constrain their decision making. Alliance networks 

bring thus a degree of managerial complexity and create risks and hazards (Gulati & Gargiulo, 1999).  

Organizations and their strategic alliances in the network co-evolve if they can provide strategic value 

to their partners and customers (Siripitakchai et al., 2015). An alliance network requires a certain level of 

aligned goals among its members to create value (Child et al., 2005; Hinterhuber, 2002; Tjemkes et al., 2012). 
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Collective sense aligns the perceptions of network members and helps to develop a working structure for the 

network. Members may be willing to share a part of their autonomy to the network to operate like a quasi-

organization if they believe a greater value can be achieved as network members. The orchestrator must set 

an agenda and initiatives to support joint value creation in an alliance network, creating mutual benefit. Be-

sides, the orchestrator must create awareness about this agenda among key members. DLR, as orchestrator, 

has the responsibility to motivate network members to collaborate on the network priority. DLR has partly 

fulfilled this role, since it has aligned most network members to jointly strengthen the Register Letselschade 

(see §2.3). However, the Bar does not actively participate as the LSA is only an observer in the network event 

and the ASP does not participate at all. This is remarkable because the Bar is an important network member 

in the Dutch personal injury industry. There is thus an element of reciprocity in the relationship of DLR as 

orchestrator and network members. Orchestrators are only successful with their partners and likewise, since 

the success of partners comes with the success of the orchestrator (Hinterhuber, 2002). Following from the 

above, the following proposition has been formed: 

Proposition 1: Alliance networks influence cross-sector strategic alliances’ success directly and posi-

tively.  

 

3.2 Resource interdependence 

Strategic alliances create value through the unique combination of partner resources (Johnson et al., 1996; 

Mindruta et al., 2016; Stead & Stead, 2013). The objective of using strategic alliances is to augment strengths, 

whilst ameliorating any weaknesses by pooling or sharing explicit resources (Hamel & Doz, 1998; Hamel & 

Prahalad, 1989; Hoskisson & Busenitz, 2001; Varadarajan & Cuningham, 1995). This objective has an ele-

ment of interdependency because alliances are used to share needed resources to create mutually beneficial 

outcomes (Bahinipati et al., 2009; Kunc & Morecroft, 2010; Mesquita & Lazzarini, 2008). Resource inter-

dependency means that parties have different, but complementary resource needs (D’Amour et al., 2005). 

The resource dependency theory emphasizes that value can be created through optimal resource boundaries 

by pooling and utilizing valuable resources (Das & Teng, 2000; Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978). Resources can be 

distinguished in property based and knowledge based resources (Das & Teng, 2000; Miller & Shamsie, 

1996). Property based resources refers to legal properties of organizations, such as human and physical re-

sources. Knowledge based resources consists of social knowledge and technical skills of organizations. When 

needed resources are not sufficiently or immediately available, like knowledge based resources that take time 

to acquire and are difficult to imitate, it increases the reason to collaborate (Child et al., 2005). Resource 

scarcity encourages cooperation to obtain lacking resources through partners (Tjemkes et al., 2012). 

Resource complementarity represents the degree to which each partner provides idiosyncratic resources 

the other lacks and thus satisfies the other’s needs (Gao & Shi, 2011; Jap, 1999). Complementary resources 

allow organizations to combine acquired resources with their own resources, creating a resource set that 

provides unique value and that is difficult to imitate (Harrison et al., 2001). It refers to the extent to which 

the joint use of a distinctive set of resources yields a higher total return than the sum of returns earned if each 

set of resources was used independently (Chi, 1994; Dyer & Singh, 1998; Tjemkes et al., 2012). Comple-

mentary resources stimulate joint coordination, increasing profitability and competitive advantage. Resource 
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complementarity may also stimulate interorganizational learning as organizations can gather up valuable new 

resources provided by their partners (Tjemkes et al., 2012). Strategic alliances offer learning opportunities, 

helping partners to better leverage their own resources by bringing together partners with different skills and 

knowledge bases (Inkpen, 1998). Since the Dutch personal injury industry aims to optimize the Register 

Letselschade, strategic alliances can be formed or intensified to leverage complementary resources between 

NPOs (Koza & Lewin, 1998; Yang et al., 2014).  

Partners should participate in learning-processes to be able to exploit synergies and explore comple-

mentary resource strengths to achieve greater alliance performance (Tjemkes et al., 2012). Even if the alliance 

ends, mutual benefit will have been obtained since learning has already taken place. Knowledge, acquired 

through alliances, can be internalized and applied outside the alliance current activities (Inkpen, 2001; 

Khanna et al., 1998). Hence, alliances offer an attractive opportunity to gain access to skills that would not 

have been acquired if the alliance had never been formed. Alliances allow organizations to become close 

enough to even acquire tacit knowledge from partners that is critical to the development of a sustainable 

competitive advantage (Lane & Lubatkin, 1998). However, it also increases the likelihood of transferring 

critical resources involuntary (Tjemkes et al., 2012). Skill substitution is less risky because only limited 

amount of learning will take place as one partner takes over an activity it can strongly perform (Child et al., 

2005). In addition, proprietary information is less likely to be given away. Organizations must consider the 

extent to which a partner’s anticipated resource contributions will be sufficient motive to forge a strategic 

alliance. The best strategic alliances are highly selective and focus on certain activities to obtain a specific 

competitive advantage (Thompson et al., 2015). Only partners’ resources that are useful and can be aligned 

with a focal organization’s resources, will significantly influence its performance (Das & Teng, 2000).  

Resources can only lead to a substantive competitive advantage if it delivers value to customers (San-

tema & Van de Rijt, 2005). Organizations should estimate the value of resources by looking at the role these 

resources play from the perspective of the customer. Therefore, it is important to examine which resources 

are highly valued by victims. Due to an accident, victims end up in a strange new world (the personal injury 

industry). Since the Dutch personal injury industry is complex and unregulated, victims need clear infor-

mation and a user friendly system from which to choose high-quality representatives (DLR, 2020i). There 

are currently six quality systems for representatives in this industry, making it (unnecessary) complex and 

confusing for victims (see §2.1). This could be solved by strengthening the Register Letselschade into an 

overarching quality system (more about this in §3.3). Another detrimental aspect of the Register Letselschade 

is that DLR’s service activity falls short as DLR qualifies as business-to-business (B2B) instead of business-

to-consumers (B2C; DLR, 2020i). Victims cannot easily ask for help or extra support when using the register 

as they can only contact DLR via a contact form that is not easy to find on its website (DLR, 2020k). This is 

striking, given that an easily accessible service activity is indispensable in this complex industry. DLR could 

intensify its strategic alliance with SHN that aims to guide and assist victims (SHN, 2020). For example, the 

Register Letselschade could refer victims to SHN for support. Skill substitution of DLR’s lacking service 

activity by SHN involves less risks than DLR learning these skills from SHN (Harrison et al., 2001; Inkpen, 

2001; Khanna et al., 1998; Tjemkes et al., 2012). Besides, economies of scale could be realized as SHN 
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already performs these activities (Harrison et al., 2001). Following from the above, the following proposition 

has been formed: 

Proposition 2: Resource interdependence influences cross-sector strategic alliances’ success directly 

and positively.  

 

3.3 Compatibility 

Compatibility refers to the extent to which partners share similar characteristics (Douma et al., 2000; Harri-

gan, 1988). It determines the degree to which organizations can get along and realize anticipated synergies 

to achieve alliance success. Alliances are more successful if partners have similar cultures, venture experi-

ence levels and asset sizes. Compatibility with partners increases the quality of the relationship and facilitates 

alliance processes (Saxton, 1997). It positively influences alliance effectiveness, reinforces collective 

strength and decreases the propensity for opportunistic behaviour. Compatibility thus enables partners to 

cooperate efficiently and effectively. Partners must develop mechanisms, skills, structures and processes for 

bridging organizational and interpersonal differences to achieve value from strategic alliances (Bretherton, 

2006). A misfit jeopardizes alliances by obstructing inter-organizational collaboration (Tjemkes et al., 2012). 

The five indicators of compatibility are elaborated below and include the strategic, organizational, opera-

tional, cultural and human fit (Douma et al., 2000; Hennart & Zeng, 2005; Sarkar et al., 2001).  

 

3.3.1 Strategic fit 

Strategic fit refers to the compatibility in partners’ strategic view and orientation (Douma et al., 2000; Emden 

et al., 2006; Hennart & Zeng, 2005; Parkhe, 1991; Sarkar et al., 2001; Smith & Barclay, 1997; Tjemkes et 

al., 2012). It refers to the motives for forming alliances and the selection of partners to achieve compatibility 

between their goals. A good strategic fit signals long-term commitment and implies that individual interests 

are carefully weighed against the potential benefits and hazards of the alliance. Partners with a strategic fit 

perceive added value for their organizations and recognize their important role in the alliance success. A 

strategic misfit is a threat, since it creates strategic conflicts that undermine joint business propositions as 

partners may be less committed and allocate resources to alternative more valuable arrangements. Moreover, 

organizations that pursue alliances with a poor strategic fit face greater demands on the alliance design and 

management (Tjemkes et al., 2012). Organizations must therefore carefully consider whether a limited stra-

tegic fit can be strengthened. Encouraging top management dialogue about the strategic vision, realigning 

alliance strategies, reducing or expanding the alliance scope, emphasizing added value and communicating 

carefully with stakeholders about the value and importance of the alliance are ways to strengthen the strategic 

fit. If this is not possible, organizations should not collaborate. Varying perceptions of the importance of the 

alliance, the pursuit of potentially conflicting alliance goals, market rejection of the alliance and partners 

acting competitively in areas on which the alliance focuses indicates a strategic misfit. 

Forming a strategic alliance is a voluntary and two sided decision implying that both partners must agree 

to ally with each other (Mindruta et al., 2016). The choice of a focal organization to form an alliance with a 

preferred partner is constrained by the potential partner’s own preferences and opportunities for realizing 

higher value in different alliances. Organizations only enter into an alliance if they perceive higher utility 
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from that alliance than individually or from another alliance (Cabral & Pacheco de Almeida, 2014; Mindruta 

et al., 2016). Learning is a motive to cooperate in order to complement own deficient resources (see §3.2; 

Bretherton, 2006; Child et al., 2005). A political motive to cooperate is associated with successful forming 

of alliances, given that it enables partners to focus on cooperative action (Child et al., 2005). There is a 

political motive in the Dutch personal injury industry to strengthen the Register Letselschade in order to 

improve the quality of service in this industry, preventing secondary victimisation (DLR, 2019).  

An economic motive to cooperate is, in comparison with a political motive, less associated with suc-

cessful strategic alliances (Child et al., 2005). DLR is currently in consultation with referrers with the aim 

that they exclusively refer victims to registered representatives (DLR, 2020l).2 SHN refers victims exclu-

sively to the successor of the Register Letselschade, the NKL, since January 2021 (SHN, 2021). When refer-

ring to the register becomes common practise, the importance of registering for personal injury representa-

tives increases (DLR, 2020b). A ‘pull-system’ is created where both the number of victims making use of 

the quality system and the incentive for representatives to get registered increases. Representatives will thus 

make greater efforts to comply with set quality requirements to obtain this qualification. According to DLR, 

this results in an increased quality of service reducing the risk of secondary victimization (DLR, 2020b). The 

Register Letselschade is, however, currently incomplete as a large number of attorneys are not registered 

because the ASP prohibits its members from being registered (DLR, 2020m). The ASP does not want to be 

associated with a quality system where its rivals (experts) are inducted. According to the ASP, if ASP-attor-

neys were registered in the Register Letselschade it would legitimize the quality of lesser representatives by 

being on the same list which is undesirable for the ASP. In addition, the ASP argues that the draft standards 

of the Register Letselschade for attorneys conflict with the freedom of ASP-attorneys to practice within the 

requirements set by the ASP. The ASP is convinced that adopting these standards will not enhance attorneys’ 

operational efficiency, but causes it to deteriorate. The inheritance theory emphasizes that indirect institu-

tional benefits of enhanced access to resources or customers, status or legitimacy can require organizations 

to adopt practices that they do not believe will directly enhance their effectiveness, given that the organization 

erroneously perceives that it would be worse off without it (Vermeulen, 2018). Representatives, including 

ASP-attorneys, may feel obliged to adopt the standards of the Register Letselschade in order to get registered 

to secure customer acquisition, although they may not believe that it actually enhances their operational ef-

ficiency. Unknowingly, the possible long-term harmful consequences of implementing the standards of the 

Register Letselschade might outweigh the indirect institutional benefits. Organizations must therefore per-

ceive some benefit of adopting these standards, in terms of direct benefits (like enhancing efficiency) or 

indirect benefits (like enhancing legitimacy). It may be necessary to adjust the standards of the Register 

Letselschade to ensure that adopting actually improves registered organizations’ operational efficiency.  

 

3.3.2 Organizational fit 

Organizational fit refers to the compatibility in partners’ organizational structure and routines (Douma et al., 

2000; Hennart & Zeng, 2005; Parkhe, 1991; Sarkar et al., 2001). A good organizational fit reduces uncertainty 

 
2 It concerns the following organisations: Adfiz, Ambulancezorg Nederland, IMN, KNMG, LHV, NPCF, VNG, unspecified legal expense 
insurers and unspecified healthcare insurers (DLR, 2020b). 



CHAPTER 3 – THEORETICAL BACKGROUND 

10 

 

about partners’ intentions, interests or competences and increases the likeliness that they create and enjoy 

synergies (Douma et al., 2000; Saxton, 1997). An organizational misfit is a threat because it undermines 

collective sensemaking and increases risk of decision making conflicts. In practice, a good organizational fit 

rarely takes place as partners almost always differ. Therefore, the objective is to obtain a profound under-

standing of the differences and initiate corrective measures to achieve a sufficient organizational fit. A limited 

organizational fit can be managed by anticipating it during the alliance design and management stages (Tje-

mkes et al., 2012). The misfit can also be managed by emphasizing the need for flexibility and adaptation. 

The manageability of alliances increases with relatively simple alliance designs that are characterized by few 

alliance partners, a limited alliance scope, clear tasks divisions and contracts with contingency clauses.  

ASP, LSA, NLE, NIS and VvV are associations, meaning that all members are allowed to participate in 

the discussion and decision making about the pursued and future policy (ASP, 2021; LSA, 2021; NLE, 2020; 

NIS, 2021; VvV, 2021; Rensen, 2012). DLR, NIVRE and SHN are foundations, enabling the board to take 

faster decisions because there are no members to consider (DLR, 2020i; NIVRE, 2020b; SHN, 2020b). 

Hence, these NPOs have different decision making structures, causing a limited organizational fit (Douma et 

al., 2000; Hennart & Zeng, 2005; Parkhe, 1991; Sarkar et al., 2001). These NPOs should be aware of this 

difference, since the inertia in decision making could create misunderstandings and conflicts. Furthermore, 

the differences in organizational attributes cause an organizational misfit. DLR and NLE are qualified as 

B2B, while the other NPOs are qualified as B2C (see §2.1). The limited fit can be managed by emphasizing 

constructive partner interactions and building relational capital (see §3.5.3; Tjemkes et al., 2012). This lim-

ited fit can also be managed by NPOs being aware of their differences and by emphasizing it in the alliance 

design. These differences can be used to augments strengths while ameliorating weaknesses by introducing 

a cascading quality system based on collaborations of these NPOs, ensuring the quality of representatives at 

organizational and personal level (more in §3.3.3).  

 

3.3.3 Operational fit 

Operational fit refers to the compatibility in partners’ operational systems (Douma et al., 2000; Hennart & 

Zeng, 2005; Parkhe, 1991; Sarkar et al., 2001; Tjemkes et al., 2012). A good operational fit enables partners 

to integrate alliance activities. It indicates that partners can collaborate effectively at the operational level, 

giving the alliance a higher chance of success as the links between partners’ operations are transparent. If 

partners can work together efficiently, it reduces coordination costs, revolves emerging operational issues 

quickly and discovers potential areas for improvements. A good operational fit is thus critical for partners to 

realize the potential benefits of strategic alliances. An operational misfit jeopardizes value creation as it cre-

ates a risk that processes will stall or produce inadequate output by obstructing the execution of day-to-day 

alliance operations. It creates ambiguity about the roles and skills of each partner, impeding decision making 

and undermining alliance leadership and performance management. It can also lead to poor communication 

among operational staff, impeding quick conflict resolution. A limited operational fit can be strengthened by 

incorporating partner differences in the alliance design and management. Joint education and training, co-

development of operational systems and employee transfer between partners can prevent emerging hazards 

caused by an organizational misfit. The quality systems of ASP, LSA, NIS and NIVRE have substantively 
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different quality requirements in comparison with the Register Letselschade and NLE as they are aimed at 

guaranteeing the quality of representatives at a personal level (see §2.1). It jeopardizes as an operational 

misfit value creation. Merging different quality systems require that set quality requirements are comparable. 

This operational misfit could be managed by jointly developing quality requirements and performing audits 

to assess whether these requirements are being met. An example is the PIV-audit which qualifies insurers 

(VvV, 2020b). Insurers with a positive PIV-Audit can enter the Register Letselschade, avoiding double audits 

(DLR, 2020b). 

  

3.3.4 Cultural fit 

Cultural fit refers to the compatibility in partners’ organizational cultures, such as ideologies, values and 

practices (Douma et al., 2000; Emden et al., 2006; Hennart & Zeng, 2005; Park & Ungson, 1997; Parkhe, 

1991; Sarkar et al., 2001; Tjemkes et al., 2012). The organizational culture of partners manifest in the com-

mitment to the alliance, the willingness to collaborate, the distribution of power and control and openness of 

the organization. A good cultural fit stimulates joint sensemaking. It suggests that partners have sufficient 

awareness and flexibility to work and learn from their cultural differences to achieve strength. A cultural 

misfit undermines the quality of the working relationship at different levels in the alliance and can cause 

conflicts and mistrust between partners (more about this in §3.5.3). If alliance employees resist understanding 

the culture of partners, the alliance is likely to fail. A limited cultural fit can be strengthened by initiating 

activities that stimulate cultural awareness, like employee transfer, cultural training and joint sessions (Tje-

mkes et al., 2012). If the cultural misfit is well managed, it might even improve alliance performance and 

positive cultural changes in the partnering organizations.  

Ideologies, values and practices of NPOs in the Dutch personal injury industry differ as they are from 

different sectors (see §2.3). For example, attorneys must comply with the rules of conduct of the Bar (NOvA, 

2018). Attorneys’ practices may differ from case to case, as they are only allowed to act in the interest of 

their clients. It can thus be beneficial to rely on an issued guideline in one case, but not in another. The 

equivalence principle applies to insurers, meaning that equal cases must be treated equally (Rijksoverheid, 

2020). Insurers cannot deviate from case to case. Therefore, insurers benefit from standardization of personal 

injury loss items in DLR-guidelines, speeding up the personal injury claim settlement (VvV, 2020c). These 

differences create a cultural misfit that may be managed by creating mutual cultural awareness. 

 

3.3.5 Human fit  

Human fit refers to the compatibility in partners’ employee backgrounds, experiences and personalities 

(Douma et al., 2000; Hennart & Zeng, 2005; Parkhe, 1991; Sarkar et al., 2001; Tjemkes et al., 2012). A good 

human fit is critical as it stimulates inter-organizational learning and the employees’ behaviour influences 

important outcomes directly such as customer satisfaction and profitability. A human misfit inhibits alliance 

process because it fosters interpersonal conflicts and impedes communication (more about this in §3.5.3). A 

limited human fit can be strengthened by motivating key employees to help other employees adjust to the 

new alliance environments and interact with partners’ employees. It can also be strengthened by undertaking 

human resource management activities (like formal policies and practices focused on training and 
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monitoring) and rewarding employees by offering alliance team-based incentives which are tied to overall 

performance (Tjemkes et al., 2012). The behaviour of the different professional groups in the Dutch personal 

injury industry differ and jeopardizes as a human misfit strategic alliances’ success. Attorneys are known to 

not shy away from conflicts and litigation (DLR, 2018b). This bias is strengthened by the direct and little 

nuanced attitude and statements of ASP-members (DLR, 2020m). Experts are known to be more willing to 

compromise or even avoid conflicts. These biases can cause misunderstandings if partners are unaware of 

them, making it challenging to manage this human misfit. However, solutions are sought within both profes-

sions and DLR stimulates parties to keep communicating (DLR, 2018b). Following from the above, the fol-

lowing proposition has been formed: 

Proposition 3: Compatibility influences cross-sector strategic alliances’ success directly and positively.  

 

3.4 Relationship capital 

Relational capital is defined as the psychological aspects of a collaboration that find expression in relational 

factors (Barosso-Méndez et al., 2020; Kwok et al., 2019; Tser-Yieth et al., 2009). Relational capital allows 

partners to work harmoniously and synergistically, improving partner processes and enhancing strategic al-

liance performance. Trust, information sharing and commitment are three indicators of relationship capital. 

 

3.4.1 Trust 

Trust is defined as the willingness of a partner to dedicate all necessary resources to the alliance and to depend 

on another partner’s actions that involve opportunism (Barosso-Méndez et al., 2020; Fadol & Sandhu, 2013; 

Tser-Yieth et al., 2009). Studies found trust as a key component for successful strategic alliances because it 

allows partners to develop shared goals and it helps them to overcome antagonisms (Chaturvedi & Gaur, 

2008; Emden et al., 2006; Fadol & Sandhu, 2013; Den Hond et al., 2015; Meier et al., 2016; Rivera-Santos 

& Rufin, 2010; Tser-Yieth et al., 2009; Zaheer & Harris, 2006). Building trust among partners improves their 

overall satisfaction with the alliance (Fadol & Sandhu, 2013; Schreiner et al., 2009). In addition, the presence 

of trust decreases the likeliness that partners have perceptions of vulnerability and risk in the relationship 

(Glasbergen, 2011). Trust facilitates dispute resolution (Ring & Van de Ven, 1994), reduces the extent of 

formal contracts (Kale & Singh, 2009; Larson, 1992) and ensures full cooperation and transfer of resources 

between partners (Ireland et al., 2002; Nielsen & Nielsen, 2009). It also helps partners to exchange resources 

faster, to devote more funds to the alliance, to avoid bureaucratic obstructions and to improve the decision 

making process (Fadol & Sandhu, 2013). A lack of trust has a significant impact on the successfulness of 

strategic alliances and is even viewed as a reason for alliance failure (Larson, 1992; Sherman, 1994). 

Mutual trust is a necessary precursor to develop reciprocal commitment in strategic alliance relation-

ships (Dyer, 1996; Morgan & Hunt, 1994; Siguaw et al., 1998). Both trust and commitment encourage man-

agers to consider potentially high-risk actions of partners as prudent, since they belief that partners will not 

act opportunistically. This is fundamental, given that opportunistic behaviour will likely destroy a friendly 

collaborative relationship and lead to the termination of cooperation (Narayandas & Rangan, 2004). Trust 

develops over time through learning and continued interaction between partners (Child et al., 2005). A high 

level of mutual trust is making partners, and its individual members, more willing to share information and 
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ideas (Fadol & Sandhu, 2013). Once a strategic alliance is implemented, the growing amount of shared in-

formation and mutual knowledge enhances trust between partners as their ability to understand each other 

increased. The greater the level of trust between partners, the more they can rely on informal social control. 

Therefore, the costs of monitoring and controlling the alliance will be lower which in turn likely fosters the 

development of mutual trust, enhancing alliance performance (Dyer & Singh, 1998; Fadol & Sandhu, 2013; 

Robson et al., 2008). Thus, mutual trust can relieve the dilemma of control as it likely facilitates agreement 

on common control and information systems, and it will break down barriers to integration.  

 

3.4.2 Information sharing 

Information sharing is defined as timely exchanging knowledge between partners to coordinate their tasks, 

to reduce risk caused by incomplete and asymmetric information and to solve problems (Su et al., 2020). In 

addition, information sharing includes the security that a partner achieves regarding the integrity and response 

of its partner (Barosso-Méndez et al., 2020). Information sharing enhances strategic alliance performance by 

creating transparency in the relationship (Mohr et al., 1996). Besides, it decreases coordination costs and 

increases the realization of mutual benefits by reducing misunderstandings, conflicts and uncertainty (Dwyer 

et al., 1987; Mohr & Nevin, 1990; Tser-Yieth et al., 2009). Information sharing and learning are essential to 

leverage partners’ complementarity resources and take place through mutual interdependence (Inkpen, 1995). 

Alliances increase the likelihood of transferring critical resources involuntary, requiring sufficient mutual 

trust among partners (Tjemkes et al., 2012). Both trust and commitment are essential for partners to be willing 

to share key information (Heide & John, 1992; Nielsen & Nielsen, 2009; Whipple & Frankel, 1998). Inter-

action between partners can be improved by information sharing as long as the exchanged information is 

valuable to both partners (Austin & Seitanidi, 2014). Information sharing helps to develop trust and commit-

ment gradually as the relationship between partners continues to evolve (Kwok et al., 2019). In strategic 

alliances there is a need for effective informal information exchange, instead of formal reporting channels, 

to both promote bonding and trust among partners (Emden et al., 2006; Child et al., 2005).  

 

3.4.3 Commitment 

Commitment is defined as a partners’ willingness to make short-term sacrifices to maintain the relationship 

and a confidence in the stability of this relationship (Barosso-Méndez et al., 2020). It creates affective and 

emotional bonds between partners (Sanzo et al., 2015). Commitment improves interaction between partners 

and consequently the successfulness of the strategic alliance (Barosso-Méndez et al., 2020; Child et al., 2005; 

Cullen et al., 2000; Emden et al., 2006; Graf & Rothlauf, 2012; Hunt et al., 2002; Jamali et al., 2011; Mohr 

& Spekman, 1994; Sanzo et al., 2015; Seitanidi, 2010; Tser-Yieth et al., 2009). Commitment allows partners 

to build stable long-term relationships through aligning incentive structures, thereby increasing trust in part-

ners (Williamson, 1985). Strategic alliances are more likely to be long-lasting when both parties conclude 

that continued collaboration is in their mutual interest, a trusting relationship has been established and part-

ners do not compete directly (Thompson et al., 2015). 

Both trust and information sharing are important antecedents of commitment (Barosso-Méndez et al., 

2020). Neither partner would accept the risk of committing themselves to the relationship without trust (Goo 
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& Huang, 2008; Graça & Barry, 2019; Ha, 2010; Lancastre & Lages, 2006; Sanzo et al., 2015; Wittmann et 

al., 2009; Wu et al., 2012). Mutual trust ensures partners’ willingness to keep their promises and the alliance 

agreement, and that they will not exploit the alliance opportunistically for their own gain or at the expense of 

their partner (Atouba & Shumate, 2020). Information sharing helps partners to build commitment by provid-

ing them with a mechanism for aligning expectations and perceptions, and resolving conflicts (Anderson & 

Weitz, 1992; Barosso-Méndez et al., 2020; Tser-Yieth et al., 2009). In addition, information sharing reduces 

uncertainty and confusion, thereby enhancing problem solving and coordination (Atouba & Shumate, 2020). 

Following from the above, the following proposition has been formed: 

Proposition 4: Relational capital influences cross-sector strategic alliances’ success directly and pos-

itively.  

 

3.5 Indirect effects  

The success factors of strategic alliances discussed in the paragraphs above also indirectly influence strategic 

alliances’ success. The indirect influences of alliance networks through partner characteristics (§3.5.1) and 

relational capital (§3.5.2) on strategic alliances’ success are discussed first. Subsequently, the indirect influ-

ence of partner characteristics through relational capital on strategic alliances’ success is elaborated (§3.5.3).  

 

3.5.1 The influence of alliance networks through partner characteristics 

Access to key resources can be achieved through utilising established networks leading to sustainable com-

petitive advantage (Anderson & Narus, 1991; Biem & Caswell, 2008; Egan, 2001; Gulati, 1998; Hamel et 

al., 1989; Varadarjan & Cunningham, 1995). An alliance network can enhance organizations’ competitive 

advantage because the set of direct relationships provides access to a pool of resources that might not other-

wise be easily available. Competitive advantages of organizations are therefore often embedded within the 

relationships among partners (Siripitakchai et al., 2015). Organizations can use their access to resources and 

information to compete more effectively, to create innovative services, to lower their reliance on others and 

to obtain legitimization (Tjemkes et al., 2012). DLR, as orchestrator, is expected to create awareness among 

key members within the alliance network, enabling them to recognize the complementarity of their needs. 

Access to interorganizational networks is a form of social capital that increases in value with subsequent use 

(Coleman, 1988). The greater the member diversity in an alliance network, the better the access an organiza-

tion generates to more sources of critical resources (Yli-Renko & Autio, 1998). Considering that the network 

members’ functional orientation in the Dutch personal injury network is diverse as they come from different 

sectors (see §2.3), NPOs within this network have access to a high degree of critical resources.  

Collective sense aligns the perceptions of network members and functions as a political motive to co-

operate (Child et al., 2005; Tjemkes et al., 2012). Collective sense is associated with successful forming of 

alliances, given that it enables partners to focus on cooperative action. It is likely that network members 

receive information about each other’s organizational differences, established working routines, operational 

routines and practices, organizational cultures, employee backgrounds, experiences and personalities (see 

also: Gulati & Gargiulo, 1999; Kang & Zaheer, 2018; Tjemkes et al., 2012). This information enables net-

work members to have a profound understanding of their strategic, organizational, operational, cultural and 
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human fit (see also: Khanna et al., 1998; Li et al., 2008). This awareness enables network members to learn 

from their differences to manage potential misfits, increasing strategic alliances’ success (Tjemkes et al., 

2012). Following from the above, the following proposition has been formed: 

Proposition 5: Alliance networks influence cross-sector strategic alliances’ success through partner 

characteristics indirectly and positively. 

 

3.5.2 The influence of alliance networks through relationship capital 

Alliance networks can increase the survival chances of strategic alliances and their successful evolution 

through relationship capital (Child et al., 2005; Gulati & Gargiulo, 1999; Tjemkes et al., 2012). An alliance 

network enriches an organization’s repertoire of strategic actions as it provides managers with greater access 

to information than they would generate operating autonomously. Organizations that are not part of the core 

of an alliance network have an information disadvantage, as they may not receive new information (in time) 

even though access to this information can be critical. DLR, as broker, has the opportunity to control ex-

changes between network members and provide them with informational advantages (Lorenzoni & Baden-

Fuller, 1995; Tjemkes et al., 2012). The network learns as a whole and shares the necessary information for 

processes to run effectively, reducing the risk that partners engage in opportunistic behaviour (Siebert, 2003). 

Network members are more committed and may even be willing to share a part of their autonomy to the 

network to operate like a quasi-organization if they believe that a greater value can be achieved (Child et al., 

2005; Tjemkes et al., 2012). This implies that network members must have sufficient trust in each other to 

relinquish a part of their autonomy. Furthermore, collective sense among network members helps to develop 

an informal working structure for the network based on trust. The presence of clearly defined collaborative 

objectives fosters the development of mutual trust (Inkpen & Curral, 2004). It is expected that the develop-

ment of mutual trust is fostered among network members in the Dutch personal injury industry as they have 

defined a clear collaborative objective (see also §3.3.3).  

Three types of partners can be distinguished in relation to network distance (Kang & Zaheer, 2018). 

Existing partners refer to the situation that a focal organization forms a new alliance with an existing partner. 

New close partners refer to the situation in which a focal organization forms a new alliance with a new partner 

connected through a mutual partner. New distant partners refer to the situation in which a focal organization 

forms a new alliance with a new not connected partner. A majority of literature reveals that organizations 

prefer existing partners to reduce uncertainty in their exchanges by engaging past partners in repeated ties 

(Gulati, 1995; Kogut, 1988; Podolny, 1994; Powell et al., 1995; Walker et al., 1997) or forming new alliances 

with new close partners (Baum et al., 2005; Uzzi, 1996). Prior successful experiences with partners may 

increase a partner’s trustworthiness, which is disseminated through referrals in the alliance network (Tjemkes 

et al., 2012). Organizations tend to force new alliances with existing partners, as they have already established 

prior working relationships and are aware of their mutual skills and needs. Organizations that become part-

ners are often reassured about the risks entailed to an alliance if there are already strong social bonds between 

them, governing their attitudes and behaviour (Gulati, 1998). Due to the presence of relational capital, exist-

ing partners imply lower risk compared to new close partners and the latter imply lower risk compared to 

distant partners (Kang & Zaheer, 2018; Li & Rowley, 2002). Prior ties reassure partners that they can 
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maintain their alliances with more flexible organizational arrangements and a less costly managerial structure 

(Child et al., 2005; Gulati, 1995; Tjemkes et al., 2012). Repeated partners have trust-based routines and strong 

bonds, lubricating the process of knowledge transfer and joint knowledge creation (Adner, 2013; Huang et 

al., 2020; Zollo et al., 2002). Altogether, existing partners increase the potential for value creation as jointly 

specialized assets enhance the prospects of value creation (Argyres & Zenger, 2012; Kang & Zaheer, 2018; 

Kaul, 2013). New alliances with existing partners are the safest and least costly option, as the likelihood of 

opportunistic behaviour is low due to established relational mechanisms (Dyer & Singh, 1998; Gulati, 1995). 

Hence, new or intensifying alliances with repeated partners (such as ANWB, LSA, NIS, NIVRE, NLE and 

SHN) have a high potential for value creation to strengthen the Register Letselschade. 

Risk involved in distant ties derives from concerns about competition, vulnerability, relationship imbal-

ance, complexity and costs of monitoring (Das & Teng, 1998; Katila et al., 2008; Park & Ungson, 2001). 

Kang and Zaheer (2018) argue that the lack of relational mechanisms in relationships with distant partners 

may increase the risk of relational failure, since it is harder to evaluate and control distant partners than close 

partners. Besides, distant ties are more uncertain and riskier as the possibility of gaining information about 

and experiences with potential partners’ capabilities, reliability and conduct is limited. However, a minority 

of literature reveals that organizations sometimes prefer distant partners that cut across clusters, due to novel 

knowledge that they bring despite the lack of trust and commonality in routines (Baum et al., 2003; Kogut & 

Walker, 2001; Nohria & Garcia-Pont, 1991; Powell et al., 2005; Zollo et al., 2002). Connections with distant 

partners generate structural holes for the focal organization in the network because the distant partner and the 

focal organization do not share a mutual partner by definition. Distant ties are better able to access novel 

resources and information from remote parts of the network as well as obtain arbitrage and control benefits 

across disconnected partners (Burt, 1992). Alliances with distant partners allow the focal organization to hear 

about potential opportunities and threats more quickly than embedded organizations (Powell & Smith-Doerr, 

1994). Furthermore, distant ties can enrich the knowledge pool of the focal organization by providing a suf-

ficient set of choices to solve problems and helping organizations to avoid core rigidities and competency 

traps (Leonard-Barton, 1995; Levitt & March, 1988; March 1991). Various referrers (except ANWB and 

SHN) are distant partners and enable DLR to gain novel knowledge because they can inform DLR about how 

the findability of the Register Letselschade for victims can be increased. Besides, DLR obtains arbitrage and 

control benefits across disconnected partners if referrers agree to exclusively refer victims to registered rep-

resentatives. Consequently, a ‘pull-system’ can be created where both the number of victims making use of 

the quality system and the incentive for representatives to get registered increase. 

An alliance network provides its members through indirect relationships with information about the 

availability and reliability of potential partners and the predictability of their behaviour. Alliancing with new 

close partners thus lowers risk through a greater information access via shared third parties, reducing the 

costs for searching and screening potential partners (Kang & Zaheer, 2018). In addition, risks are being lim-

ited to only redundant knowledge if alliances are being formed with new close partners (Burt, 1992). Fur-

thermore, forming an alliance with a new close partner offers significant savings in both time and resources 

that are needed to build a new relationship (Gulati & Gargiulo, 1999; Podolny, 1994). It reduces vulnerability 
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because a mini-society is created, including a web of potential sanctions, among the group of interconnected 

partners that discourage opportunistic behaviour (Coleman, 1988; Macneil, 1980). The mutual connection 

among close ties creates a safeguard countering the relational risk (Kang & Zaheer, 2018). However, new 

close partners may not benefit the focal organization as much as existing partners or new distant partners. 

New close partners, such as the ASP, offer neither the benefits of novel knowledge from distant partners nor 

the advantages of trust and lubricated knowledge transfer routines from existing partners. Kang and Zaheer 

argue: “Firms thus trade-off between higher trust in local ties and greater access to novelty in nonlocal ties; 

or alternatively, between unintended knowledge transfer in repeated ties and impacted knowledge that re-

mains less accessible with distant ties because of the lack of social mechanisms” (2018, p. 2746). Following 

from the above, the following proposition has been formed: 

Proposition 6: Alliance networks influence cross-sector strategic alliances’ success through relational 

capital indirectly and positively. 

 

3.5.3 The influence of partner characteristics through relational capital 

Partner characteristics (resource interdependence and compatibility) can indirectly affect the success of stra-

tegic alliances through relationship capital (also known as the Synthetic School; Barosso-Méndez et al., 2020; 

Heide 1994; Sarkar et al., 2001; Smith & Barclay 1999; Tser-Yieth et al., 2009). Reciprocal needs exist if 

partners perceive resource interdependence, reducing incentives for opportunistic behaviour when both part-

ners perceive value in the relationship (Morgan & Hunt, 1994; Oliver, 1990; Stump & Heide, 1996). Hence, 

resource interdependence decreases the likelihood of opportunistic behaviour of partners as they are more 

likely to be interested in creating relational capital to decrease their vulnerability to each other (Barosso-

Méndez et al., 2020). Resource interdependence increases the likelihood that partners trust and commit to 

each other (Akrout & Diallo, 2017; Barosso-Méndez et al., 2020; Buchanan, 1992; Robson et al., 2019). 

Reciprocal needs promotes the formation and development of cooperative norms in order to create relational 

capital (Madhok, 1995; Sarkar et al., 2001). Partners create relational capital by engaging in trustworthy 

behaviour (Robson et al., 2019) and maintaining open and participative lines of communication or infor-

mation sharing (Sarkar et al., 2001; Tser-Yieth et al., 2009). Partners are more willing to share information 

if their relationship is good and they perceive reciprocal needs due to resource interdependence (Barosso-

Méndez et al., 2020; Sarkar et al., 2001; Tser-Yieth et al., 2009). An overlap in knowledge resources im-

proves the ability of partners to absorb knowledge and their in-depth understanding of potential value and 

deployment of resources (Cohen & Levinthal, 1990; Diestre & Rajagopalan, 2012; Emden et al., 2006; Reuer 

& Lahiri, 2014). It allows partners to interact and share knowledge more effectively and easily. However, at 

the same time alliance partners desire a certain control over the alliance’s behaviour and performance due to 

resource dependency (Child et al., 2005). Hence, the challenge is to find a balance between commitment, 

trust and a required degree of control in organizing strategic alliances. 

Compatibility with partners decreases the propensity for opportunistic behaviour (Emden et al., 2006; 

Saxton, 1997; Smith & Barclay, 1997; Tjemkes et al., 2012). Relationships between compatible partners are 

more likely based on mutual support rather than on domination (Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978). Similarity in 

cultures is fundamental for social relationships, since it is the basis for social interaction processes as it 
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facilitates congeniality and a sense of unity (Evans, 1963; Hitt et al., 2001; Sarkar et al., 2001; Tjemkes et 

al., 2012; Tser-Yieth et al., 2009). Studies show that cultural fit is a major antecedent explaining trust (Austin 

& Seitanidi, 2014, 2012; Barosso-Méndez et al., 2020; Jayari & Chaher, 2019). Partners are unable to create 

a climate of mutual trust in any alliance they attempt to undertake if they are from different sectors which do 

not share values (Barosso-Méndez et al., 2020; Douma et al., 2000; Hennart & Zeng, 2005; Parkhe, 1991; 

Sarkar et al., 2001). Organizations thus must share similar values and beliefs with potential partners for stra-

tegic alliances to succeed. A cultural misfit can hinder partners to develop a harmonious relationship, leaving 

partners unable to work together seamlessly (Sarkar et al., 1997; Wilkof et al., 1995). A negative relationship, 

characterized by suspicion and conflict, is likely to develop that hinders the development of mutual trust and 

information sharing (Fadol & Sandhu, 2013; Tser-Yieth et al., 2009). A cultural partner fit cultivates rela-

tionship capital-building behaviours (Sarkar et al., 2001). Partners with a friendly relationship are more likely 

to exchange formal and informal information. A cultural fit increases the credibility of shared information 

and help to see the behaviour of a partner in a positive light (Douma et al., 2000; Ganesan, 1994; Saxton, 

1997). An information flow is essential to achieve cultural fit and learning within the alliance (Child et al., 

2005; Emden et al., 2006). Besides, it increases the level of trust (Akrout & Diallo, 2017; Fadol & Sandhu, 

2013; MacMillan et al., 2005; Wu et al., 2012) and commitment to the alliance (Tjemkes et al., 2012). If an 

organization perceives that its partner is acting in accordance with its values, they are willing to share more 

information (Barosso-Méndez et al., 2020; Sarkar et al., 2001; Tser-Yieth et al., 2009). A cultural fit can also 

create stability in the strategic alliance relationship and greater levels of tolerance by acting as a social glue 

that helps partners to endure temporary periods of disequilibrium (Madhok, 1995). If partners’ cultures are 

compatible, coordination costs will reduce and it serves as a means of behavioural control and expectations 

management (Chung et al., 2000; Das & Teng 1998).  

A good strategic fit increases the long-term value creation potential of alliances by signalling that part-

ners have long-term commitment and are not likely engaging in opportunistic behaviour (Emden et al., 2006; 

Saxton, 1997; Smith & Barclay, 1997; Tjemkes et al., 2012). A strategic misfit creates strategic conflicts that 

undermine joint business proposition because partners may be less committed and allocate resources to al-

ternative more valuable arrangements. An organizational misfit undermines collective sensemaking and in-

creases risk of decision making conflicts. Established relational capital and emphasized constructive partner 

interactions can overcome these hazards associated with an organizational misfit (Tjemkes et al., 2012). Op-

erational misfits creates ambiguity about partners’ roles and skills and can lead to poor communication among 

operational staff, impeding quick conflict resolution and putting the relationship under pressure. Established 

relational capital may restrict opportunistic behaviour and create mutual understanding, limiting negative 

effects of the operational misfit on strategic alliances’ success through relational capital. A good human fit 

stimulates information sharing and trust building, increasing relational capital and enhancing strategic alli-

ances’ success (Douma et al., 2000; Hennart & Zeng, 2005; Parkhe, 1991; Sarkar et al., 2001; Tjemkes et al., 

2012). Following from the above, the following proposition has been formed: 

Proposition 7: Partner characteristics influence cross-sector strategic alliances’ success through re-

lational capital indirectly and positively. 
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3.6 Conceptual model 

The theoretical aspects discussed above can be summarized in the conceptual model, visualized in figure 3. 

Influences and relationships between the components are indicated by arrows in the model. Relational capital 

and compatibility are implied by eight indicators. Alliance network, resource interdependence, compatibility 

and relational capital are expected main factors that positively and directly influence the success of cross-

sector strategic alliances (indicated with P1, P2, P3 and P4). It is expected that alliance networks influence 

the success of cross-sector strategic alliances via partner characteristics positively and indirectly (indicated 

with P5). Furthermore, alliance networks and partner characteristics are expected to influence the success of 

cross-sector strategic alliances through relational capital positively and indirectly (indicated with P6 and P7).  

 

Figure 3. The conceptual model of cross-sector strategic alliances’ success 

 
 

CHAPTER 4 – METHODOLOGY 

This chapter contains the methodological choices and measures that have been made to ensure the quality 

and verifiability of this research. It outlines the research design (§4.1), data collection methods (§4.2), data 

sample (§4.3), data analysis (§4.4) and research ethics (§4.5).  

 

4.1 Research design  

The aim of this research is to study how the success factors of strategic alliances can optimize cross-sector 

strategic alliances between NPOs in the Dutch personal injury industry in order to strengthen the Register 

Letselschade and thus prevent secondary victimisation (see chapter 1). Hence, a qualitative approach is suit-

able for answering this ‘how’-question (Miles & Huberman, 1994; Yin, 1994). This research is practice ori-

ented as it aims to solve a practical problem (Bleijenbergh et al., 2011). Since the factors of success of cross-

sector strategic alliances between NPOs have not been explored in their entirety and not in the context of the 

Dutch personal injury industry, this research is exploratory. The organizations DLR, SHN and Q-Consult 

Insurance have pledged to cooperate in this research. There is no agreement with these organisations, guar-

anteeing the independence of the researcher.  
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4.2 Methods of data collection 

Semi-structured interviews were conducted to collect data, allowing respondents to formulate their experi-

ences themselves and provide insights into their perception and shared values within NPOs (Bleijenbergh, 

2013). It is important that a trustworthy environment was created to ensure that respondents could speak 

freely during the interviews, especially in the politically sensitive Dutch personal injury industry. The internal 

validity of this study is improved by the development of an early familiarity with the culture of participating 

NPOs before the first data collection dialogues took place (Shenton, 2004). The researcher preliminary visited 

various NPOs and spoke to several respondents to gain an adequate understanding of their cultures and to 

build a relationship of trust necessary for conducting interviews. The possible undesirable side effects that 

can influence the researcher’s professional judgements by becoming so immersed in the culture being stud-

ied, are limited by increasing reflexive awareness through memos in which assumptions, thoughts and feel-

ings were written down. Furthermore, the social interaction between the interviewer and respondent helped 

create a trustworthy environment and motivated respondents to say things they might not have said otherwise. 

The researcher’s independent status was emphasized to limit respondents’ giving socially desirable answers.  

Semi-structured interviews enable the researcher to steer which information is discussed during inter-

views, without pinning respondents down to specific wording (Bleijenbergh, 2013). Pre-structured questions 

ensure that all respondents are presented with the same questions, increasing the reliability of the data col-

lection. It directs the conversation in a certain direction, whereby unexpected matters can be addressed to 

some extent but the space to explore them is more limited than in unstructured interviews. This can negatively 

affect the internal validity of the data collection. An inductive approach is used to study the field as openly 

as possible and to avoid influencing respondents. Existing theory is used to formulate broad, general concepts 

that give some direction to the perception (the sensitizing concepts). The observation is then open enough to 

distinguish matters that are not yet known from previous research, but also sufficiently focused to be able to 

steer the observation somewhat. The internal validity of this study is improved by asking respondents to read 

transcripts of dialogues in which they have participated, emphasizing that respondents consider that their 

words correspond to what they actually intended (Shenton, 2004). Due to COVID-19, the government has 

advised to avoid social contacts as much as possible (RIVM, 2020). Interviews were conducted digitally in 

line with this regulation and to encourage a greater response. Video calling was the preferred used method 

as it includes non-verbal communication (Bleijenbergh, 2013). However, five respondents only wanted to be 

interviewed by phone. Furthermore, six respondents only agreed to participate in this study via a double 

interview. These respondents could have influenced each other, for example by providing socially desirable 

answers. The contribution of each interview to the larger objective of this research was clarified before ques-

tions were formulated to avoid obtaining information that may be interesting but is of little relevance.  

The internal validity of this study is improved by triangulation (Shenton, 2004). The researcher has used 

various data (reports, brochures, websites and annual plans) created by the NPOs under scrutiny themselves 

and externally produced data related to those NPOs. This secondary data was used to analyse the context of 

this research (see chapter 2) and to further shape the theoretical framework (see chapter 3). Moreover, this 

supporting data provided a background to help explain the attitudes and behaviour of respondents. It verified 

particular details that respondents had supplied as they referred to several documents during the interviews. 
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4.3 Data sample 

The data is collected through twenty semi-structured interviews with two main types of respondents, namely 

four victims and sixteen (former) board or committee members, employees, members or registered represent-

atives of NPOs in the Dutch personal injury industry (affiliates of NPOs). A number of respondents from 

each discussed NPO were selected to provide diversity. This enabled the researcher to obtain a variety of 

perspectives in order to get a better and more stable view of ‘reality’ that is based on a wide spectrum of 

observations (Dervin, 1983). Appendix B includes an overview of the characteristics of respondents. Ten 

respondents are female and ten are male. Since the Dutch personal injury industry is small and respondents 

know each other, they fear that links can be made between each other and their statements. In addition, 

respondents indicated that the topic under study is very politically sensitive and they do not want to damage 

established relationships. Some respondents even feared that participating in this study could damage their 

careers. The legal background, qualifications and experience of the researcher appeared to be important for 

several respondents to participate in this study as it improved her credibility. Several respondents only agreed 

to be interviewed if the results would be extensively anonymized, so that statements cannot be traced back 

to them. Hence, anonymity has been further implemented to avoid recognition. The characteristics of re-

spondents are therefore kept limited, and respondents are referred to by a random letter. However, respond-

ents are identified by a number corresponding with Appendix B if their occupation is relevant. Respondents 

were selected based on the researcher’s judgement of which characteristics of respondents are important in 

terms of obtaining necessary data to achieve the research objective (Saunders, 2012). Victims were selected 

ad-random and affiliates of NPOs were selected by judgment sample (more about this in §4.5).  

An interview protocol based on the theoretical framework was developed to guide the interviews and is 

included in Appendix C. To improve the objectivity of this study, per question is explained how it is used in 

this study (Shenton, 2004). There are six general interview questions. During interviews, more specific ques-

tions were asked based on the direction of the interview and background information. Respondents were 

asked to introduce themselves briefly to put them at ease and to better understand their background. They 

were asked to describe the value of the Register Letselschade and how this register could be improved in 

order to obtain information about valuable (lacking) resources. Subsequently, respondents were asked what 

organizations could help to strengthen the Register Letselschade in order to improve the quality of service in 

this industry and prevent secondary victimisation and why. This question was asked to obtain information 

about relevant factors for successful strategic alliances in this industry. The question has been deliberately 

formulated as openly and neutrally as possible to not influence respondents. To obtain information about 

referrers, respondents were asked at what time in the personal injury claim trajectory and by what party is it 

best to inform victims about the Register Letselschade. Concluding, respondents were asked whether they 

would have anything they would like to add to the interview and whether they would like to receive a tran-

script of the conducted interview. The interviews lasted on average 45 minutes and were conducted in Dutch 

as all respondents are Dutch. A translation of the interview questions to English is included in Appendix C. 

The interviews took place in May and June 2020. Respondents were asked to contact the researcher about 

new developments to ensure they are included in this study. Since the topic being studied is very actual, the 

researcher monitored the NPOs under scrutiny to ensure that new developments were considered.  
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4.4 Data analysis 

The interviews were audio-recorded and fully transcribed. All empirical observations that were made were 

written out to improve the objectivity of this study (Bleijenbergh, 2013; Shenton, 2004). The empirical phe-

nomenon is approached as openly as possible through inductive coding. The concepts that respondents use 

themselves to express their experiences with the investigated social phenomenon form the basis of the codes. 

Open descriptive codes were derived from interview transcripts to stay close to what respondents have said 

and reflect the events from their point of view (Shenton, 2004; Wester & Peters, 2004). The concepts were 

abstracted in steps, until they were general enough that they match the level of the goal of the research ques-

tion. Each fragment is labelled with a term that is the most characteristic of that content. By comparing 

fragments with equivalent themes (the axial codes), patterns were recognized in the social phenomenon. 

These patterns were viewed by selective codes or pattern codes. Since all interviews were held in Dutch all 

quotes of respondents that are used to confirm the analysis of data in chapter 5 are translated from Dutch to 

English. Appendix D contains these translations to improve the reliability of the data analysis. 

 

4.5 Research ethics 

The General Data Protection Regulation requires that personal data be protected. In accordance with this 

regulation, victims were invited to take part in this research via a post on social media (via Facebook and 

LinkedIn; included in Appendix E) and via the PIV-satisfaction survey. This survey was carried out among 

victims, whereby the personal injury claim had been recently settled by a third-party insurer. The PIV-satis-

faction survey was conducted by the independent organization Q-Consult Insurance to determine the extent 

to which the requirements of the insurance sector are complied with (PIV, 2018). In consultation with Q-

Consult Insurance and third-party insurers that participate in the PIV-satisfaction survey (A.s.r., De Goudse, 

Nationale Nederlanden, Nh1816, Unigarant, Univé, and ZLM Verzekeringen), an introduction and an invi-

tation to participate in this research had been added to this survey (included in Appendix F).3 Considering 

the different sizes of these third-party insurers in the market and victims do not choose the offender or liability 

insurer, the sample is ad-random. Only victims in a third-party liability situation have been approached 

through the PIV-satisfaction survey, meaning that victims are by definition not the insurers’ own customers 

as the insurance of the liable party has been invoked. Since victims were only invited digitally, a part of the 

population is not reached. Affiliates of NPOs were invited directly and via a post on social media (via Face-

book and LinkedIn; included in Appendix E).  

The five principles for research ethics formulated by APA have been followed (Smith, 2003). Reflex-

ivity is an important element in this research, since an interpretive approach is chosen to conduct interviews 

(Guillemin & Gillam, 2004; Haynes, 2012). Assumptions, thoughts and feelings were written down in memos 

to increase reflexive awareness. These memos, interview recordings and transcripts were used to analyse how 

the researcher might have affected the interview process. The research process is evaluated and discussed in 

paragraph 6.3. At the start of each interview, the researcher introduced herself and the research to create an 

open and trustworthy environment within the interview. The reason for the interview and why the respondent 

 
3 These third-party insurers are not the only organizations participating the PIV-satisfaction survey, but were the only ones who volunteered 
to participate in this research. 
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was chosen, were discussed. Respondents were asked for permission to record and transcribe the interviews. 

Hereby, the anonymity of respondents is guaranteed (anonymity has been further implemented to avoid 

recognition, see §4.3). Respondents were informed that they have the right to decline to participate and to 

withdraw from the research at any time. Besides, respondents were informed that the results of this research 

will be published and were asked whether they appreciate to receive a summary of the results personally via 

e-mail. Concluding the introduction of each interview, respondents were asked if they had any questions. 

Clarity about the preconditions of the interview is necessary to put respondents at ease in such a way that 

they give honest and comprehensive answers to the interview questions (Bleijenbergh, 2013).  

This research uses insights from the theory to improve the malfunctioning practice and to make recom-

mendations. The results of this research may be applied by the discussed NPOs (ASP, DLR, LSA, NIS, 

NIVRE, NLE, SHN and VvV) and other parties in the Dutch personal injury industry, such as referrers. The 

results can be applied in the development of the successor of the Register Letselschade, the NKL. NPOs can 

apply the results to optimize cross-sector strategic alliances in this industry in order to strengthen the over-

arching quality system and improve the quality of service in this industry, preventing secondary victimisation. 

Since the aim of this practice oriented research is that the target NPOs adapt their behaviour to the research 

recommendations, they should understand and accept the results of this research and the way they were pro-

duced (Bleijenbergh et al., 2011). Hence, managers of these NPOs should recognize the results, emotionally 

support them and consider them legitimate in order to be committed to implement them. The results of this 

research were presented to three professionals with knowledge of the industry. This helps ensure that the 

results considered all relevant aspects of the social phenomenon, the results are understandable to those wish-

ing to use them, and the researcher’s interpretations are correct (Bleijenbergh, 2013). The relevance of this 

study is shown by the fact that discussed NPOs and many representatives, insurers and other professionals 

have indicated to look forward to the results of this study, hoping that it will contribute to the solution to 

counter secondary victimisation.  

 

CHAPTER 5 – RESULTS 

This chapter contains the results of the data analysis. The results are placed within the theoretical background 

and are outlined in different paragraphs covering the alliance network (§5.1), resource interdependence 

(§5.2), compatibility (§5.3), relational capital (§5.4), the indirect effects (§5.5) and new success factors of 

cross-sector strategic alliances (§5.6). Results that are not relevant to this study, but are relevant to the Dutch 

personal industry are included in Appendix G.  

 

5.1 The alliance network 

An alliance network refers to a network comprising different stakeholders who tend to align themselves with 

the direction set by one or more leadership organizations (Siripitakchai et al., 2015; Tjemkes et al., 2012). It 

is confirmed that the Dutch personal injury industry can be seen as an alliance network, as affiliates of NPOs 

unanimously indicated to be motivated to work on the network priority to create value despite opposite in-

terests (in line with: Siripitakchai et al., 2015; Tjemkes et al., 2012). However, a minority of affiliates [2/16] 
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indicated to have concerns about DLR as leadership organization.4 Affiliates of NPOs unanimously indicated 

the alliance network as an important factor for the success of cross-sector strategic alliances, comparable to 

regular strategic alliances (in line with: Gulati & Gargiulo, 1999; Siripitakchai et al., 2015; Tjemkes et al., 

2012).5 A majority [12/20] considered the network event, the platform consultation, essential to foster nec-

essary collaboration and harmony in order to achieve the aligned goal.6 “The platform consultation is in fact 

the driving force, where project groups arise from signals from the industry.” (O). Hence, the theory that the 

network event encourages and directs strategic alliances between network members is confirmed (in line 

with: Child et al., 2005). Attorneys indicated that their autonomy and decision making are limited due to the 

expectations of network members. They fear that if the Bar actively participates and commits to the Register 

Letselschade, network members will assume that registered attorneys must act in accordance with issued 

guidelines even if these are not in the best interest of their clients. According to these attorneys, this violates 

the rules of conduct of the Bar. Hence, a minority [4/20] confirmed the theory that the alliance network itself 

creates interdependencies between network members, reducing their autonomy and constrain their decision 

making (in line with: Gulati & Gargiulo, 1999).  

The roles of network members in the network event appeared to be important in the complex and polar-

ized Dutch personal injury industry (in line with: Tjemkes et al., 2012). DLR’s orchestrator’s role is con-

firmed as it is described by a majority of affiliates of NPOs [9/16] as an important medium that functions as 

a bridge between naturally opposed parties and motivates stakeholders to collaborate on the network priority 

(in line with: Child et al., 2005; Hinterhuber, 2002; Siripitakchai et al., 2015).7 “DLR facilitates and coordi-

nates that parties continue to discuss topics that they themselves consider important.” (O). DLR’s broker 

role was not mentioned by respondents (not in line with: Lorenzoni & Baden-Fuller, 1995; Tjemkes et al., 

2012). The observer-position of the LSA is viewed as a compromise and is largely discussed. A minority 

[2/20] indicated that LSA’s role of observer in the platform consultation is sufficient.8 “The LSA takes its 

role very seriously and wholeheartedly talks with it. There are also many attorneys who take part in different 

workgroups in a private capacity to provide that input, precisely to improve the personal injury settlement. 

But the question is whether you need to expect more from the Bar.” (R). A minority [2/20] argued that the 

LSA is in practice an influencer by acting like a participant but not committing to anything, causing inequality 

between parties and jeopardizing cooperation.9 “It cannot be the case that, on one hand you say that you do 

not want to commit to the rules of DLR, but on the other hand you will attend all meetings and interfere with 

everything.” (K); “There are simply no decisions taken [in the platform consultation] because the LSA, as 

an observer, disagrees. I find this unworkable.” (N). Other respondents [3/20] argued that the Bar and espe-

cially the ASP should participate in the network event.10 “It is of course true that there are strong links 

between insurers and DLR, but how important is it that the Bar has a voice in the platform consultation. In 

any case as observer.” (L). There is discussion about the role of the government in the network event. A 

 
4 R and T. 
5 E, F, G, H, I, J, K, L, N, O, R, S and T. 
6 F, G, H, K, L, M, O, P, R and T. 
7 H, I, K, L, O, Q, R, S and T. 
8 R and T. 
9 K and N. 
10 I, L and O. 
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minority [3/20] stated that the industry has a societal duty to self-regulate in the interests of victims.11 They 

indicated to prefer the government keeping its current role as observer. Others argued that the government 

should bear its responsibility as an important party in this industry by supporting the Register Letselschade 

[5/20]12 or even by regulating this industry as it is not sufficiently self-regulating [5/20].13 The judiciary, who 

does not take part in the network event, is mentioned by a minority [2/20] as an important party as well 

because it creates clarity.14 “The moment you involve the judiciary, they are not confronted with something 

that comes out of the blue, but something in which they are involved as a professional group.” (S). 

Regarding proposition 1, the results show that the alliance network and more specifically the network 

event is considered important for cross-sector strategic alliances’ success between NPOs in the Dutch per-

sonal injury industry. The alliance network influences cross-sector strategic alliances’ success between NPOs 

in the Dutch personal injury industry directly and positively. Hence, proposition 1 can be accepted. 

 

5.2 Resource interdependence 

Resource interdependence emphasizes that parties have different but complementary resource needs 

(D’Amour et al., 2005; Das & Teng, 2000; Gao & Shi, 2011; Jap, 1999; Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978). When 

needed resources are not sufficiently and immediately available, it increases the reason to collaborate (Child 

et al., 2005). This is confirmed by a majority [13/20] who indicated that the Register Letselschade should be 

strengthened by strategic alliances because parties depend on each other’s resources.15 The resource depend-

ency theory is confirmed as this majority recognized the importance of collaboration due to perceived inter-

dependence (in line with: D’Amour et al., 2005; Das & Teng, 2000; Miller & Shamsie, 1996; Pfeffer & 

Salancik, 1978). Respondents did not indicate that required knowledge based resources increases the reason 

to collaborate (not in line with: Child et al., 2005; Tjemkes et al., 2012). Resources can only lead to a sub-

stantive competitive advantage if it delivers value to customers (Santema & Van de Rijt, 2005). This is con-

firmed as respondents unanimously stated that the Register Letselschade must be strengthened to deliver 

value to customers, which ultimately also delivers value to partners. A majority [12/20] argued that the Reg-

ister Letselschade is not user friendly and even for educated employees difficult to use.16 A majority [12/20] 

pointed out that DLR has become an organization for organizations and is not aimed at victims.17 “DLR was 

once created in the desire to create a one-stop shop for victims where they could find everything and neutral 

non-commercial information. (…) Due to the desire to become an organization for organizations, the entire 

victim portal has moved deeper into DLR on the website and is no longer as prominently visible.” (O). A 

majority [12/20] argued that the Register Letselschade must be adapted to the target group victims in order 

to be able to provide them with sufficient information and services.18 Respondent G pointed out that the 

industry is polarized, making it difficult to adapt the Register Letselschade: “Ideally there would of course 

 
11 I, K and O. 
12 G, L, M, N, and R. 
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be some sort of electoral guide, a comparison page such as Independer, where you can simply enter your 

data. (…) It is an IT-project in my opinion, while the industry often sees it as a kind of political project.”  

Resource complementarity is present as strategic alliances between DLR, SHN, the government and 

referrers were mentioned to fulfil reciprocal needs (in line with: Gao & Shi, 2011; Jap, 1999). The resources 

of these partners are complementarity, providing a resource set that provides unique value that stimulates 

joint coordination (in line with: Harrison et al., 2001; Tjemkes et al., 2012). The service activity [8/20] was 

mentioned as most important lacking activity of DLR related to the Register Letselschade.19 A customer 

service was valued from whom victims can request additional support, including assistance in choosing a 

representative and to whom they can turn to for specific help. A minority [3/20] argued that SHN is special-

ized in assisting victims (at a personal level) in different needs and thus already has developed the service 

resources that DLR lacks.20 This minority mentioned to value a strategic alliance between DLR and SHN in 

which DLR refers victims clearly on its website for (extra) support to SHN, given that SHN has already 

developed a well-functioning customer support aimed at this target group. Hence, the minority indicated skill 

substitution of DLR’s lacking service activity by SHN as SHN already performs these activities and econo-

mies of scale could therefore be realized (in line with: Harrison et al., 2001). Respondents did, however, not 

indicate to prefer skill substitution due to less risks compared with involuntary transferring resources through 

learning (not in line with: Harrison et al., 2001; Inkpen, 2001; Khanna et al., 1998; Tjemkes et al., 2012). 

Furthermore, respondents did not indicate that the scarcity of service resources encourages cooperation (not 

in line with: Tjemkes et al., 2012). The minority stated that both DLR and SHN benefit from this alliance as 

the target group of the Register Letselschade is better informed and able to use the register, preventing sec-

ondary victimisation. This strategic alliance thus augments strengths, while ameliorating weaknesses by shar-

ing explicit resources to create mutually beneficial outcomes (in line with: Bahinipati et al., 2009; Hamel & 

Doz, 1998; Hamel & Prahalad, 1989; Hoskisson & Busenitz, 2001; Kunc & Morecroft, 2010; Mesquita & 

Lazzarini, 2008; Varadarajan & Cuningham, 1995). In addition, a minority [2/20] mentioned that SHN is 

able to provide DLR with knowledge about how the Register Letselschade could be improved from the vic-

tim’s perspective.21 This alliance opens therefore learning opportunities that help partners better leverage 

their own resources (in line with: Inkpen, 1998).  

The results show that a minority [6/20], including all victims, were unaware of the Register Letselschade 

and its value.22 Respondents unanimously indicated that the recognizability and familiarity of the Register 

Letselschade must be enhanced in order to strengthen its value. “A quality mark is only of added value if it 

is a recognizable quality mark. Whether representatives have a quality mark should be a convincing argu-

ment for people who ultimately make decisions.” (G). Actively informing victims [20/20], higher online 

findability [8/20],23 Postbus 51 advertising in which the government shows its support [7/20],24 converting 

the registers’ name to NKL [5/20]25 and actively participating in television programs to promote the Register 
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Letselschade [4/20]26 were mentioned to enhance the registers’ recognizability and familiarity. Respondents 

[7/20] argued that the government has an enormous scope to reliable draw attention to the Register 

Letselschade and that its support strengthens the registers’ power and value.27 

Respondents unanimously stated that victims must be as early as possible actively informed by an inde-

pendent and trustworthy organization in one clear way to be able to find the Register Letselschade and un-

derstand its value. Respondents unanimously indicated that victims’ knowledge is limited and that it is diffi-

cult to reach them. The information available in the industry is currently too fragmented for victims and 

referrers to see the wood for the trees. “The moment you become a victim, that [personal injury] world only 

starts to become relevant.” (N); “Victims come in unknowingly and also a bit traumatized.” (P). A minority 

[3/20] criticized that there are too many professions registered in the Register Letselschade, causing only 

more confusion for victims and referrers in the already complex industry.28 “It seems to set up so large to 

support DLR financially. Yes, I would rather have seen that differently. Maybe DLR itself too.” (R). Strategic 

alliances with referrers were seen by a majority [12/20] as the main way to enhance the findability of the 

register among victims.29 Health care providers [13/20],30 insurers [12/20],31 SHN [10/20],32 DLR [4/20],33 

first care providers [3/20],34 ANWB [3/20],35 the government [3/20],36 insurance intermediaries [M], the 

Legal Services Counter [J], employers [M], the trade union [B], accountants [A] and salvage companies [K] 

were mentioned as important referrers through which victims could be reached. Referrers are seen as crucial 

partners to get access to victims as target group, since they are the first to come in contact with the hard-to-

reach victims and thus have a dominant position. A majority [12/20] argued that the Register Letselschade 

can be strengthened by strategic alliances between DLR and referrers in which they actively inform victims 

and exclusively refer victims to registered representatives.37 A minority [3/20] argued that DLR must strive 

for alliances with umbrella or professional care organizations such as the KNMG, the KNGF and the LHV.38 

Respondents did not mention that referrers can offer DLR access to their network and understanding of vic-

tims in order to increase the registers’ findability and recognizability (not in line with: Faulkner, 1995). 

Respondent E pointed out that referrers may lack relevant knowledge to provide sufficient guidance to 

victims in the personal injury trajectory. Referrers, especially health care providers, should be able to easily 

inform and refer victims as they are not legal specialists and do not have enough time to assist victims in the 

legal process. “It would be helpful if there was a leaflet that you could hand over right away. (…) The leaflets 

could be distributed integrally by the KNGF at affiliated practices.” (E). A strategic alliance between refer-

rers and SHN in which referrers refer victims to SHN for broad support, was indicated by a minority [3/20] 
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as a solution.39 SHN can assist victims or subsequently refer victims to needed specialized support as SHN 

already performs these tasks and thus already developed these lacking resources. This alliance lowers the 

threshold for referrers to actively inform victims, enabling both referrers and SHN to better help victims. “It 

would be valuable if insurers refer to SHN for objective advise on what kind of help victims need. But that is 

much to ask of commercial parties.” (F). Respondents seemed unaware of the importance of participating in 

learning-processes to be able to exploit synergies and explore complementary resource strengths to achieve 

greater alliance performance (not in line with: Lane & Lubatkin, 1998; Tjemkes et al., 2012). 

Regarding proposition 2, the results show that resource interdependence was present and considered 

important for cross-sector strategic alliances’ success between NPOs in the Dutch personal injury industry. 

Resource interdependence helps partners to achieve and sustain successful cross-sector strategic alliances. 

Hence, resource interdependence influences cross-sector strategic alliances’ success directly and positively. 

In conclusion, proposition 2 can be accepted. 

 

5.3 Compatibility 

The results are analysed per indicator of compatibility in different paragraphs covering the strategic, organ-

izational, operational, cultural and human fit. 

 

5.3.1 Strategic fit 

A strategic fit is an indicator of compatibility and is expected to be important to the success of cross-sector 

strategic alliances (Douma et al., 2000; Hennart & Zeng, 2005; Sarkar et al., 2001). This is confirmed by a 

majority [14/20] who stated that the Register Letselschade must be strengthened to provide value, otherwise 

parties have no incentive to cooperate.40 Respondents unanimously acknowledged the political motive to 

separate the wheat from the chaff in order to prevent secondary victimization. This perceived political motive 

enables partners to focus on cooperative action (in line with: Child et al., 2005). A majority [11/20] mentioned 

the common interests that all high-quality representatives should register to give a strong signal to both the 

internal market (the personal injury industry itself) and the external market (victims and referrers) in order to 

strengthen the Register Letselschade.41 “The way to do that, also to separate the wheat from the chaff and to 

protect victims, is to bring all parties together and create such a national quality system.” (I); “To put it 

bluntly, the quality mark loses value by the political hassle around it. Not all parties that should be included 

are included.” (G). Showing quality and acquiring customers were mentioned by half of the affiliates of 

NPOs [8/16] as economic motives for representatives to collaborate with DLR and to register.42 The political 

motive to cooperate is, in comparison with an economic motive, thus more associated with cross-sector stra-

tegic alliances’ success (in line with: Child et al., 2005). Respondents [7/20] mentioned higher reimbursement 

for registered representatives to motivate representatives to register.43 They stated that registered representa-

tives should automatically qualify for higher reimbursement, given that a minimum quality is guaranteed 
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through registration. “You have to create commercial preconditions to interest representatives to register. 

(…) Insurers are willing to pay more once you have an efficient and professional handling of the [personal 

injury] claim.” (S). Respondent M went a step further: “I personally think that insurers in the Netherlands 

should state that they do not work with or reimburse unregistered representatives.” Respondents [3/20] 

pointed out that this must be widely accepted in the industry, including the judiciary, in order to succeed and 

to prevent victims to be adversely affected by this discussion.44 

Attorneys did not perceive higher utility from an alliance with DLR than another alliance or individu-

ally, causing a strategic misfit (in line with: Douma et al., 2000; Hennart & Zeng, 2005; Parkhe, 1991; Sarkar 

et al., 2001; Tjemkes et al., 2012). A majority of attorneys [3/4] indicated that the Bar’s own interests out-

weighed the political motive as attorneys considered to not benefit from an alliance with DLR and even suffer 

if the Bar takes part in the Register Letselschade by legitimizing lesser quality representatives. They are 

afraid of losing their distinctive character because they cannot distinguish themselves sufficiently in the Reg-

ister Letselschade. “What the LSA fears very much, and I think it is right, is that they help put their competi-

tors who are less skilled and under less supervision than attorneys into the saddle.” (18); “The Bar is not 

waiting for a referral register that you are obliged to participate in, and it also suggest that all participants 

have the same standards.” (17). Attorneys unanimously stated that economic motives are insufficient as well 

for the Bar to form or intensify alliances with DLR to strengthen the Register Letselschade. They indicated 

that attorneys already receive higher reimbursements. All attorneys and one other respondent [5/20] stated 

that showing quality is not a motive for LSA- and ASP-members to register as they already have to meet 

stricter quality requirements. Thus, there are varying perceptions on the importance of the alliance and part-

ners (attorneys and experts) act competitively in the area on which the alliances focus, creating a strategic 

misfit (in line with: Douma et al., 2000; Emden et al., 2006; Hennart & Zeng, 2005; Parkhe, 1991; Sarkar et 

al., 2001; Tjemkes et al., 2012). Nonetheless, attorneys pointed out to be realistic. “Only a list of attorneys 

is not a viable option in the current area. If you explain the difference between an attorney and an expert 

well, people can choose for themselves.” (8). Due to the strategic misfit, respondents [5/20] considered allo-

cating resources to alternative more valuable arrangements, such as a referral list of LSA- and ASP-members 

and NIVRE-experts to ensure the quality of representatives at a personal level (in line with: Cabral & Pacheco 

de Almeida, 2014; Douma et al., 2000; Emden et al., 2006; Hennart & Zeng, 2005; Mindruta et al., 2016; 

Parkhe, 1991; Sarkar et al., 2001; Tjemkes et al., 2012). Hence, the choice of DLR to form alliances with the 

LSA and ASP to include the Bar in the Register Letselschade is constrained by their own preferences and 

opportunities for realizing higher value in different alliances (in line with: Mindruta et al., 2016). 

A majority [12/20] argued that the Register Letselschade can be strengthened by strategic alliances be-

tween DLR and referrers in which they actively inform victims and exclusively refer victims to registered 

representatives.45 “If referrers only refer to the register, then I think that representatives will register because 

they have an interest in it.” (P); “If you can do that, some representatives run the risk of losing perhaps fifty 

percent of their business if they are not registered.” (G). Respondents [3/20] argued that actively informing 
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and referring victims to high-quality representatives has value to referrers as well as a smooth personal injury 

trajectory reduces stress and is therefore beneficial to the victim’s recovery (in line with: Elbers et al., 2012; 

Stichting De Ombudsman, 2003). A majority [13/20] argued that the Register Letselschade cannot function 

as an overarching quality system to which referrers could exclusively refer as long as the Bar does not take 

part in it. 46 “I will find it very strange if they already agree to refer exclusively to registered representatives, 

while ninety percent of the Bar is absent. Then you actually deprive people… (…) As long as the Bar does 

not participate fully in the register, you cannot speak of a good register.” (R). Strategic alliances between 

DLR and referrers, whereby referrers refer victims exclusively to the Register Letselschade, hinders customer 

acquisition by attorneys. While both political and economic motives were considered insufficient to collab-

orate, a majority of attorneys [3/4] indicated that they feel compelled to collaborate with DLR to ensure 

customer acquisition. Attorneys feel in this case obliged to adopt the register’s standards to register in order 

to secure customer acquisition. The inheritance theory is confirmed as these attorneys feel obliged to adopt 

these standers, while not believing that it actually enhances their operational efficiency (in line with: Ver-

meulen, 2018). In addition, these attorneys did not indicate that they were aware that the short-term benefits 

may not outweigh the potential long-term harmful consequences of implementing these standards. 

 

5.3.2 Organizational fit 

An organizational fit is an indicator of compatibility and is expected to be important to the success of cross-

sector strategic alliances (Douma et al., 2000; Hennart & Zeng, 2005; Parkhe, 1991; Sarkar, et al., 2001). 

This is confirmed by a majority [12/20] who mentioned that different operational attributes cause an organi-

zational misfit, jeopardizing the success of cross-sector strategic alliances in the Dutch personal injury in-

dustry.47 This majority indicated the difference between organizational and customer processes as the main 

difference in the organizational structure and routines of partners. DLR and NLE were described as B2B, 

while other NPOs were described as B2C. This creates a difference in the scope of quality systems and victim 

support, undermining collective sensemaking and increasing risk of decision making conflicts (in line with: 

Douma et al., 2000; Saxton, 1997). A strategic alliance between DLR and SHN, in which support activities 

are outsourced to SHN, was mentioned [3/20] in order to better assist victims (as mentioned in §5.2).48 A 

minority [2/20] proposed to manage this organizational misfit by anticipating the misfit during the alliance 

design (in line with: Tjemkes et al., 2012).49 They introduced a combined quality system that ensures the 

quality of representatives at both organizational and personal level (more about this in §5.3.3).  

Respondent 17 argued that the decision-method in the LSA as an association differs from other entities, 

creating misunderstanding and decision making conflicts. In addition, most members of the LSA are ASP-

members as well, complicating collective sensemaking. “The LSA-committee has to submit it to its members, 

since the LSA is an association. (…) The ASP has taken a clear stance that they do not participate in the 

register. They have arguments for that. Hence, that is an important signal that has been given within the 

LSA.” (17). Respondents did not mention an organizational misfit between other associations (NIS and NLE) 
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and foundations (DLR, NIVRE, and SHN) due to different decision-making structures. Hence, the expecta-

tion that different decision making structures jeopardize cross-sector strategic alliances’ success between 

NPOs in the Dutch personal injury industry is not confirmed (not in line with: Douma et al., 2000; Hennart 

& Zeng, 2005; Parkhe, 1991; Sarkar et al., 2001; Tjemkes et al., 2012). 

 

5.3.3 Operational fit 

An operational fit is an indicator of compatibility and is expected to be important to the success of cross-

sector strategic alliances (Douma et al., 2000; Hennart & Zeng, 2005; Parkhe, 1991; Sarkar, et al., 2001; 

Tjemkes et al., 2012). This is confirmed by a majority [15/20] who indicated that the tangle of quality systems 

with different quality requirements in the Dutch personal injury industry jeopardizes cross-sector strategic 

alliances’ success.50 Respondent Q argued that within the Register Letselschade there are even undesirable 

substantively different quality requirements that apply to different professional groups: “That is a challenge, 

but you have to ensure that every profession is tested equally and where possible in the same way.” The 

difference in operational systems of each partner, namely focussing on quality of representatives at an organ-

izational level (DLR and NLE) or personal level (ASP, LSA, NIS and NIVRE), creates an operational misfit. 

There is a drawn-out discussion whether the quality of representatives can be guaranteed by focusing on 

quality at an organizational or personal level. It creates ambiguity about the roles and skills of each partner 

as there is widespread disagreement as to whether a partners’ quality system could sufficiently guarantee the 

quality of representatives (in line with: Tjemkes et al., 2012). Furthermore, the operational misfit undermines 

alliance leadership and performance management as the output of every organization’s quality system is 

questioned (in line with: Tjemkes et al., 2012). More specific, there is a debate whether the Register 

Letselschade [4/20]51 and the LSA [3/20]52 can sufficiently ensure quality of representatives at all. “There 

are minimum standards set by the register, but the question is whether that is sufficient. For example, the 

NIVRE- and Grotius-courses are not obligatory. (…) You should not offer a false sense of security that rep-

resentatives who are registered would therefore be good.” (R); “They [the quality requirements set by the 

LSA] are initially high before you are admitted, but that is a knowledge exam. (…) It does not help that the 

LSA only conducts an internal audit once every ten years.” (O). A minority [2/20] indicated that the opera-

tional misfit jeopardizes value creation as high-quality law firms may not be able to register and guarantee 

their quality at an organizational level.53 Law firms with both LSA- and ASP-members are less likely to meet 

expert requirements, since ASP-attorneys are forbidden to register and therefore cannot be considered. The 

operational misfit thus creates risks that processes will produce inadequate output (in line with: Douma et al., 

2000; Hennart & Zeng, 2005; Parkhe, 1991; Sarkar et al., 2001; Tjemkes et al., 2012).  

As a solution to manage the operational misfit, respondents [10/20] proposed to register representatives 

in the Register Letselschade at a personal level instead of organizational level to sufficiently guarantee the 

quality of representatives.54 “I think that [registration at an organizational level] is dangerous. (…) You can 
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prevent that by already indicating which individual representative you choose.” (P). A combined quality 

system was mentioned by a majority of affiliates of NPOs [9/16] as another solution to strengthen the limited 

operational fit by incorporating partner differences in the alliance design and management (in line with: Tje-

mkes et al., 2012).55 A strategic alliance between DLR, ASP, LSA and NIVRE was mentioned as a solution. 

ASP- and LSA-membership and NIVRE-registration should be sufficient to determine the quality at a per-

sonal level and could be considered in the audit for the Register Letselschade to determine the quality at an 

organizational level, preventing double audits. ASP- and LSA-membership and registration as NIVRE-expert 

guarantees quality at a personal level, and the Register Letselschade guarantees the quality of the organization 

itself. “I believe that a collaboration could arise between the Register Letselschade and NIVRE, whereby 

you will get one register that has guidelines for organizations and one that has guidelines for individuals. 

You create one disciplinary law for a personal and organizational level. (…) Basically, the ideal solution 

should be that you actually only have one counter.” (K). 

 

5.3.4 Cultural fit 

A cultural fit is an indicator of compatibility and is expected to be important to the success of cross-sector 

strategic alliances (Douma et al., 2000; Emden et al., 2006; Hennart & Zeng, 2005; Park & Ungson, 1997; 

Parkhe, 1991; Sarkar, et al., 2001). This is confirmed by a majority [11/20] who mentioned that conflicting 

practices of insurers and attorneys jeopardize cross-sector strategic alliances in the Dutch personal injury 

industry.56 Insurers must threat similar matters equally and attorneys sometimes must even use different 

methods per case as they may only represent the interest of their clients according to the rules of conduct of 

the Bar. Attorneys unanimously considered it a matter of concern that DLR does not distinguish the Register 

Letselschade and other products such as issued guidelines. They are concerned about the expectation that if 

the Bar actively participates and commits to the Register Letselschade, registered attorneys must act in ac-

cordance with issued guidelines even if these are not in the best interest of their clients. They stated that if 

attorneys commit themselves in advance, it violates the rules of conduct of the Bar. Attorneys did not feel 

that this obstacle was understood. Once the LSA becomes a participant, LSA-members are expected to commit 

to all kind of things [products of DLR] that an attorney cannot commit to in advance. (…) Make sure you 

listen to our objections.” (8).  

A minority [6/20] did indeed mention that they do not understand how the rules of conduct of the Bar 

prevent attorneys from participating in the Register Letselschade, as representatives can deviate from issued 

guidelines if necessary.57 Thus, there is a great misunderstanding in the industry as to whether the rules of 

conduct of the Bar prevent attorneys from participating in the Register Letselschade, leading to a cultural 

misfit that causes conflicts (in line with: Douma et al., 2000; Emden et al., 2006; Hennart & Zeng, 2005; 

Park & Ungson, 1997; Parkhe, 1991; Sarkar et al., 2001; Tjemkes et al., 2012). A minority [4/20] even men-

tioned that it appears that attorneys do not want to register, causing incomprehension and mistrust (more 

about this in §5.5.3).58 “I do not see the problem myself. I think it can be done easily. I think they especially 
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want to distinguish themselves from representatives who are not attorneys.” (K); “I do not understand that 

discussion and I think that the industry must deal firmly with the Bar: take it or leave it.” (N). Hence, there 

seems to be resistance to understanding the culture of partners (the rules of conduct of the Bar), jeopardizing 

cross-sector strategic alliances and reducing the willingness to collaborate (in line with: Tjemkes et al., 2012). 

Respondent L mentioned role play to create mutual cultural awareness in order to strengthen the limited 

cultural fit: “I think a nationally organized role play day has value. (…) When we took on a different role, 

we noticed that we started to behave very differently and treat each other differently.” Although role-play is 

not explicitly mentioned in the literature, role play fits within the mentioned examples, such as cultural train-

ing and joint sessions, to create mutual cultural awareness (Tjemkes et al., 2012).  

 

5.3.5 Human fit  

A human fit is an indicator of compatibility and is expected to be important to the success of cross-sector 

strategic alliances (Douma et al., 2000; Hennart & Zeng, 2005; Parkhe, 1991; Sarkar, et al., 2001). This is 

only confirmed by a minority [6/20] who indicated that attorneys’ behaviour jeopardizes cross-sector strate-

gic alliances’ success.59 The minority perceived the behaviour of attorneys, especially ASP-members, to-

wards insurers and experts as negative, fostering interpersonal conflict and creating mistrust. “Attorneys like 

to position themselves above experts.” (G); “At the moment, attorneys are pretty condescending about ex-

perts.” (N); “The ASP is a very critical and difficult group. Those are the little macho’s, who think that only 

they can do the job well.” (M). In addition, a minority [4/20] stated that attorneys do not shy away from 

confrontations.60 “Attorneys have always been difficult. Attorneys are stubborn people.” (K); “The ASP is 

always looking for conflict, so I think that it is fine that they are not there [at the platform consultation].” 

(N). It must be mentioned that in the context of all interviews with affiliates of NPOs, there was a tense 

atmosphere between attorneys and the rest of the industry. 

Regarding proposition 3, four out of five indicators representing compatibility (strategic, organizational, 

operational and cultural fit) were present and considered important for cross-sector strategic alliances’ suc-

cess between NPOs in the Dutch personal injury industry. Only a minor effect of human fit on cross-sector 

strategic alliances’ success is found. The results show that the misfits jeopardize cross-sector strategic alli-

ances’ success. This means that compatibility directly and positively influences the success of cross-sector 

strategic alliances in the Dutch personal injury industry. In conclusion, proposition 3 can be accepted. 

 

5.4 Relational capital 

Established relational capital between partners is expected to be essential in realizing the potential value of 

cross-sector strategic alliances through smooth cooperation (Cavusgil & Evirgen, 1997; Johnson et al., 1996; 

Madhok, 1995; Tser-Yieth et al., 2009). Relational capital allows partners to work harmoniously and syner-

gistically, improving partner processes and enhancing strategic alliance performance (Barosso-Méndez et al., 

2020; Kwok et al., 2019). A majority [12/20] mentioned harmony as the most important factor for successful 
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cross-sector strategic alliances between NPOs in the Dutch personal injury industry.61 This majority did, 

however, not specifically confirm that relational capital allows partners to work together harmoniously. Com-

mitment, trust and information sharing are important indicators of relationship capital (Barosso-Méndez et 

al., 2020; Tser-Yieth et al., 2009). Commitment improves interaction between partners and consequently 

strategic alliances’ success (Barosso-Méndez et al., 2020; Child et al., 2005; Cullen et al., 2000; Emden et 

al., 2006; Graf & Rothlauf, 2012; Hunt et al., 2002; Jamali et al., 2011; Mohr & Spekman, 1994; Sanzo et 

al., 2015; Seitanidi, 2010; Tser-Yieth et al., 2009). A majority [19/20] indicated that a lack of commitment 

jeopardizes cross-sector strategic alliances.62 A majority [11/20] argued that all parties in the Dutch personal 

injury industry should commit to and support the Register Letselschade to create the needed overarching 

quality system to prevent secondary victimization.63 A majority [12/20] argued that attorneys’ full commit-

ment is necessary to strengthen the Register Letselschade.64 “We can only achieve this when we work to-

gether. If the ASP and the LSA continue to be obstructive, we will not achieve that.” (G); “It is essential that 

the quality system is supported by the industry, otherwise I am afraid that organizations will slip away.” (K).  

Trust allows partners to develop shared goals and helps to overcome antagonisms (Chaturvedi & Gaur, 

2008; Child et al., 2005; Emden et al., 2006; Fadol & Sandhu, 2013; Den Hond et al., 2015; Meier et al., 

2016; Rivera-Santos & Rufin, 2010; Tser-Yieth et al., 2009; Zaheer & Harris, 2006). Trust was only con-

firmed by a minority of affiliates of NPOs [7/16] as an indicator that directly influences cross-sector strategic 

alliances’ success.65 The presence of trust decreases the likeliness that partners have perceptions of vulnera-

bility and risk of the relationship (Glasbergen, 2011). This is confirmed by all attorneys who unanimously 

indicated that they feel vulnerable due to a lack of trust. The theory that trust is an important antecedent of 

commitment is confirmed by a majority of attorneys [3/4] who indicated that they were not willing to accept 

the risks of committing themselves to relationships with non-attorney parties due to a lack of trust (in line 

with: Barosso-Méndez et al., 2020; Dyer, 1996; Goo & Huang, 2008; Graça & Barry, 2019; Ha, 2010; Lan-

castre & Lages, 2006; Morgan & Hunt, 1994; Sanzo et al., 2015; Siguaw et al., 1998; Wittmann et al., 2009; 

Wu et al., 2012). Trust and commitment encourage managers to consider potentially high-risk actions of 

partners as prudent because they belief that partners will not act opportunistically (Narayandas & Rangan, 

2004; Morgan & Hunt, 1994). This is supported by respondents [7/20] who viewed attorneys’ behaviour as 

opportunistic because they distrust attorneys and believe that attorneys are only committed to what suits them 

best. Respondents did not mention any direct effects of information sharing on cross-sector strategic alli-

ances’ success. Thus, the expectation that information sharing is essential for cross-sector strategic alliances’ 

success is not confirmed (not in line with: Anderson & Weitz, 1992; Barosso-Méndez et al., 2020; Mohr et 

al., 1996; Mohr & Nevin, 1990; Tser-Yieth et al., 2009).  

Regarding proposition 4, the results show that commitment by a majority and trust by a minority is 

considered important for cross-sector strategic alliances’ success between NPOs in the Dutch personal injury 

industry, but neither were present. No direct effects of information sharing on cross-sector strategic alliances’ 
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success in this industry is found. Hence, it cannot be confirmed that relationship capital influences cross-

sector strategic alliances’ success between NPOs in the Dutch personal injury industry directly and positively. 

In conclusion, proposition 4 cannot be fully accepted. 

 

5.5 Indirect effects 

5.5.1 Influence of the alliance network through partner characteristics 

Access to key resources can be achieved by utilising established networks leading to sustainable competitive 

advantage (Anderson & Narus, 1991; Biem & Caswell, 2008; Egan, 2001; Hamel et al., 1989; Varadarjan & 

Cunningham, 1995). Respondents mentioned insurers [12/20],66 SHN [10/20],67 ANWB [3/20]68 and the 

government [3/20]69 as important parties to get access to key resources (see §5.2 as well). The umbrella 

organization for insurers, the VvV, SHN, ANWB and the government participate in the network event. Re-

spondents did, however, not mention that the established relationships with these network members provide 

access to key resources. Hence, this theory cannot be confirmed. Respondents did not indicate that DLR as 

orchestrater creates awareness among network members, allowing them to recognize the complementarity of 

their needs (not in line with: Tjemkes et al., 2012).  

Collective sense aligns the perceptions of network members and functions as a political motive to co-

operate (Child et al., 2005; Tjemkes et al., 2012). This is confirmed as respondents unanimously acknowl-

edged the political motive to separate the wheat from the chaff in order to prevent secondary victimization. 

Nonetheless, this political motive was perceived by a majority of attorneys [3/4] as insufficient to collaborate 

because they do not perceive that a greater value can be achieved as network members (in line with: Tjemkes 

et al., 2012). Although a majority [12/20] indicated that network members have a profound understanding of 

their differences, it is not confirmed that it leads to a better strategic, organizational, operational, cultural or 

human fit (not in line with: Kang & Zaheer, 2018; Khanna et al., 1998; Li et al., 2008; Tjemkes et al., 2012).70 

Regarding proposition 5, the influence of the alliance network through partner characteristics on cross-

sector strategic alliances’ success was not sufficiently present or seen as important. Hence, it cannot be con-

firmed that the alliance network influences cross-sector strategic alliances’ success through partner charac-

teristics in the Dutch personal injury industry indirectly and positively. Proposition 5 can thus not be ac-

cepted.  

 

5.5.2 Influence of the alliance network through relational capital 

It is expected that alliance networks increases the survival of cross-sector strategic alliances and their suc-

cessful evolution through relationship capital, comparable to regular strategic alliances. Established strong 

social bonds between network members governs their attitude and behaviour, increasing trust (Child et al., 

2005; Gulati, 1998, 1995; Kang & Zaheer, 2018). This expectation is not confirmed as respondents did not 

mention the presence or benefits of established strong social bonds (not in line with: Barosso-Méndez et al., 

2020; Dyer & Singh, 1998; Gulati, 1995; Gulati & Gargiulo, 1999; Kang & Zaheer, 2018; Li & Rowley, 

 
66 B, C, D, F, G, J, K, M, O, P, Q and T. 
67 F, G, I, K, M, O, P, Q, S and T. 
68 G, M and S. 
69 Q, R and S. 
70 F, G, H, I, J, K, L, M, N, O, P and T.  



CHAPTER 5 – RESULTS 

36 

 

2002; Tjemkes et al., 2012; Walker et al., 1997). A majority of affiliates of NPOs [9/16] even argued that the 

alliance network jeopardizes cross-sector strategic alliances due to a lack of trust among network members, 

indicating that a lack of trust is a reason for alliance failure (in line with: Larson, 1992; Sherman, 1994).71 

Respondents [5/20] mentioned that DLR has as orchestrator the responsibility to properly organize the gov-

ernance of the network event in order to build trust (in line with: Tjemkes et al., 2012).72 A minority [2/20] 

pointed out that the LSA acts like a participant in the platform consultation without committing to anything, 

causing inequality and mistrust among network members (see §5.1 as well).73  

Respondents [6/20] indicated that there is a lack of trust in DLR, hindering DLR to fulfil its role because 

orchestrators are only successful together with their partners and likewise (in line with: Hinterhuber, 2002).74 

A majority of attorneys [3/4] indicated that they do not believe that a greater value can be achieved as network 

members. They are even concerned if the LSA becomes a participant in the network event. “As soon as the 

LSA becomes a participant, you are expected to commit to all kind of things that an attorney cannot determine 

in advance. (…) So as far as I am concerned, if an overarching quality system has a chance of success, it 

should be separated from DLR.” (8). Furthermore, they indicated that the relationship with DLR will be 

worsened by forcing attorneys to register for fear of losing customer acquisition, creating mistrust (see also 

§5.3.1). They also stated that they are not committed and not willing to share a part of their autonomy to the 

network to operate like a quasi-organization due to a lack of trust (in line with: Tjemkes et al., 2012). Attor-

neys unanimously argued that the industry’s collaborative objective of preventing secondary victimisation is 

insufficient to overcome antagonisms caused by the misunderstanding of the rules of conduct and a lack of 

trust (see also §5.3.4). Hence, it is not confirmed that the presence of a clearly defined collaborative objective 

fosters the development of mutual trust (not in line with: Inkpen & Curral, 2004). The managerial complexity, 

risks and hazards that the alliance network bring outweigh the benefits for attorneys to actively participate in 

the alliance network (in line with: Gulati & Gargiulo, 1999).  

The expectation that the alliance network influences cross-sector strategic alliances’ success through 

commitment is only confirmed by a minority [6/20] (not in line with: Child et al., 2005; Tjemkes et al., 

2012).75 This minority argued that the needed commitment from the industry could only be established by 

involving all important parties in the governance structure of DLR and being transparent about the funding 

of DLR to build trust. The platform consultation and each workgroup of DLR should be an accurate reflection 

of the industry in order to create trust and widely supported decisions. They also argued that DLR’s govern-

ance structure must be spot on in order to create support among parties, given that they give up a piece of 

autonomy. Furthermore, respondents [5/20] argued that that the trias politica must be implemented to ensure 

quality, reliability and independence of the Register Letselschade in order to build trust and commitment.76 

It is thus confirmed that trust is an important antecedent of commitment in this context as well (in line with: 

Barosso-Méndez et al., 2020). Respondent K stated that network members should demonstrate a strong 
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commitment to DLR by informing their members about what has been decided and ensuring that they pursue 

this internally. Respondent N went further: “I am in favour of that obligation [that all network members must 

oblige their members to register]. That you all show, this is quality.”  

Organizations that are not part of the core of an alliance network have an information disadvantage, as 

they may not receive new information in time even though access to this information can be critical (Gulati 

& Gargiulo, 1999; Tjemkes et al., 2012). This theory is confirmed by a minority [6/20] who mentioned that 

information is shared among network members in the network event, the platform consultation.77 “The LSA 

is observer at the platform consultation, because it believes that it is important to contribute their knowledge 

and to know what is happening elsewhere in the industry.” (R). A minority [2/20] stated that it is important 

to be actively involved in the network event to get information faster and be able to have influence.78 A 

majority [12/20] preferred strategic alliances with referrers, who are distant partners, due to novel resources 

that they bring (see §5.2 as well; in line with: Baum et al., 2003; Kang & Zaheer, 2018; Kogut & Walker, 

2001; Nohria & Garcia-Pont, 1991; Powell et al., 2005; Zollo et al., 2002).79 Respondents did not mention 

information advantage of distant ties, allowing organizations to hear about potential opportunities and threats 

more quickly than embedded organizations (not in line with: Powell & Smith-Doerr, 1994). Nor did respond-

ents mention the lack of relational capital between distant ties that can increase the risk of alliance failure 

(not in line with: Kang & Zaheer, 2018). Respondents did not indicate to prefer repeated or new close partners 

(not in line with: Adner, 2013; Huang et al., 2020; Zollo et al., 2002). The expectation that a strategic alliance 

with the repeated partner LSA offers more benefits and less risks in comparison with the new close partner 

ASP is therefore not confirmed. Respondents [6/20] indicated that the ASP is not a favourable partner due to 

a human misfit instead of the lack of established relational capital (see §5.3.5 as well; not in line with: Kang 

& Zaheer, 2018; Li et al., 2008).80  

Regarding proposition 6, the results show that a majority considered that the alliance network influences 

cross-sector strategic alliances’ success through trust. Only a minority considered that the alliance network 

influences cross-sector strategic alliances’ success through commitment and information sharing. Hence, it 

cannot be confirmed that the alliance network influences cross-sector strategic alliances’ success between 

NPOs through relational capital in the Dutch personal injury industry network indirectly and positively. In 

conclusion, proposition 6 cannot be accepted. 

 

5.5.3 Influence of partner characteristics through relational capital 

Resource interdependence decreases the likelihood of opportunistic behaviour of partners as they are more 

likely to be interested in creating relational capital to reduce their vulnerability to each other (Barosso-Mén-

dez et al., 2020; Madhok, 1995; Oliver, 1990; Sarkar et al., 2001). This theory cannot be confirmed as re-

spondents did not indicate that they were interested in creating relationship capital due to resource interde-

pendence. Despite the cultural misfit and lack of trust, one expert [1/20] indicated in particular to be still 

willing to partner with attorneys due to perceived reciprocal needs. The expert did, however, not mention to 
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be interested in building relational capital with attorneys. Although attorneys unanimously indicated that they 

feel vulnerable due to a lack of trust (see §5.4), they did not indicate that they were interested in creating 

relational capital to reduce their vulnerability.  

It is expected that compatibility between partners decreases the propensity for opportunistic behaviour, 

helping them to achieve and sustain successful cross-sector strategic alliances, comparable to regular strategic 

alliances (Emden et al., 2006; Saxton, 1997; Smith & Barclay, 1997; Tjemkes et al., 2012). Similarity in 

cultures is fundamental for social relationships, since it is the basis for social interaction processes as it fa-

cilitates congeniality and a sense of unity (Evans, 1963; Hitt et al., 2001; Tjemkes et al., 2012; Tser-Yieth et 

al., 2009; Sarkar et al., 2001). Cultural fit is a major antecedent explaining trust (Austin & Seitanidi, 2014, 

2012; Barosso-Méndez et al., 2020; Douma et al., 2000; Emden et al., 2006; Glasbergen, 2011; Hennart & 

Zeng, 2005; Jayari & Chaher, 2019; Park & Ungson, 1997; Parkhe, 1991; Sarkar et al., 2001; Tjemkes et al., 

2012). This is confirmed by a majority [11/20] who indicated that the cultural misfit between the Bar and 

other parties in the Dutch personal injury industry creates mistrust, jeopardizing cross-sector strategic alli-

ances between NPOs.81 All attorneys indicated that they fear there is no understanding for their rules of 

conduct, creating mistrust in the rest of the industry. Attorneys thereby indicated that they feel vulnerable 

and perceive relationships with non-attorneys as risky due to a lack of trust, increased by a lack of under-

standing of their rules of conduct (in line with: Glasbergen, 2011). A majority [11/20] indicated that the 

cultural misfit reduces willingness to collaborate and commitment to the alliance (in line with: Tjemkes et 

al., 2012).82 The limited cultural fit fails to create the needed greater tolerance levels by acting as a social 

glue that helps partners to endure temporary periods of disequilibrium (in line with: Madhok, 1995). This 

majority indicated that the cultural misfit hinders the development of a harmonious relationship between 

attorneys with the rest of the industry, leaving them unable to work together seamlessly (in line with: Sarkar 

et al., 1997; Wilkof et al., 1995). A negative relationship characterized by suspicion and conflict is therefore 

likely to form, obstructing the development of mutual trust (Fadol & Sandhu, 2013; Tser-Yieth et al., 2009). 

This is confirmed by a minority [7/20] who argued that it appears that attorneys do not want to register and 

only commit themselves to what suits them best. Respondent K indicated that actions of some attorneys are 

seen as opportunistically due to differences in practices, creating conflicts and mistrust (in line with: Ander-

son & Weitz, 1992; Atouba & Shumate, 2020; Barosso-Méndez et al., 2020; Narayandas & Rangan, 2004; 

Tser-Yieth et al., 2009). Respondent K argued that the governance of DLR must be spot on to manage the 

limited cultural fit in order to prevent conflicts and mistrust: “The governance of DLR is insufficiently tightly 

organized, causing conflicts [miscommunication and mistrust]. The result is that parties do no longer act 

together, but that parties reject it.” A majority [11/20] indicated that NPOs from different sectors which do 

not share important values (such as the rules of conduct of the Bar) seemed unable to create a climate of trust 

due to a cultural misfit (in line with: Barosso-Méndez et al., 2020; Douma et al., 2000; Hennart & Zeng, 

2005; Parkhe, 1991; Sarkar et al., 2001).83  
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A good human fit stimulates information sharing and trust building (Douma et al., 2000; Hennart & 

Zeng, 2005; Parkhe, 1991; Sarkar et al., 2001). This is confirmed by a minority [6/20] who stated that the 

experienced negative behaviour of attorneys causes a human misfit, creating mistrust and jeopardizing cross-

sector strategic alliances.84 In addition, a minority [5/20]85 argued that attorneys are not able to communicate 

well due to their litigation-personality, while good communication is seen [5/20] as necessary to cooperate.86 

“Attorneys do not know how to deal with people, since they are often focused on litigation.” (P); “You need 

a good relationship and must speak in an understandable language. It is important to use language that one 

wishes to accept. A good relationship is essential.” (H). A good strategic fit signals long-term commitment 

and implies that individual interests are carefully weighed against potential benefits and hazards of the alli-

ance (Douma et al., 2000; Emden et al., 2006; Hennart & Zeng, 2005; Parkhe, 1991; Sarkar et al., 2001; 

Tjemkes et al., 2012). This is confirmed by a minority [5/20] who indicated that they are less committed and 

consider allocating resources to alternative more valuable arrangements due to a strategic misfit (see §5.3.1 

as well). Other respondents did not indicate that a good strategic fit signals long-term commitment. The 

theory that differences in decision method structures create as an organizational misfit misunderstanding and 

mistrust, cannot be confirmed as this is only mentioned by respondent 17 (see §5.3.2; not in line with: Douma 

et al., 2000; Hennart & Zeng, 2005; Sarkar et al., 2001; Parkhe, 1991; Tjemkes et al., 2012). Respondents 

did not indicate any effect of operational fit through relational capital on cross-sector strategic alliances’ 

success. The theory that an operational misfit leads to poor communication among operational staff, impeding 

quick conflict resolution and putting the relationship under pressure can thus not be confirmed (not in line 

with: Tjemkes et al., 2012). 

Regarding proposition 7, the influence of resource interdependence through relational capital on cross-

sector strategic alliances’ success was not present or considered important. Only one out of five indicators 

representing compatibility (the cultural fit) were present and considered important. Only a minor effect of 

the strategic and human misfit through relational capital were found. Hence, it cannot be confirmed that 

partner characteristics influence cross-sector strategic alliances’ success through relational capital in the 

Dutch personal injury industry indirectly and positively. In conclusion, proposition 7 cannot be accepted. 

 

5.6 New success factors of cross-sector strategic alliances 

The results do not indicate any new factors of successful cross-sector strategic alliances. All aspects men-

tioned by respondents fall under the known success factors and are discussed in the above paragraphs. 

 

CHAPTER 6 – DISCUSSION 

This chapter explains what the results, discussed in chapter 5, mean. The aim of this research is to study how 

the success factors of strategic alliances can optimize cross-sector strategic alliances between NPOs in the 

Dutch personal injury industry in order to strengthen the Register Letselschade and thus prevent secondary 

victimisation. The findings of this study, as discussed in chapter 5, show that the known success factors of 
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strategic alliances, alliance networks (Gulati & Gargiulo, 1999; Siripitakchai et al., 2015; Tjemkes et al., 

2012), resource interdependence (Child et al., 2005; D’Amour et al., 2005; Das & Teng, 2000; Gao & Shi, 

2011; Jap, 1999; Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978; Tjemkes et al., 2012) and compatibility (Douma et al., 2000; 

Hennart & Zeng, 2005; Parkhe, 1991; Sarkar et al., 2001; Tjemkes et al., 2012) also influence the success of 

cross-sector strategic alliances between NPOs in the Dutch personal injury industry directly and positively. 

The expectation that relational capital as a known success factor of strategic alliances also directly and posi-

tively influences the success of cross-sector strategic alliances between NPOs in the Dutch personal injury 

industry has not been confirmed (not in line with: Barosso-Méndez et al., 2020; Kwok et al., 2019; Tser-

Yieth et al., 2009). In addition, the expectation of an interaction effect between the known success factors of 

strategic alliances (alliance networks, resource interdependence, compatibility and relational capital) has not 

been confirmed by the results (not in line with: Anderson & Narus, 1991; Barosso-Méndez et al., 2020; Biem 

& Caswell, 2008; Child et al., 2005; Emden et al., 2006; Gulati & Gargiulo, 1999; Kang & Zaheer, 2018; 

Khanna et al., 1998; Li et al., 2008; Saxton, 1997; Smith & Barclay, 1997; Tjemkes et al., 2012). In this 

study, no new factors were found for cross-sector strategic alliances’ success compared to existing theory. 

These findings have implications for theory (§6.1) and practice (§6.2). Finally, the limitations and recom-

mendations for further research are discussed (§6.3). 

 

6.1 Theoretical implications 

Some of the results deviate from existing theory. These deviations can be explained, so that theoretical im-

plications based on this study are limited. One explanation is that respondents may have focused on other 

topics during interviews, since the interview questions were deliberately formulated as openly as possible 

(more about this in §6.3). This is discussed per subject. 

 Alliance networks. Alliance networks, and specifically the network event, influence cross-sector stra-

tegic alliances’ success between NPOs in the Dutch personal injury industry by facilitating dialogue between 

network members with conflicting interests and enabling them to develop and intensify strategic alliances. 

Alliance networks therefore appear to have a similar effect on the success of cross-sector strategic alliances 

between NPOs in the Dutch personal injury industry comparable to regular strategic alliances (Gulati & Gar-

giulo, 1999; Siripitakchai et al., 2015; Tjemkes et al., 2012). The orchestrator proves essential in cross-sector 

strategic alliances in the Dutch personal injury industry to achieve the network priority as it functions as a 

bridge between naturally opposed parties and motivates them to collaborate (Child et al., 2005; Hinterhuber, 

2002; Siripitakchai et al., 2015). The expectation that the broker influences the success of cross-sector stra-

tegic alliances in the Dutch personal injury industry, comparable to regular strategic alliances, has not been 

confirmed (not in line with: Lorenzoni & Baden-Fuller, 1995; Tjemkes et al., 2012). This can be explained 

by the fact that the Dutch personal injury industry is small and every knows each other. Parties in this industry 

may not depend on a broker to create interactions as they can establish contact with other parties themselves. 

Furthermore, the expectation that the alliance network itself creates interdependencies between network 

members in the Dutch personal injury industry, reducing their autonomy and constrain their decision making, 

has not been confirmed by the results (not in line with: Gulati & Gargiulo, 1999). This can be explained by 

the fact that the results show that only attorneys perceived that their autonomy has been reduced and their 
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decision making constrained due to expectations of network members if the Bar actively participates in the 

Register Letselschade. The results do not show that non-attorneys were faced with similar dilemmas and 

therefore may not perceive that the alliance network creates interdependencies between alliance members. 

Resource interdependence. Resource interdependence influences cross-sector strategic alliances’ suc-

cess between NPOs in the Dutch personal injury industry by helping parties recognize the importance of 

collaboration due to perceived reciprocal needs. Resource interdependence therefore appears to have a similar 

effect on the success of cross-sector strategic alliances between NPOs in the Dutch personal injury industry 

comparable to regular strategic alliances (D’Amour et al., 2005; Das & Teng, 2000; Miller & Shamsie, 1996; 

Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978). Resources of NPOs were considered complementarity, providing unique value 

that stimulates joint coordination (Harrison et al., 2001; Tjemkes et al., 2012). Interestingly, the results do 

not confirm the expectation that required knowledge based resources increase the reason to collaborate (not 

in line with: Child et al., 2005; Tjemkes et al., 2012). This can be explained by respondents not being aware 

of the difficulties of obtaining this type of resources. Remarkably, respondents did not appear to be aware 

that strategic alliances open learning opportunities that help partners better leverage their own resources (not 

in line with: Inkpen, 1998). The results even show that respondents seemed unaware of the importance of 

participating in learning-processes, despite that it is necessary to be able to exploit synergies and explore 

complementary resource strengths to achieve greater alliance performance (not in line with: Lane & Lubat-

kin, 1998; Tjemkes et al., 2012). Only a minority indicated that an alliance between DLR and SHN open 

learning opportunities. Other referrers were not mentioned, while they could also provide DLR with 

knowledge of how the Register Letselschade can be improved from the victim’s perspective. Referrers can 

also offer access to their network and understanding of victims in order to increase the registers’ findability 

and recognizability (Faulkner, 1995). However, this was not reflected in the results. This can be explained 

by the fact that such an alliance has yet to be entered into. Partners may therefore not be aware of the learning 

opportunities that alliances with referrers provide. The results show no indications that skill substitution was 

preferred due to fewer risks compared to the risks of involuntary transferring resources through learning (not 

in line with: Harrison et al., 2001; Inkpen, 2001; Khanna et al., 1998; Tjemkes et al., 2012). This can be 

explained by respondents not being aware of the differences in risks between learning and skill substitution. 

Compatibility. Compatibility influences the success of cross-sector strategic alliances in the Dutch per-

sonal injury industry by increasing the quality of relationships between NPOs, facilitating alliance processes 

and helping partners to realize anticipated synergies. Compatibility therefore appears to have a similar effect 

on the success of cross-sector strategic alliances between NPOs in the Dutch personal injury industry com-

parable to regular strategic alliances (Douma et al., 2000; Hennart & Zeng, 2005; Parkhe, 1991; Sarkar et al., 

2001; Tjemkes et al., 2012). The results show strategic, organizational, operational and cultural misfit jeop-

ardize cross-sector strategic alliances’ success. Respondents focused on what they lacked and perceived as 

threat. This is understandable due to the context of the polarized Dutch personal injury industry, where po-

litical relations are on edge due to conflicting interests. This may also explain why respondents hardly went 

into solutions that can strengthen the limited fits (not in line with: Child et al., 2005; Emden et al., 2006; 

Tjemkes et al., 2012). Respondents may have been too focused or frustrated with the limited fits to discuss 



CHAPTER 6 – DISCUSSION 

42 

 

solutions. Another explanation is that respondents had no idea how these fits could be strengthened or were 

not willing to adapt to manage these misfits. The results do not reflect that a cultural misfit jeopardizes cross-

sector strategic alliances’ success with experts, while their practises are similar to those of attorneys and 

differ from insurers (not in line with: Douma et al., 2000; Emden et al., 2006; Hennart & Zeng, 2005; Park 

& Ungson, 1997; Parkhe, 1991; Sarkar, et al., 2001). This can be explained by the fact that the results show 

that experts do not feel threatened in their practises compared to attorneys, given that interviewed experts 

mentioned that representatives could deviate from issued guidelines if necessary. The expectation that a hu-

man misfit jeopardizes cross-sector strategic alliances’ success between NPOs in the Dutch personal injury 

industry, comparable to regular strategic alliances, has not been confirmed (not in line with: Douma et al., 

2000; Hennart & Zeng, 2005; Parkhe, 1991; Sarkar et al., 2001). The results revealed a tense atmosphere 

between attorneys and the rest of the industry in all held interviews with affiliates of NPOs. Despite additional 

safeguards for anonymity, respondents may not have wanted to respond negatively to partners in interviews 

to protect their relationship. Respondents may also have been too focused on other misfits during interviews, 

making the human misfit less apparent. Hence, the human misfit may play a greater role than the results 

show. The expectation that an organizational misfit due to different decision making structures jeopardizes 

cross-sector strategic alliances’ success between NPOs in the Dutch personal injury industry, comparable to 

regular strategic alliances, has not been confirmed (not in line with: Douma et al., 2000; Hennart & Zeng, 

2005; Parkhe, 1991; Sarkar et al., 2001; Tjemkes et al., 2012). The organizational misfit between associations 

other than the LSA and foundations as a result of different decision making structures did not emerge from 

the results. This can be understood from the context that the policy of expert-associations regarding partici-

pation in the network event and support of the Register Letselschade has already been established. The gen-

eral meeting of members of these associations therefore no longer needs to be consulted about the policy to 

be pursued. However, it is a topic of discussion among attorneys whether the Bar should actively participate 

in the network event and support the Register Letselschade. The ASP prohibits its members from registering 

and the LSA leaves the choice to register to its members (DLR, 2020m). Therefore, the general meeting of 

members of these attorney-associations must be consulted on the policy to be pursued, creating inertia in 

decision making. Interestingly, the results do not show that the different decision making structures cause an 

organizational misfit between the ASP and other NPOs. This can be explained by the fact that the results 

show that ASP is not considered a favourable partner, indicating that there are no intensive cross-sector 

strategic alliances between these NPOs. This indicates that the ASP does not have to make decisions that 

require consultation of the general meeting of members to determine policy. Respondents may not have been 

aware of the differences in decision making structures because they were not confronted with or aware of 

them. Hence, the difference in decision making structures may play a greater role than the results show.  

Relational capital. The expectation that relational capital influences cross-sector strategic alliances’ 

success between NPOs in the Dutch personal injury industry, comparable to regular strategic alliances, has 

not been confirmed (not in line with: Barosso-Méndez et al., 2020; Kwok et al., 2019; Tser-Yieth et al., 

2009). The results show that a lack of commitment jeopardizes cross-sector strategic alliances’ success be-

tween NPOs in the Dutch personal injury, comparable to regular strategic alliances (Barosso-Méndez et al., 
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2020; Sanzo et al., 2015; Graf & Rothlauf, 2012; Jamali et al., 2011; Seitanidi, 2010; Tser-Yieth et al., 2009; 

Emden et al., 2006; Child et al., 2005; Hunt et al., 2002; Cullen et al., 2000; Mohr & Spekman, 1994). It is 

not sufficiently supported by the results that trust directly influences cross-sector strategic alliances’ success, 

comparable to regular strategic alliances (not in line with: Barosso-Méndez et al., 2020; Chaturvedi & Gaur, 

2008; Child et al., 2005; Emden et al., 2006; Den Hond et al., 2015; Fadol & Sandhu, 2013; Meier et al., 

2016; Rivera-Santos & Rufin, 2010; Tser-Yieth et al., 2009; Zaheer & Harris, 2006). It must be mentioned 

that the results reveal a tense atmosphere between attorneys and other affiliates of NPOs. Despite additional 

safeguards for anonymity, respondents may not have wanted to respond negatively to partners in interviews 

to protect their relationship. Any direct effect of information sharing on cross-sector strategic alliances’ suc-

cess between NPOs in the Dutch personal injury industry did not emerge from the results (not in line with: 

Dwyer et al., 1987; Mohr et al., 1996; Mohr & Nevin, 1990; Tser-Yieth et al., 2009). This can be explained 

by the fact that the results show that affiliates of NPOs perceived a lack of trust and commitment. Trust and 

commitment are essential for partners to be willing to share key information (Heide & John, 1992; Nielsen 

& Nielsen, 2009; Whipple & Frankel, 1998). However, this is not reflected in the results. Respondents may 

have been too focussed on the lack of commitment and trust during the interviews, causing them to be una-

ware of the benefits and necessity of sharing information. The results show that harmony is considered es-

sential to achieve cross-sector strategic alliances’ success between NPOs in the Dutch personal injury indus-

try. While relational capital allows partners to work harmoniously, only one (commitment) out of three indi-

cators of relational capital were considered important (not in line with: Barosso-Méndez et al., 2020; Tser-

Yieth et al., 2009). Respondents may not have been aware of the fact that harmony can be achieved through 

relational capital. Moreover, the results do now show that respondents were aware of other benefits of estab-

lished relational capital, such as reducing costs of monitoring and controlling the strategic alliance (not in 

line with: Barosso-Méndez et al., 2020; Child et al., 2005; Tser-Yieth et al., 2009). Respondents may thus 

not have been aware of the benefits of relational capital at all. Moreover, relational capital can be a hygiene 

factor for cross-sector strategic alliances’ success between NPOs in the Dutch personal injury industry (Her-

zberg et al., 1959). This means that cross-sector strategic alliances between NPOs may not succeed without 

relational capital, while it may not necessarily contribute to success. Hence, relational capital may play a 

greater role than that the results show. 

The influence of alliance networks through partner characteristics. The expectation that alliance net-

works influence cross-sector strategic alliances’ success between NPOs in the Dutch personal injury industry 

through partner characteristics, comparable to regular strategic alliances, has not been confirmed. The theory 

that access to key resources can be achieved by utilising established networks is not confirmed by the results 

(not in line with: Anderson & Narus, 1991; Biem & Caswell, 2008; Egan, 2001; Hamel et al., 1989; Vara-

darjan & Cunningham, 1995). Although network members were considered essential partners to get access 

to key resources, the fact that these NPOs are network members did not emerge as an important motive from 

the results. The results do also not confirm the expectation that DLR as orchestrater creates awareness among 

network members that allows them to recognize the complementarity of their needs (not in line with: Tjemkes 

et al., 2012). This can be explained by the fact that the Dutch personal injury industry is so small and intimate 
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that network members are aware of their interdependence. Nonetheless, respondents may not have been 

aware that established relationships provide access to scarce resources. The alliance network may thus play 

a bigger role on cross-sector strategic alliances’ success through resource interdependence than the results 

show. While the results indicate that network members have a profound understanding of their organizational 

differences, it is not confirmed that it leads to a better strategic, organizational, operational, cultural or human 

fit (not in line with: Kang & Zaheer, 2018; Khanna et al., 1998; Li et al., 2008; Tjemkes et al., 2012). Despite 

that collective sense aligns the perceptions of network members, the results do not confirm that it functions 

as a sufficiently political motive to collaborate (not in line with: Child et al., 2005; Tjemkes et al., 2012). 

This can be understood from the context of the polarized Dutch personal injury industry. Relationships be-

tween network members are tense due to conflicting interests, making it understandable that respondents are 

focused on differences that create risks rather than solutions to manage those differences.  

The influence of alliance networks through relational capital. The expectation that alliance networks 

influence cross-sector strategic alliances’ success between NPOs in the Dutch personal injury industry 

through relational capital, comparable to regular strategic alliances, has not been confirmed. The expectation 

that the alliance network jeopardizes cross-sector strategic alliances’ success due to a lack of trust among 

network members has been confirmed (Larson, 1992; Sherman, 1994). The expectation that a clear collabo-

rative objective fosters mutual trust between partners is not confirmed by the results (not in line with: Inkpen 

& Curral, 2004). Distrust between parties in the politically sensitive and tense Dutch personal injury industry 

seems too deeply rooted to overcome by a collaborative objective. The results show that the needed commit-

ment from the industry could only be established by building trust. Hence, the expectation that trust is an 

important antecedent of commitment has been confirmed (Barosso-Méndez et al., 2020 & Tjemkes et al., 

2012). The expectation that taking part in the core of an alliance network is important to exchange new 

information in time and to be able to have influence is not sufficiently confirmed by the results (not in line 

with: Gulati & Gargiulo, 1999; Tjemkes et al., 2012). One explanation is that respondents may already par-

ticipate in the network event and are therefore not confronted with restrictions associated with not participat-

ing. Hence, respondents may not consciously consider the importance of taking part in the core of the alliance 

network. In addition, it did not emerge from the results that the information disadvantage and limited influ-

ence increases the motivation of the non-network member ASP to participate. This can be explained by the 

fact that the results show that ASP-members are often LSA-member as well, reducing the need of ASP to 

participate in the network event. It is striking that the results show network members sharing information 

through the network event, despite the lack of trust and the cultural and human misfit (not in line with: 

Barosso-Méndez et al., 2020; Douma et al., 2000; Hennart & Zeng, 2005; Parkhe, 1991; Sarkar et al., 2001; 

Tser-Yieth et al., 2009). This can be explained by network members willing to share necessary information, 

as exchanged information improves interaction and enables partners to achieve the collaborative goal (Austin 

& Seitanidi, 2014). Although network members are willing to share information through the network event, 

results do not confirm that it helps to develop trust and commitment (not in line with: Kwok et al., 2019). 

Network members may therefore only share non-privileged information as trust is expected essential for 

partners to be willing to share key information (Heide & John, 1992; Nielsen & Nielsen, 2009; Whipple & 
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Frankel, 1998). This is, however, not confirmed by the results. The results show that respondents prefer 

distant ties due to the novel resources that they bring (in line with: Kang & Zaheer, 2018; Powell et al., 2005; 

Baum et al., 2003; Zollo et al., 2002; Kogut & Walker, 2001; Nohria & Garcia-Pont, 1991). The lack of 

relational capital between distant ties that can increase the risk of alliance failure was, however, not men-

tioned (not in line with: Kang & Zaheer, 2018). The information advantage of distant ties, allowing organi-

zations to hear about potential opportunities and threats more quickly than embedded organizations did nei-

ther emerge from the results (not in line with: Powell & Smith-Doerr, 1994). This can be understood from 

the context that referrers are considered necessary partners, creating a tunnel vision for respondents and risks 

are accepted in order to achieve the goal. Another explanation is that respondents were unaware of the risks 

of a lack of relational capital and the information advantage of distant ties. Furthermore, the results do not 

show a preference for either repeated or new close partners (not in line with: Adner, 2013; Barosso-Méndez 

et al., 2020; Dyer & Singh, 1998; Gulati, 1995; Gulati & Gargiulo, 1999; Huang et al., 2020; Kang & Zaheer, 

2018; Li & Rowley, 2002; Tjemkes et al., 2012; Walker et al., 1997; Zollo et al., 2002). The distrust between 

attorneys and other parties may be too deeply ingrained to overcome, even with the repeated partner the LSA. 

While the results show that the network event is considered essential to foster necessary harmony between 

NPOs with conflicting interests to collaborate in order to achieve the network priority, respondents did not 

indicate to invest in building relational capital to foster necessary harmony between network members (not 

in line with: Barosso-Méndez et al., 2020; Tser-Yieth et al., 2009). This can be explained by the fact that the 

results show that respondents seemed unaware that harmony can be achieved through established relational 

capital. The indirect effect of alliance networks on cross-sector strategic alliances’ success through relational 

capital may thus play a greater role than the results show. 

The influence of partner characteristics through relational capital. The expectation that  resource inter-

dependence helps partners to achieve and sustain successful cross-sector strategic alliances between NPOs 

in the Dutch personal injury industry through relational capital, comparable to regular strategic alliances, has 

not been confirmed (not in line with: Akrout & Diallo, 2017; Barosso-Méndez et al., 2020; Buchanan, 1992; 

Oliver, 1990; Robson et al., 2019). The results do not show that respondents who perceived reciprocal needs 

were motivated or interested to create relational capital. Partners create relational capital by engaging in 

trustworthy behaviour, among other things (Robson et al., 2019). The results show that respondents were 

focused on a lack of trust. Hence, respondents may have been too focused on the lack of trust and vulnerability 

that this causes, ignoring the benefits of established relational capital. Interestingly, the results do not indicate 

untrustworthy or opportunistic behaviour between affiliates of the network members DLR and SHN. DLR 

and SHN may have unconsciously created relational capital to reduce their vulnerability to each other due to 

resource interdependence (Barosso-Méndez et al., 2020). This is, however, not confirmed by the results. The 

expectation that compatibility helps partners to achieve and sustain successful cross-sector strategic alliances 

between NPOs through relational capital, comparable to regular strategic alliances, has not been confirmed 

(not in line with: Emden et al., 2006; Saxton, 1997; Smith & Barclay, 1997; Tjemkes et al., 2012). Only an 

effect of the cultural misfit on cross-sector strategic alliances’ success between NPOs through relational cap-

ital was found (in line with: Evans, 1963; Hitt et al., 2001; Tjemkes et al., 2012; Tser-Yieth et al., 2009; 
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Sarkar et al., 2001). It is not confirmed that a human fit influences cross-sector strategic alliances’ success 

by stimulating trust building (not in line with: Douma et al., 2000; Hennart & Zeng, 2005; Parkhe, 1991; 

Sarkar et al., 2001). Only a minority [6/20] indicated that the human misfit between attorneys and other 

parties in the Dutch personal injury industry creates mistrust, jeopardizing cross-sector strategic alliances. 

Despite additional safeguards for anonymity, respondents may not have wanted to respond negatively about 

partners in interviews to protect their relationship. It must be mentioned that the context of all held interviews 

with affiliates of NPOs revealed a tense atmosphere between attorneys and the rest of the industry. As a 

result, the human misfit may play a greater role on cross-sector strategic alliances’ success through relational 

capital than the results show. Interestingly, only a minority [5/20] confirmed the expectation that a strategic 

fit signals long-term commitment (not in line with: Douma et al., 2000; Emden et al., 2006; Hennart & Zeng, 

2005; Parkhe, 1991; Sarkar et al., 2001; Tjemkes et al., 2012). This can be understood from the context that 

respondents focused on the strategic misfit between the Bar and other parties in the Dutch personal injury 

industry. Respondents may have been too focused on the misfit to link the strategic misfit to a lack of com-

mitment that jeopardizes cross-sector strategic alliances’ success. In addition, respondents focused on what 

they lacked and perceived as threat. Therefore, respondents may not have mentioned that a strategic fit be-

tween DLR and non-attorney parties signals long-term commitment as it does not pose a threat. As a result, 

the strategic fit may play a greater role on cross-sector strategic alliances’ success through relational capital 

than the results show. It is striking that the results do not show that the organizational and operational fit 

affect cross-sector strategic alliances’ success between NPOs through relational capital (not in line with: 

Tjemkes et al., 2012). This can be explained by parties having yet to enter into far-reaching strategic alliances, 

so that respondents have not yet encountered relational problems caused by an organizational or operational 

misfit. In addition, respondents did not seem to value established relational capital as the results do not show 

that they were aware of its benefits.  

New success factors of cross-sector strategic alliances. No new factors have been found that influence 

the success of cross-sector strategic alliances between NPOs in the Dutch personal injury industry compared 

to known success factors of regular strategic alliances. Since the interview questions have been formulated 

as openly as possible to identify new success factors, it appears that no new success factors can be distin-

guished on the basis of this research. 

 

6.2 Practical implications 

Findings of this study are highly relevant to managers of NPOs in the Dutch personal injury industry who 

want to optimize cross-sector strategic alliances in order to strengthen the Register Letselschade, preventing 

secondary victimisation. The alliance network, resource interdependence and compatibility are found factors 

that influence cross-sector strategic alliances’ success in this industry. If managers wish to improve strategic 

alliances, they should critically assess the collaborative fit between their organization and its (potential) part-

ners. Managers should focus on designing alliances proactively in seeking suitable partners. Current strategic 

alliances can be strengthened or new ones can be formed. Practical implications are given for each topic. 

The alliance network. The Dutch personal injury industry is complex and political relations are on edge 

due to conflicting interests. The results show polarization between attorneys and other parties in this industry. 
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The results reveal that the network event is considered essential to foster necessary harmony and collabora-

tion between network members with opposite interests. The platform consultation ensures consultation be-

tween network members, enabling them to develop and intensify strategic alliances. DLR’s orchestrators role 

proves necessary to achieve the network priority as it functions as a bridge between naturally opposed parties. 

The results show that DLR should build trust among network members to fulfil its orchestrator role in order 

to align and motivate network members to collaborate. Managers of NPOs within the alliance network should 

assess whether greater value can be achieved as network members. If network members believe that greater 

value can be achieved by the alliance network operating like a quasi-organization, they should align their 

goals and be willing to share a part of their autonomy. The results reveal that the government and the Bar 

should participate actively in the network event and support the Register Letselschade in order to create a 

powerful overarching quality system. The government, currently a dormant network member, should at least 

publicly express support for the Register Letselschade as the results indicate that self-regulation does not 

have the desired effect. Although law firms are able to register on their own initiative (with the exception of 

ASP-attorneys), the results show that the Register Letselschade is incomplete as long as the Bar is absent. 

This deficit must be resolved before an effective pull-system can be created, since referrers cannot exclu-

sively refer victims to the Register Letselschade without ruling out a large group of high-quality representa-

tives and damaging the relationship with the Bar. The Bar should be actively involved in the development of 

the Register Letselschade in order to realize one strong overarching quality system for the Dutch personal 

injury industry. The results show that the Register Letselschade should be adjusted in order to provide suffi-

cient value to victims and therefore partners, enabling strategic alliances in the network to co-evolve. 

Resource interdependence. Managers of NPOs should be aware of their resource dependence. They 

should recognize the complementarity of their needs and the need to collaborate to augments strengths while 

ameliorating weaknesses. The government, SHN and other referrers depend on the proper functioning of the 

Register Letselschade to prevent the social problem of secondary victimisation. DLR depends on these parties 

to strengthen the accessibility, familiarity, recognizability, reliability and usability of the Register 

Letselschade. The managers of these NPOs should engage in a dialogue to consider whether strategic alli-

ances between each other provide sufficient value for their organizations. The government has an enormous 

scope to reliably draw attention to the Register Letselschade and its support strengthens the registers’ power 

and value. The results show that the Register Letselschade must be adapted to victims in order to provide 

them with information and services. The results reveal that DLR’s lacking service activity can be outsourced 

to SHN as SHN specializes in and has already developed a well-functioning victim support, realizing econ-

omies of scale. In addition, the results show that DLR depends on referrers to reach victims. Referrers should 

actively inform and refer victims as early as possible to enable them to find the Register Letselschade and 

understand its value. The result show, however, that the Register Letselschade cannot function as an over-

arching quality system to which referrers can exclusively refer as long as the Bar does not take part in it. Care 

providers, insurers and SHN were considered important referrers. Managers of DLR, umbrella care provider 

organizations (such as KNGF, KNMG and LHV) and the VvV should engage in a dialogue whether strategic 

alliances in which referrers actively inform victims about the Register Letselschade provide sufficient value. 
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The results reveal that the threshold for referrers to actively inform and refer victims should be lowered, as 

not all referrers are specialized in personal injury. DLR could provide referrers with necessary information, 

for example by providing leaflets that referrers can distribute to victims. In addition, referrers could refer 

victims to SHN for support. Furthermore, referrers can provide DLR with knowledge of how the Register 

Letselschade can be improved from the victim’s perspective. They can offer access to their network and 

understanding of victims to increase the user-friendly, findability and recognizability of the Register 

Letselschade.  

Compatibility.  NPOs should develop mechanisms, skills, structures and processes to bridge organiza-

tional and interpersonal differences to achieve value from cross-sector strategic alliances. The strategic and 

cultural misfit jeopardize strategic alliances between attorneys and non-attorney parties. There are varying 

perceptions on the importance of the alliance and parties (attorneys and experts) act competitively in the area 

on which the alliances focus, creating a strategic misfit. All partners should perceive added value from the 

strategic alliance in order for it to succeed. The top management of the NPOs should engage in a dialogue on 

the strategic vision to realign alliance strategies, emphasising added value and communicating carefully about 

the value and importance of the alliance. The strategic misfit between DLR and the Bar should be managed 

by adjusting the standards of the Register Letselschade, so that attorneys perceive that adopting these stand-

ards improve their operational efficiency. The different practices of parties and in particular the misunder-

standing whether the rules of conduct of the Bar prevent attorneys to register, create a cultural misfit. For 

strategic alliances to succeed, this cultural misfit must be managed by stimulating cultural awareness among 

parties. This can be accomplished through role-play, cultural training, joint sessions and employee transfers. 

The organizational and operational misfit jeopardize strategic alliances between all parties. The different 

operational attributes cause an organizational misfit and undermine collective sensemaking. This organiza-

tional misfit must be managed for cross-sector strategic alliances to succeed by anticipating this misfit during 

the alliance design. NPOs described as B2B (DLR and NLE) and B2C (ASP, LSA, NIS, NIVRE and SHN) 

should be aware of their differences and deploy this to augments strengths while ameliorating weaknesses. 

SHN is for example specialized in victim support, while DLR lacks the necessary attributes. Managers of 

these NPOs should obtain a profound understanding of (potential) partners’ organizational differences to 

initiate corrective measures, such as partner interactions and building relational capital. The limited opera-

tional fit should be strengthened as well for strategic alliances to succeed by incorporating partner differences 

in the alliance design and management. The results show that a quality system is not accepted as an over-

arching quality system of the industry as long as it is only aimed at guaranteeing the quality of representatives 

at organizational level, such as the Register Letselschade. NPOs should collaborate to realize an overarching 

quality system in which the quality of representatives at both personal and organizational level can be guar-

anteed. The results indicated a combined quality system as a solution that prevents double audits. ASP- and 

LSA-membership and NIVRE-registration can determine the quality at a personal level and can be included 

in the audit for the Register Letselschade to determine the quality at organizational level. In addition, man-

agers of NPOs should invest in joint education and training, co-development of operational systems and 

employee transfer across partners to avoid hazards associated with an operational misfit. Furthermore, the 



STRATEGIC ALLIANCES IN THE DUTCH PERSONAL INJURY INDUSTRY 

49 

 

manageability of alliances increases with relatively simple alliance designs that are characterized by few 

alliance partners, a limited alliance scope, clear tasks divisions and contracts with contingency clauses. Due 

to the inability to confirm the influence of human fit on strategic alliances’ success in this industry, no prac-

tical implications on this subject can be given on the basis of this research. 

Relational capital and indirect effects. The results do not confirm relational capital as success factor of 

cross-sector strategic alliances between NPOs in the Dutch personal injury industry. Nor do the results show 

that cross-sector strategic alliances’ success in this industry is affected by alliance networks or partner char-

acteristics through relational capital. The results also do not confirm that cross-sector strategic alliances’ 

success in this industry is affected by alliance networks through partner characteristics. Due to the inability 

to confirm these relationships, no practical implications for these topics can be given based on this research. 

 

6.3 Limitations and recommendations for future research 

This research focuses on cross-sector strategic alliances between NPOs in the Dutch personal injury industry. 

The generalizability of the results is therefore limited and does not go beyond the actually analysed context 

(Bleijenbergh, 2013; Symon & Cassell, 2012). Since this practice oriented research focuses on solving a 

practical problem in a particular context and not on generalizing results to other contexts, the external validity 

of this research is, however, less important (Bleijenbergh et al., 2011). Nonetheless, further studies might 

confirm the found results in cross-sector strategic alliances between NPOs in other industries and other coun-

tries. An important limitation of this research is its validity. Due to the exploratory nature of this research, 

general and open questions were asked in the interviews (see chapter 4). As a result, the reliability of this 

research is high, but this has negatively affected the construct validity of the data collection (Bleijenbergh, 

2013). This research do not test whether alliance networks, resource interdependence, compatibility and re-

lational capital are hygiene factors instead of success factors for strategic alliances (Herzberg et al., 1959). 

Cross-sector strategic alliances may not succeed without these factors, while these may not necessarily con-

tribute to success. Further research can be conducted to test this model.  

Another limitation of this research is sample size. Different types of respondents were selected to pro-

vide diversity, resulting in a small number of different types of respondents. Due to this small sample size 

per type of respondent, the generalizability of the results based on their statements is limited (Bleijenbergh, 

2013). In addition, victims speak from their experience that they have had in their personal injury claim 

trajectory. Hence, victims did not have an overview of the entire playing field of personal injury. Victims 

may thus not be aware of the success factors of cross-sector strategic alliances between NPOs in the Dutch 

personal injury industry as this is not relevant to them. The results could therefore give a distorted picture. 

This has been limited as much as possible by making a distinction between the type of respondents (affiliates 

of NPOs and victims) in the analysis of results, where this is considered relevant by the researcher. In further 

research, the type of respondents could be weighed differently in the analysis of results (Bethlehem, 2018). 

Another limitation of this research is that not all network members were interviewed as this study focuses on 

the prevention of secondary victimisation due to poor representation. Hence, the results cannot be generalized 

to other contexts (Symon & Casssell, 2012). The Dutch personal injury industry consists of more network 

members than discussed and interviewed (see §2.3). It would be interesting if other studies could validate the 
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proposed model using data from the perceptions of other network members involved in this industry. Alt-

hough the native language of all respondents and the researcher is Dutch, all quotes have been translated into 

English to integrate them into this study. Even though these quotes were translated by the researcher with 

knowledge of the subject and industry, misunderstandings may have arisen as translations do not always 

accurately reflect the intended content (Baumgartner & Weijters, 2017). Since the aim of this practice ori-

ented research is that the target NPOs adapt their behaviour corresponding to the research recommendations, 

they should understand and accept the results of this research and the way they were produced (Bleijenbergh 

et al., 2011). Hence, managers of these NPOs should recognize the results, emotionally support them and 

consider them legitimate in order to be committed to implement them. This can be achieved by the target 

population agreeing with the selection of respondents. Since anonymity has been further implemented, the 

characteristics of respondents are being kept limited (see §4.3). This may therefore limit the acceptance of 

the results.  

The results show that a human fit and relational capital might influence cross-sector strategic alliances’ 

success between NPOs in the Dutch personal injury industry. This would be in line with the theory that a 

human fit (Douma et al., 2000; Hennart & Zeng, 2005; Parkhe, 1991; Sarkar et al., 2001) and relational 

capital (Barosso-Méndez et al., 2020; Kwok et al., 2019; Tser-Yieth et al., 2009) influence strategic alliances’ 

success. In addition, the results reveal that alliance networks and compatibility might influence cross-sector 

strategic alliances’ success between NPOs in the Dutch personal injury industry through relational capital. 

This would be in line with theory that alliance networks (Child et al., 2005; Gulati & Gargiulo, 1999; Kang 

& Zaheer, 2018; Tjemkes et al., 2012) and compatibility (Emden et al., 2006; Saxton, 1997; Smith & Barclay, 

1997; Tjemkes et al., 2012) influence strategic alliances’ success through relational capital. Further research 

can be conducted on these relationships as not enough results were collected to fully confirm these relation-

ships in this study. 

 

CHAPTER 7 – CONCLUSION 

The findings of this study show that the Register Letselschade must be strengthened by optimizing cross-

sector strategic alliances between NPOs in the Dutch personal injury industry to prevent secondary victimi-

zation. Cross-sector strategic alliances between NPOs in this industry should be optimized by further devel-

oping the success factors alliance networks, resource interdependence and compatibility. The NPOs, espe-

cially DLR as orchestrator, should focus on and invest in these found success factors to achieve their goal of 

preventing secondary victimization. Hopefully, this research will encourage the managers of the NPOs to go 

a step further and it will contribute to the solution to counter secondary victimisation. 
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Appendices 

Appendix A. Network members 

 

Network 

member 

Mission Role Platform 

consultation 

function 

DLR Aims to increase harmony, transparency and 

clarity in the handling of personal injury 

cases, by promoting a high-quality process 

of claim settlement (DLR, 2020d) 

Orchestrator Orchestrator 

SHN Aims to help victims find recovery and jus-

tice (SHN, 2020b)  

Represents the interests of 

victims 

Participant 

NIVRE Aims to monitor and promote the quality of 

NIVRE-registered experts and promotes 

both the professional group and the NIVRE-

institute (NIVRE, 2020a) 

Represents the interests of 

experts  

Participant 

NIS Aims to optimize the functioning of experts 

by enabling members to share their 

knowledge and increases it through meet-

ings (NIS, 2020) 

Represents the interests of 

experts  

Participant 

NLE Aims to promote the quality of personal in-

jury treatment (NLE, 2020) 

Represents the interests of 

experts who only represents 

victims 

Participant 

VvV Aims to promote the quality of insurers and 

to strengthen the confidence of stakeholders 

(VvV, 2020a) 

Represents the interests of 

insurers 

Participant 

LSA Aims to promote both the quality of attor-

neys and this professional group (LSA, 

2020) 

Represents the interests of 

attorneys 

Observer 

ASP Aims to promote both the quality of attor-

neys who only represent victims and this 

professional group (ASP, 2020a) 

Represents the interests of 

attorneys who only represent 

victims 

- 
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Appendix B. Overview of characteristics of respondents 

Respondent  Type 

#1 Victim 

#2 Victim 

#3 Victim 

#4 Victim 

#5 Physiotherapist 

#6 Board member of/ Employee of/ Registered representatives at DLR 

#7 Board member of/ Employee of/ Registered representatives at DLR 

#8 Committee member/ Employee/ Member of the ASP 

#9 Representative (attorney) who is not affiliated with a quality system 

#10 Board member/ Employee of SHN 

#11 Board member/ Employee of SHN 

#12 Expert of the personal injury industry 

#13 Committee member/ Employee/ Member of the VvV 

#14 Committee member/ Employee/ Member of the NLE 

#15 Committee member/ Employee/ Member of the VvV 

#16 Committee member/ Employee/ Member of the VvV 

#17 Committee member/ Employee/ Member of the LSA 

#18 Committee member/ Employee/ Member of the LSA 

#19 Committee member/ Employee/ Member of the NIS 

#20 Board member of/ Employee of/ Registered representatives at NIVRE 
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Appendix C. Interview protocol 

This interview protocol is based on the theoretical background that was developed to guide the interviews. 

The interviews are conducted in Dutch, because all interviewed respondents are Dutch. The English transla-

tion is included.  

 

Introductie/Introduction 

Allereerst wil ik u bedanken voor uw tijd en de mogelijkheid om een interview bij uw af te nemen. Ik zal 

mezelf kort voorstellen. Mijn naam is Leonie Bach Kolling, 26 jaar en ik woon samen met mijn verloofde en 

twee katten in Arnhem. Ik heb de master Nederlands recht dit jaar afgerond. Op dit moment ben ik bezig met 

mijn masterthesis van Strategisch Management aan de Radboud Universiteit. Mijn thesis gaat over het ver-

beteren van het kwaliteitssysteem het Register Letselschade. Meer specifiek wil ik onderzoeken op welke 

manier samenwerkingen tussen organisaties dit kwaliteitssysteem kunnen verbeteren. Uw input is hierbij van 

groot belang: door het delen van uw ervaringen en inzichten kunnen toekomstige letselschadeslachtoffers 

beter worden geholpen. Het interview duurt ongeveer 45 minuten duren en bestaat uit zes vragen. Als een 

vraag onduidelijk is, geef dit alstublieft aan dan zal ik dit proberen te verduidelijken. U kunt op ieder moment 

aangeven dat u wilt stoppen met het interview. De resultaten van dit interview worden geanonimiseerd ge-

bruikt in mijn onderzoek. Wenst u een samenvatting van de resultaten van het onderzoek te ontvangen per 

mail? Heeft u nog vragen? Voordat ik begin met het inhoudelijke deel, wil ik u vragen of u toestemming 

geeft dat ik het interview opneem zodat ik dit interview kan uitschrijven?/ 

First, I would like to thank you for your time and the opportunity to conduct an interview with you. 

I will introduce myself briefly. My name is Leonie Bach Kolling, 26 years old and I live with my fiancée and 

two cats in Arnhem. I completed the master Dutch law this year. At this moment, I am working on my master 

thesis of Strategic Management at the Radboud University. My thesis is about improving the quality system, 

het Register Letselschade, of De Letselschade Raad. More specific: I want to investigate how collaborations 

between organizations can improve this quality system. Your input is important, since sharing your experi-

ences and insights can help future victims better. The interview will last approximately 45 minutes and will 

consists of six questions. Please indicate if a question is unclear and I will try to clarify it. You can indicate 

at any time that you want to withdraw. The results of this interview are used anonymously in my research. 

Would you like to receive a summary of the results of the research by email? Do you have any questions? 

Before I start with the substantive questions, I would like to ask you whether you give me permission to 

record and transcribe the interview.  

 

Algemene informatie/ General information 

1. Kunt u zichzelf kort voorstellen?/ Can you introduce yourself briefly? 

 

Waarnemen van de waarde en het gebrek aan middelen/ Discerning the value and lack of resources  

2. Hoe beschrijft u (de waarde van) het Register Letselschade?/ How would you like to describe (the 

value of) the quality system the Register Letselschade? 
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3. Wat zijn verbeterpunten voor het Register Letselschade?/ What are the areas for improvement for 

the Register Letselschade? 

 

Strategische allianties die het Register Letselschade versterken/ Strategic alliances that strengthen 

the Register Letselschade 

4. Welke organisaties kunnen helpen om het Register Letselschade te verbeteren en waarom?/ Which 

organizations could help to improve the Register Letselschade and why? 

 

5. Op welk moment en door welke partij kunnen letselschadeslachtoffers het beste worden geïnfor-

meerd over het Register Letselschade?/ At what time and by which party is it best to inform victims 

about the Register Letselschade?  

 

Afronding/ End 

6. Heeft u nog iets dat u wilt toevoegen aan het interview?/ Do you have anything you want to add to 

the interview? 

 

Als u verder geen vragen meer heeft, waren dit voor zover de vragen. Wilt u een transcript van dit interview 

ontvangen? Hartelijk dank voor uw tijd en uw participatie aan dit interview./ 

I will conclude this interview if you have no further questions. Would you like to receive a transcript 

of this interview? Thank you very much for your time and your participation in this interview. 
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Appendix D. Translation quotes 

This appendix contains the translation from Dutch to English of quotes that are used in chapter 5 to ensure 

the reliability.  

 

Re-

spond-

ent 

English Dutch 

O “The platform consultation is in fact the driv-

ing force, where project groups arise from sig-

nals from the industry.” 

“Het platformoverleg is in feite de motor, daar 

ontstaan de projectgroepen vanuit signalen uit de 

markt.” 

O “DLR facilitates and coordinates that parties 

continue to discuss topics that they themselves 

consider important.” 

“DLR faciliteert en coördineert dat partijen die 

van nature tegen over elkaar staan over onder-

werpen in gesprek blijven die zij zelf van belang 

vinden.” 

T “The low-hanging fruit has simple been 

picked. Why do we keep talking about things 

that we cannot work out together? (…) If we 

cannot figure it out together, I will take it to 

court.” 

“Het laaghangend fruit is gewoon geplukt. 

Waarom in die polder eindeloos blijven praten, 

waarin we niet uitkomen? (…) Wat in die polder 

niet lukt, dan ga ik dat bij de rechter halen.” 

R “The LSA takes its role very seriously and 

wholeheartedly talks with it. There are also 

many attorneys who take part in different 

workgroups in a private capacity to provide 

that input, precisely to improve the personal 

injury settlement. But the question is whether 

you need to expect more from the Bar.” 

“De LSA neemt haar rol uiterst serieus en praten 

volmondig mee. Er zijn ook veel advocaten die in 

verschillende werkgroepen zitten op persoonlijke 

titel om die input te geven, juist ter verbetering 

van die letselschaderegeling. Maar de vraag is of 

het nodig is dat je meer van de advocatuur ver-

wacht.” 

L “It is of course true that there are strong links 

between insurers and DLR, but how important 

is it that the Bar has a voice in the platform 

consultation. In any case as observer.” 

“Het is natuurlijk wel zo dat er grote banden zijn 

tussen verzekeraars en DLR, maar hoe belangrijk 

is het juist om dan je stem te laten horen in het 

platformoverleg. In ieder geval als toehoorder.” 

K “It cannot be the case that one hand you say 

that you do not want to commit to the rules of 

DLR, but on the other hand you will attend all 

meetings and interfere with everything.” 

“Het kan niet zo zijn dat je enerzijds zegt dat je je 

niet wenst te committeren aan de regels van DLR, 

maar dat je anderzijds wel komt bij alle vergade-

ringen en je overal tegenaan gaat bemoeien.” 

N “There are simply no decisions taken [in the 

platform consultation] because the LSA, as an 

observer, disagrees. I find this unworkable.” 

“Er worden gewoon geen besluiten genomen [in 

het platformoverleg], omdat de LSA als toehoor-

der het er niet mee eens is. Ik vind dit onwerk-

baar.” 

S “The moment you involve the judiciary, they 

are not confronted with something that comes 

out of the blue, but something in which they 

are involved as a professional group.” 

“Op het moment dat je de rechterlijke macht erbij 

betrekt, worden ze niet geconfronteerd met iets 

dat uit de lucht komt vallen voor hen, maar iets 

waarbij ze betrokken zijn als beroepsgroep.” 

O “DLR was once created in the desire to create 

a one-stop shop for victims where they could 

find everything and neutral non-commercial 

information. (…) Due to the desire to become 

an organization for organizations, the entire 

victim portal has moved deeper into DLR on 

the website and is no longer as prominently 

visible.” 

“DLR is ooit in het leven geroepen als in de wens 

om één loket voor slachtoffers te maken waar zij 

alles kunnen vinden en neutrale niet-commerciële 

informatie. (…) Dat is ooit hetgeen geweest waar 

DLR mee is gestart. Door de wens om een orga-

nisatie voor organisaties te worden, is het hele 

slachtofferportaal dieper bij DLR op de website 

gekomen en niet meer zo prominent zichtbaar.” 
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G “Ideally there would of course be some sort of 

electoral guide, a comparison page such as In-

depender, where you can simply enter your 

data. (…) It is an IT-project in my opinion, 

while the industry often sees it as a kind of po-

litical project.”  

“Idealiter zou er natuurlijk een soort kieswijzer 

zijn, een vergelijkingspagina zoals Independer, 

waarin je gewoon je gegevens kan invoeren. (…) 

Het is een IT-project in mijn ogen, terwijl de 

markt het vaak ziet als een soort politiek project.” 

G “A quality mark is only of added value if it is 

a recognizable quality mark. Whether repre-

sentatives have a quality mark should be a con-

vincing argument for people who ultimately 

make decisions.”  

“Een keurmerk is pas echt van toegevoegde 

waarde als het een herkenbaar keurmerk is. Dat 

de mensen die uiteindelijk besluiten nemen op ba-

sis van het al dan niet hebben van een keurmerk 

dat die dit als een overtuigend argument beschou-

wen.” 

N “The moment you become a victim, that [per-

sonal injury] world only starts to become rele-

vant.” 

“Op het moment dat je slachtoffer wordt, begint 

die [letselschade] wereld pas relevant te worden.” 

P “Victims come in unknowingly and also a bit 

traumatized.” 

“Slachtoffers komen onwetend binnen en boven-

dien ook een beetje getraumatiseerd.” 

R “It seems to set up so large to support DLR fi-

nancially. Yes, I would rather have seen that 

differently. Maybe DLR itself too.” 

“Het lijkt wel deels zo groot opgezet om DLR fi-

nancieel te ondersteunen. Ja, dat had ik liever ook 

anders gezien. Misschien DLR zelf ook wel.” 

E “It would be helpful if there was a leaflet that 

you could hand over right away. (…) The leaf-

lets could be distributed integrally by the 

KNGF at affiliated practices.” 

“Het zou wel handig zijn als er een folder zou zijn 

die je direct kan overhandigen. (…) De folders 

zouden vanuit de KNGF integraal kunnen worden 

gedistribueerd bij alle aangesloten praktijken.” 

F “It would be valuable if insurers refer to SHN 

for objective advise on what kind of help vic-

tims need. But that is much to ask of commer-

cial parties.” 

“Het zou waarde hebben als verzekeraars verwij-

zen naar SHN voor objectief advies voor welke 

hulp slachtoffers nodig hebben. Maar dat is veel 

gevraagd van commerciële partijen.” 

I “The way to do that, also to separate the wheat 

from the chaff and to protect victims, is to 

bring all parties together and create such a na-

tional quality system.” 

“De manier om dat te doen, ook om het kaf van 

het koren te scheiden en om het slachtoffer te be-

schermen is om alle partijen bijeen te brengen en 

ook zo’n nationaal keurmerk in het leven te roe-

pen.” 

G “To put it bluntly, the quality mark loses value 

by the political hassle around it. Not all parties 

that should be included are included.” 

“Door het politieke geneuzel daaromheen even 

plat gezegd, verliest het keurmerk aan waarde. 

Niet alle partijen die erin horen te staan, zitten 

erin.” 

S “You have to create commercial preconditions 

to interest representatives to register. (…) In-

surers are willing to pay more once you have 

an efficient and professional handling of the 

[personal injury] claim.” 

“Je moet commerciële randvoorwaarden creëren 

voor belangenbehartigers om mee te mogen doen. 

(…) Verzekeraars zullen bereid zijn meer te beta-

len op het moment dat je een efficiënte en vak-

kundige behandeling van het [letselschade] dos-

sier hebt.” 

M “I personally think that insurers in the Nether-

lands should state that they do not work with 

or reimburse unregistered representatives.” 

“Ik vind zelf dat verzekeraars in Nederland moe-

ten zeggen dat belangenbehartigers die niet in het 

register staan niet mee wordt gewerkt of worden 

betaald.” 

18 “What the LSA fears very much, and I think it 

is right, is that they help put their competitors 

who are less skilled and under less supervision 

than attorneys into the saddle.” 

“Waar de LSA heel erg bang voor is, en dat vind 

ik ook terecht, is dat zij helpen om hun concur-

renten die minder goed geschoold zijn en onder 

minder zwaar toezicht staan dan letselschadead-

vocaten in het zadel te helpen.” 



STRATEGIC ALLIANCES IN THE DUTCH PERSONAL INJURY INDUSTRY 

67 

 

17 “The Bar is not waiting for a referral register 

that you are obliged to participate in, and it 

also suggest that all participants have the same 

standards.” 

“De advocatuur zit niet te wachten op een verwij-

zingsregister waar je verplicht aan moet mee-

doen, waarbij de suggestie bovendien wordt ge-

wekt dat alle deelnemers dezelfde normen heb-

ben.”  

8 “Only a list of attorneys is not a viable option 

in the current area. If you explain the differ-

ence between an attorney and an expert well, 

people can choose for themselves.” 

“Alleen een lijst met letselschadeadvocaten is 

denk ik in het huidige tijdsgewricht geen haalbare 

kaart. Als je goed uitlegt wat het verschil is tussen 

een advocaat en een expert kunnen mensen zelf 

kiezen.” 

P “If referrers only refer to the register, then I 

think that representatives will register because 

they have an interest in it.” 

“Als verwijzers alleen naar het register verwijzen, 

dan denk ik dat belangenbehartigers zich zullen 

registreren omdat ze daar ook wel een belang bij 

hebben.” 

G “If you can do that, some representatives run 

the risk of losing perhaps fifty percent of their 

business if they are not registered.” 

“Als je dat voor elkaar krijgt, lopen sommige be-

langenbehartiger het risico dat ze misschien wel 

50 procent van hun handel kwijtraken als ze niet 

in het register staan.”  

R “I will find it very strange if they already agree 

to refer exclusively to registered representa-

tives, while ninety percent of the Bar is absent. 

Then you actually deprive people… (…) As 

long as the Bar does not participate fully in the 

register, you cannot speak of a good register.” 

“Ik zou het heel raar vinden als ze het nu al af-

spreken om exclusief te verwijzen naar geregi-

streerde belangenbehartigers, terwijl 90 procent 

van de advocatuur afwezig is. Dan ontneem je 

mensen dus eigenlijk… (…) Zolang de advoca-

tuur niet volmondig aan het register meedoet, kun 

je niet spreken van een goed register.” 

17 “The LSA-committee has to submit it to its 

members, since the LSA is an association. (…) 

The ASP has taken a clear stance that they do 

not participate in the register. They have argu-

ments for that. Hence, that is an important sig-

nal that has been given within the LSA.” 

“Het LSA-bestuur moet het ook nog voorleggen 

aan haar leden, want de LSA is natuurlijk een ver-

eniging. (…) De ASP heeft duidelijk stelling ge-

nomen dat ze niet deelnemen aan het register. 

Daar hebben ze argumenten bij. Dus dat is een be-

langrijk signaal dat binnen de LSA gegeven is.” 

Q “That is a challenge, but you have to ensure 

that every profession is tested equally and 

where possible in the same way.” 

“Dat is wel een uitdaging denk ik, maar je moet 

zorgen dat elke beroepsgroep gelijkwaardig 

wordt getoetst en waar mogelijk op dezelfde ma-

nier.” 

R “There are minimum standards set by the reg-

ister, but the question is whether that is suffi-

cient. For example, the NIVRE- and Grotius-

courses are not obligatory. (…) You should 

not offer a false sense of security that repre-

sentatives who are registered would therefore 

be good.” 

“Er zijn minimumnormen die het register stelt, 

maar de vraag is of dat voldoende is. De NIVRE- 

en Grotius-opleiding en zijn niet verplicht om 

maar wat te noemen. (…) Je moet niet een schijn-

zekerheid bieden dat belangenbehartigers zijn in-

geschreven en daarom goed zouden zijn.” 

O “They [the quality requirements set by the 

LSA] are initially high before you are admit-

ted, but that is a knowledge exam. (…) It does 

not help that the LSA only conducts an internal 

audit once every ten years.” 

“Ze [de kwaliteitseisen van de LSA] zijn in eerste 

instantie hoog voordat je toegelaten wordt, maar 

dat is een kennisexamen. (…) Het helpt niet dat 

de LSA tot op heden maar één keer in de tien jaar 

een audit uitvoeren intern.” 

P “I think that [registration at an organizational 

level] is dangerous. (…) You can prevent that 

by already indicating which individual repre-

sentative you choose.” 

“Ik vind dat [kantoorregistratie] gevaarlijk. (…) 

Dat kan je voorkomen door in je keuze al aan kan 

geven voor welke belangenbehartiger je kiest.” 
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K “I believe that a collaboration could arise be-

tween the Register Letselschade and NIVRE, 

whereby you will get one register that has 

guidelines for organizations and one that has 

guidelines for individuals. You create one dis-

ciplinary law for a personal and organizational 

level. (…) Basically, the ideal solution should 

be that you actually only have one counter.” 

“Ik geloof dat tussen het Register Letselschade en 

het NIVRE een samenwerking zou kunnen ont-

staan, waarbij je één register gaat krijgen dat 

richtlijnen voor organisaties heeft en richtlijnen 

voor personen. Dat je één tuchtrecht maakt voor 

persoonlijk- en organisatieniveau. (…) In basis 

zou de ideale oplossing moeten zijn dat je eigen-

lijk maar één loket hebt.” 

8  “Once the LSA becomes a participant, LSA-

members are expected to commit to all kind of 

things [products of DLR] that an attorney can-

not commit to in advance. (...) Make sure you 

listen to our objections.” 

“Zodra de LSA deelnemer gaat worden, wordt 

verwacht dat LSA-leden zich committeren aan al-

lerlei dingen dat een advocaat niet op voorhand 

kan vastleggen. (…) Zorg dat je naar onze bezwa-

ren luistert.” 

K “I do not see the problem myself. I think it can 

be done easily. I think they especially want to 

distinguish themselves from representatives 

who are not attorneys.” 

“Ik zie zelf het probleem niet. Volgens mij moet 

dat makkelijk kunnen. Ik denk dat ze zich vooral 

willen onderscheiden van belangenbehartigers 

die geen advocaat zijn.” 

N “I do not understand that discussion and I think 

that the industry must deal firmly with the Bar: 

take it or leave it.” 

“Ik begrijp die discussie niet en ik vind dat er veel 

harder moet worden opgetreden [tegen de advo-

catuur]: take it or leave it.” 

L “I think a nationally organized role play day 

has value. (…) When we took on a different 

role, we noticed that we started to behave very 

differently and treat each other differently.” 

“Ik denk dat een landelijk georganiseerde rollen-

spel-dag waarde heeft. (…) Toen wij een andere 

rol aannamen, merkten wij dat wij ons heel anders 

gingen gedragen en elkaar anders gingen behan-

delen.” 

G “Attorneys like to position themselves above 

experts.” 

“Advocaten positioneren zichzelf graag boven 

experts.” 

N “At the moment, attorneys are pretty conde-

scending about experts.” 

“Op dit moment doen advocaten best laatdunkend 

over letselschade-experts.” 

M “The ASP is a very critical and difficult group. 

Those are the little macho’s, who think that 

only they can do the job well.” 

“De ASP is een hele kritische lastige groep. Dat 

zijn toch een beetje de haantjes noem ik het maar, 

die vinden dat alleen zij het werk goed kunnen 

doen.” 

K “Attorneys have always been difficult. attor-

neys are stubborn people.” 

“De letselschadeadvocatuur is altijd lastig ge-

weest. Advocaten zijn eigenwijze mensen.” 

N “The ASP is always looking for conflict, so I 

think that it is fine that they are not there [at 

the platform consultation].” 

“De ASP zoekt per definitie het conflict op, dus 

ik vind het eigenlijk wel prima dat ze er [bij het 

platformoverleg] niet bij zijn.” 

G “We can only achieve this when we work to-

gether. If the ASP and the LSA continue to be 

obstructive, we will not achieve that.”  

“We kunnen dit alleen bereiken als we samenwer-

ken. Als de ASP en de LSA blijven dwarsliggen, 

gaan we dat niet bereiken.” 

K “It is essential that the quality system is sup-

ported by the industry, otherwise I am afraid 

that organizations will slip away.” 

“Het is essentieel dat het kwaliteitssysteem draag-

kracht heeft in de markt, anders ben ik bang dat 

organisaties wegslippen.” 

8 “As soon as the LSA becomes a participant, 

you are expected to commit to all kind of 

things that an attorney cannot determine in ad-

vance. (…) So as far as I am concerned, if an 

overarching quality system has a chance of 

success, it should be separated from DLR.” 

“Zodra de LSA deelnemer wordt, wordt verwacht 

dat je je committeert aan allerlei dingen dat een 

advocaat niet op voorhand kan vastleggen. (…) 

Dus wat mij betreft zou, als het verwijzingssys-

teem een kans van slagen krijgt, dit los moeten 

staan van DLR.” 

R “The LSA is observer at the platform consul-

tation, because it believes that it is important 

“De LSA is toehoorder bij het platformoverleg, 

omdat het belangrijk is om kennis in te brengen 
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to contribute their knowledge and to know 

what is happening elsewhere in the industry. 

en te weten wat er elders binnen de branche ge-

beurt.” 

N “I am in favour of that obligation [that all net-

work members must oblige their members to 

register]. That you all show, this is quality.” 

“Ik ben een voorstander van die verplichting [dat 

alle netwerkleden hun achterban moeten ver-

plichten om zich te registreren]. Dat je met zijn 

allen laat zien, dit is kwaliteit.” 

K “The governance of DLR is insufficiently 

tightly organized, causing conflicts [miscom-

munication and mistrust]. The result is that 

parties do no longer act together, but that par-

ties reject it.” 

“De governance van DLR is onvoldoende strak 

georganiseerd waardoor dit soort [miscommuni-

catie, wantrouwen] ontstaan. Het gevolg is dat 

partijen niet meer gemeenschappelijk optrekken, 

maar dat partijen zich ervan gaan afzetten.” 

P “Attorneys do not know how to deal with peo-

ple, since they are often focused on litigation.” 

“Als jurist weet je niet goed hoe je met mensen 

omgaat, omdat ze toch vaak zijn gefocust op pro-

cederen.” 

H “You need a good relationship and must speak 

in an understandable language. It is important 

to use language that one wishes to accept. A 

good relationship is essential.” 

“Je hebt een goede verstandhouding nodig, maar 

je moet ook spreken in begrijpelijke taal. Taal die 

men wenst te accepteren, dat is heel erg belang-

rijk. Een goede relatie is eigenlijk essentieel.” 
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Appendix E. Invitation to participate in this research on social media 

 

 

Uitnodiging voor deelname aan onderzoek over het Register Letselschade 

Verschillende dienstverleners kunnen een letselschadeslachtoffer bijstaan, zoals: letselschadeadvocaten,  

-juristen, -specialisten en -experts. De term belangenbehartiger is echter geen beschermde titel, waardoor letsel-

schadeslachtoffers niet van tevoren weten of zij met een deskundige en betrouwbare belangenbehartiger te maken 

hebben.1 Hierdoor kunnen letselschadeslachtoffers opnieuw slachtoffer worden van een kwalitatief minder goede 

belangenbehartiger, omdat zij minder goed of zelfs bewust slecht worden geholpen. Het kwaliteitssysteem van De 

Letselschade Raad, het Register Letselschade, heeft onder andere tot doel om ervoor te zorgen dat kwalitatief 

goede belangenbehartigers makkelijker vindbaar worden. Belangenbehartigers moeten aan kwaliteitseisen vol-

doen om te worden ingeschreven in dit register.  

Ter afronding van de master Business Administration aan de Radboud Universiteit, verricht ik onderzoek naar 

de optimalisatie van het Register Letselschade met betrekking tot belangenbehartigers. Dit onderzoek verricht ik 

met medewerking van De Letselschade Raad, Slachtofferhulp Nederland en Q-Consult Insurance, waarbij deze 

resultaten worden gebruikt om het kwaliteitssysteem te verbeteren. Het Register Letselschade wordt omgevormd 

naar het Nationaal Keurmerk Letselschade. Het is belangrijk dat het kwaliteitssysteem wordt verbeterd, zodat 

toekomstige slachtoffers dit beter kunnen vinden en gebruiken. Uw input is hierbij van groot belang: door het 

delen van uw ervaringen kunnen toekomstige letselschadeslachtoffers beter worden geholpen, doordat zij kwali-

tatief goede belangenbehartigers beter kunnen vinden. Voor dit onderzoek ben ik op zoek naar verschillende res-

pondenten: 

- Letselschadeslachtoffers die te maken hebben (gehad) met een letselschade zaak; 

- Organisaties of personen die slachtoffers verwijzen naar belangenbehartigers; 

- Belangenbehartigers die bewust niet zijn ingeschreven in het Register Letselschade; en/of 

- Belangenbehartiger-organisaties die bewust niet zijn aangesloten bij het Register Letselschade. 

 

Herkent u zich in deze omschrijving, of kent u iemand anders waarvoor dat geldt? Dan kom ik graag met u in 

contact. Ook in het geval dat u van mening bent dat u een belangrijke bijdrage kan leveren aan dit onderzoek, kom 

ik graag met u in contact. Het interview zal gemiddeld 45 minuten duren en vindt plaats via beeldbellen of telefoon. 

Uw antwoorden worden anoniem in het onderzoek verwerkt. De resultaten van het onderzoek worden – indien u 

dat op prijs stelt – met u gedeeld. Het interview draait om drie onderwerpen:  

1. De vindbaarheid van het Register Letselschade door slachtoffers; 

2. De communicatie naar en de service voor slachtoffers door het Register Letselschade; en 

3. De dekkingsgraad van het Register Letselschade. 

 

Voor vragen of opmerkingen kunt u contact met mij opnemen via: *** of ***. 

 

Met vriendelijke groeten, 

Leonie Bach Kolling 

 
1 De term LSA Letselschade Advocaat is wel een beschermde titel. ASP-advocaten zijn tevens lid van de LSA. 



STRATEGIC ALLIANCES IN THE DUTCH PERSONAL INJURY INDUSTRY 

71 

 

Appendix F. Invitation to participate in this research in the PIV-survey 

 

 

Uitnodiging onderzoek over het Register Letselschade 

U heeft in dit tevredenheidsonderzoek aangegeven dat u bij de behandeling bent bijgestaan door een belangenbe-

hartiger. Organisaties kunnen zich laten toetsen door De Letselschade Raad. Deze toets heeft als doelstelling om 

deze organisaties te blijven ontwikkelen en samen te brengen in een overzichtelijk Register. Ter afronding van de 

master Business Administration aan de Radboud Universiteit, verricht ik onderzoek naar hoe het Register Letsel-

schade zo goed mogelijk kan worden ontwikkeld. De Letselschade Raad, Slachtofferhulp Nederland en Q-Consult 

Insurance dragen bij aan dit onderzoek. De resultaten van het onderzoek worden gebruikt om het Register Letsel-

schade verder te ontwikkelen, waarbij dit register wordt omgevormd naar het Nationaal Keurmerk Letselschade.  

Uw input is hierbij van groot belang: door het delen van uw ervaringen kunnen toekomstige letselschade-

slachtoffers beter worden geholpen. Wij zijn daarom erg geïnteresseerd in uw ervaringen met uw keuze voor een 

belangenbehartiger. Hoe bent u tot deze keuze gekomen? Bent u wellicht geïnformeerd over het Register Letsel-

schade? Of heeft u ernaar gezocht?  

Het interview zal gemiddeld 45 minuten duren en vindt plaats via beeldbellen of telefoon. Uw antwoorden 

worden anoniem in het onderzoek verwerkt. De resultaten van het onderzoek worden – indien u dat op prijs stelt 

– met u gedeeld. Voor nu wens ik u het beste toe. Voor vragen of opmerkingen kunt u contact met mij opnemen 

via: *** of ***. 

 

Met vriendelijke groeten, 

Leonie Bach Kolling 



Appendices 

72 

 

Appendix G. Relevant results for the industry 

Results that are not relevant to this study, but are relevant to the Dutch personal industry are included in 

this Appendix. The translations of the quotes used in this appendix are included below to ensure the relia-

bility.  

A minority [4/20] argued that the Register Letselschade does not guarantee that registered representa-

tives actually provide high-quality services.1 “I think it does not depend on whether someone has a quality 

mark, since then you can also be treated badly.” (A); “If I call myself a physiotherapist, I am BIG-registered 

and have my diploma, but that does not mean that I am a good physiotherapist. That qualification is selective. 

But you have to start somewhere.” (E); “That chance [that representatives with a quality mark still deliver 

poor quality] is smaller if you simply audit once every three years and especially at file level. Moreover, you 

have to see this in combination with which quality requirements are imposed on parties. The industry should 

continuously raise those quality requirements.” (G). Reliable reviews or customer satisfaction were men-

tioned [13/20] as an extra tool to select high-quality registered representatives and enable victims to select 

representatives that fit their specific needs.2 However, it was pointed [5/20] out that client satisfaction is 

difficult to measure.3 “One of the things that you could do from the register, is that at some point you say 

that everyone is going to measure customer satisfaction in the same way and we just benchmark that.” (G). 

In addition, a minority [4/20] mentioned a reporting centre to report (possible) violations of quality require-

ments of registered representatives as lacking activity of DLR related to the Register Letselschade.4 A mi-

nority [3/20] argued that reports of possible violations of quality requirements of registered representatives 

could be incorporated in audits of representatives to improve the quality of service in the personal injury 

industry.5 “I also think that it is useful to look at complaints in the context of audits. But then you have to 

make sure that the quality of your sample is guaranteed during the audit.” (H). However, it was pointed out 

[2/20] that each professional group has its own complaints procedure (and disciplinary law), but that it is 

often unclear which complaints procedure should be used.6 “I want to advise DLR to not set up a new com-

plaints institute again, we have had enough of that. DLR could offer a kind of decision making structure, 

whereby victims can see where they can go with which complaint.” (K).  

A customer service was valued from whom victims can request additional support, including assistance 

in choosing a representative and to whom they can turn to for specific help. However, respondents [8/20] 

pointed out that referring specifically to one representative rather than generally referring to the Register 

Letselschade bears the risk of non-objective referring and trade in suffering.7 A lot of referrers get paid by 

not necessarily high-qualitive representatives to refer victims to them. Respondent G indicated a dilemma: 

“The big dilemma behind prohibiting payment for referrers is if you prohibit members for paying you for the 

work that an insurance intermediary offers, you are actually forcing him to do business with parties that do 

not carry the quality mark. Then you send the victims to parties that may not deliver high quality.” 

 
1 A, E, G and J. 

2 C, D, E, F, G, H, I, J, M, O, P, R and T. 

3 G, H, J, O and R. 
4 E, G, H and O. 
5 G, H and O. 
6 K and O. 
7 G, K, L, M, P, Q, R and S. 
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Nonetheless, respondents [8/20] pointed out that victims have a considerable need for support in choosing a 

representative and are not helped by getting referred in general to the Register Letselschade.8  

A signpost was proposed [5/20] that serves as a guide for whom victims could contact to request specific 

help (legal, medical, psychological and financial assistance were mentioned).9 A minority [2/20] mentioned 

that victims could be provided with a victim-kit that informs them about the personal injury trajectory and 

where to find what information.10 Knowledge is for informed victims after all an important tool to protect 

themselves against secondary victimisation. Furthermore, leaflets were mentioned [8/20] as the most im-

portant tool for informing victims.11 One respondent pointed out that care providers must be willing to pro-

vide leaflets to victims. “DLR used to send many leaflets to various organizations and had a lot of contact 

with general practitioners and physiotherapists, but they no longer want the leaflet.” (O). Respondents 

missed important selection criteria in the Register Letselschade: whether the representative is an attorney or 

expert [8/20],12 experience [4/20],13 cultural background [3/20],14 specialisation [3/20],15 a descriptive of the 

representative [3/20],16 way of contact [3/20],17 the possibility of an online file [3/20],18 gender [2/20]19 and 

the actual expert standard of the organization (G). 

 

Re-

spond-

ents 

English  Dutch 

A “I think it does not depend on whether someone 

has a quality mark, since then you can also be 

treated badly.” 

“Ik denk dat het niet afhangt of iemand een 

keurmerk heeft, want dan kan je ook slecht be-

handeld worden.” 

E “If I call myself a physiotherapist, I am BIG-

registered and have my diploma, but that does 

not mean that I am a good physiotherapist. That 

qualification is selective. But you have to start 

somewhere.” 

“Als ik mijzelf fysiotherapeut noem, ben ik BIG 

geregistreerd en heb ik mijn diploma, maar wil 

dat niet zeggen dat ik een goede fysiotherapeut 

ben. Dus ook die kwalificatie is selectief. Maar 

je moet ergens beginnen.” 

G “That chance [that representatives with a quality 

mark still deliver poor quality] is smaller if you 

simply audit once every three years and espe-

cially at file level. Moreover, you have to see 

this in combination with which quality require-

ments are imposed on parties. The industry 

should continuously raise those quality require-

ments.” 

“Alleen die kans [dat belangenbehartigers met 

een keurmerk toch slechte kwaliteit leveren] 

wordt wel kleiner als je gewoon eens in de drie 

jaar toetst en met name ook op dossierniveau. 

Bovendien moet je dat in combinatie zien met 

welke kwaliteitseisen partijen wordt opgelegd. 

Wat er zou moeten gebeuren, is dat je die kwa-

liteitseisen als markt continu een beetje hoger 

gaat leggen.” 

G “One of the things that you could do from the 

register, is that at some point you say that 

“Een van de dingen die je vanuit het register zou 

kunnen doen, is dat je op een gegeven moment 

 
8 A, B, C, D, E, F, M and P. 
9 A, B, C, D and E. 
10 F and P. 
11 B, C, D, E, H, L, O and P. 
12 F, G, H, J, L, P, R and T. 
13 F, J, M and P. 
14 C, L and P. 
15 F, M and P. 
16 C, D and G. 
17 C, D and G. 
18 C, D and G. 
19 C and P. 
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everyone is going to measure customer satisfac-

tion in the same way and we just benchmark 

that.” 

zegt dat iedereen op dezelfde manier klanttevre-

denheid gaat meten en dat benchmarken we ge-

woon.” 

H “I also think that it is useful to look at com-

plaints in the context of audits. But then you 

have to make sure that the quality of your sam-

ple is guaranteed during the audit.” 

“Ik denk ook dat het nuttig is om naar klachten 

te kijken in het kader van audits. Maar dan moet 

je er wel voor zorgen dat de kwaliteit van je 

steekproef bij de audit gewaarborgd blijft.” 

K “I want to advise DLR to not set up a new com-

plaints institute again, we have had enough of 

that. DLR could offer a kind of decision-making 

structure, whereby victims can see where they 

can go with which complaint.” 

“Ik wil DLR adviseren om niet weer een nieuw 

klachteninstituut op te zetten, daar hebben we 

genoeg van. Maar wel dat DLR een soort beslis-

structuur aanbiedt, waarbij slachtoffers kunnen 

kijken waar ze met welke klacht terecht kun-

nen.”  

G “The big dilemma behind prohibiting payment 

for referrers is if you prohibit members for pay-

ing you for the work that an insurance interme-

diary offers, you are actually forcing him to do 

business with parties that do not carry the qual-

ity mark. Then you send the victims to parties 

that may not deliver high quality.” 

“Het grote dilemma wat achter het verbieden 

van betalen voor doorverwijzen van zaken 

schuilgaat is als jij keurmerk leden verbiedt om 

te betalen voor bijvoorbeeld de werkzaamheden 

die een assurantietussenpersoon aanbiedt, 

dwing je hem" eigenlijk om zaken te doen met 

partijen die het keurmerk niet hebben. En dan 

stuur je de slachtoffers weer naar partijen die 

misschien geen goede kwaliteit leveren.” 

O “DLR used to send many leaflets to various or-

ganizations and had a lot of contact with general 

practitioners and physiotherapists, but they no 

longer want the leaflet.” 

“DLR heeft vroeger veel folders gestuurd naar 

verschillende organisaties en veel contact gehad 

met huisartsen en fysiotherapeuten, maar die 

willen de folder dan niet meer hebben.” 

 


