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Abstract 

 
In this article, we explore the alliance capability of born globals in technology collaboration 
context. Small and resource-restricted born globals reach out to MNCs in order to access 
complementary engineering and other resources in knowledge-intense industries, hence the 
alliance capability is critical to their competitive advantage. Using an empirical study of 
collaborations of a Scandinavian technology born global with three Asian MNCs, we 
uncover the organizational skills and processes critical for this type of firms in carrying out 
successful technology alliances with MNC partners. We discuss these in relation to the 
complete alliance process – from idea conception, through alliance initiation and 
management, until  alliance termination. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Born globals – newly established and rapidly internationalizing ventures have captured 
academic attention since the early 1990s. These firms are generally characterized as having a 
relatively “borderless” view of their operations. They develop the necessary strategies and 
make resource commitments to achieve their international goals at or near the firms’ 
founding (Knight & Cavusgil, 2004; Knight et al., 2004). Most recent research (Di 
Gregorio et al., 2008) argues that the term “born global” should include not only rapid 
internationalization of sales, but also cross-border resource combinations soon after the 
firm’s establishment. Born globals are often technology-based. They achieve competitive 
advantage through their technological prowess and international leadership in particular 
market niches (Moen, 2002). 
 
These young, small- to medium and normally resource-restricted organizations lack both 
knowledge and financial resources and suffer from the liability of foreignness (Zaheer, 
1995) and lack of legitimacy in product and country markets. To overcome these, born 
globals develop a particular set of knowledge-based capabilities (Knight & Cavusgil, 2004) 
and carry out intense networking strategies to rapidly access new markets (Mort & 
Weerawrdena, 2006; Freeman et al., 2006) and complementary resources. Born global 
literature discusses the strategies, reasons and behaviour of born globals in their networking 
approaches (Coviello & Munro, 1995; 1997; Mort & Weerawrdena, 2006; Freeman et al., 
2006). However, the particular skills and processes necessary in running their alliances 
successfully have not been discussed. Born globals often enter into collaborations with 
much larger organizations, MNCs, in order to get access to engineering, manufacturing and 
marketing resources of the partners, their distribution channels, and new product and 
country markets (Freeman et al., 2006). Managing collaboration requires particular skills, 
as the abundant literature on alliances highlights (e.g., Doz & Hamel, 1998; Ireland et al., 
2002). Carrying out collaborations characterized by large size differences between the firms, 
power imbalances and international differences requires very special skills from born 
globals. Technological collaborations are particularly complex, as they require close 
collaboration between the partners, risks in sharing know-how, high level of uncertainty, 
and interdependence between partners. 
 
The skills of running successful collaborations and alliances are referred to in the literature 
as “alliance capability”(Anand & Khanna, 2000). In this article, we aim to explore the 
alliance capability of born globals in technology context – the skills and practices of such 
firms in managing their collaborations in knowledge-intense sectors. Studying this type of 
collaborations is equally relevant for the academia and practitioners since technology 
alliances serve to compensate for the lacking resources of born globals and therefore, are an 
important part of the international strategy and competitive advantage of these firms. We 
have not located other studies that focused particularly on management of technology 
alliances by born globals. Meanwhile, these alliances carry the specific complications of 
young and small firms collaborating with MNCs, international collaboration, and high 
complexity. In this study, we aim to uncover the organizational skills and processes critical 
to successful management of technology alliances of born globals with their larger MNC 
partners. 
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We build our preliminary framework on the alliance capability and alliance management 
literature. Based on the framework, we carry out a case study of three collaborations of a 
high-tech Scandinavian born global with three Asian MNCs for the purpose of new 
product development (NPD) in audio semiconductors. Outcomes of the collaborations 
range from largely successful to fully unsuccessful. In this article, we focus particularly on 
the firm-level factors of alliance capability of born globals, and therefore, will explore the 
activities and the perspective of the born global firm, and not its MNC partners or the 
network. 
 

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 

It has been argued that being typically poor in tangible resources, born globals leverage 
unique, idiosyncratic intangible knowledge-based capabilities in order to rapidly 
internationalize and stay competitive in their diversified markets (Knight & Cavusgil, 
2004). High flexibility and lack of deeply embedded administrative routines are at the core 
of competitiveness of born globals, giving them the flexibility and the speed of market 
responsiveness, which provide them with competitive edge over larger, established firms 
(Knight et al., 2004; Knight & Cavusgil, 2004; Autio et al., 2000). 
 
Following a number of authors in born global research (Knight & Cavusgil, 2004; 
Weerawardena et al., 2007; Rialph et al., 2005), as well as the emerging stream of literature 
in alliance theory (Grant & Baden-Fuller, 2004; Kale et al., 2002; Draulans et al., 2003), in 
this article, we assume the knowledge-based view (Grant, 1996; 1996a) and the related 
conceptualization of organizational capabilities (1996). This decision has been arrived at 
after a thorough literature review of the capabilities literature (Dosi et al., 2000; Eisenhardt 
& Martin, 2000; Teece et al., 1997; Winter, 2003; Teece, 2007) and the findings from our 
extensive empirical work. In the knowledge-based view:  
 

Integration of specialist knowledge to perform a discrete productive task is the essence of 
organizational capability, defined as a firm's ability to perform repeatedly a productive 
task which relates either directly or indirectly to a firm's capacity for creating value 
through effecting the transformation of inputs into outputs. Most organizational 
capabilities require integrating the specialist knowledge bases of a number of individuals. 
(Grant, 1996:377) 

 
Three characteristics of knowledge integration are relevant to gaining competitive 
advantage and the associated rents: the efficiency of integration, the scope of integration, 
and the flexibility of integration (Grant, 1996). Maintaining superior performance levels 
ultimately requires continual renewal of a firm’s competitive advantages though innovation 
and development of new capabilities, which is viable to achieve through leveraging 
organizational and personal networks. Networks are practicable where there is a lack of 
perfect correspondence between the knowledge domain and product domain of individual 
firms, or to address the uncertainly over the product-knowledge linkages. Networks are well 
suited for transfer and integration of tacit knowledge; they provide flexibility and relative 
speed in knowledge transfer, critical to the establishment of first-mover advantages in 
dynamic markets (ibid.). 
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Alliances in the Knowledge-Based View 

Previous research has defined an alliance as “arrangements between firms involving 
exchange, sharing, or co-development of products, technologies, or services.” (Gulati, 
1998:293) “These are medium- to long-term contractual arrangement in which two or 
more independent organizations acknowledge their mutual interdependence and strive to 
pool their resources to jointly create an outcome that neither of the exchange parties can 
easily attain on its own” (Schreiner et al., 2009:1402). 
 
We support the conceptualization of alliances by Grant & Baden-Fuller (2004) as of 
knowledge-accessing mechanisms, instead of knowledge-acquisition mechanism. While 
acknowledging that that some of the alliances are conceived with the objective of learning, 
or for other reasons, the authors argue that the main objective of alliances is obtaining 
access to complementary knowledge necessary to develop and commercialize new products. 
As the knowledge domains necessary to develop knowledge-intense products significantly 
widen, it is difficult for firms to maintain and develop all the necessary expertise in-house. 
Firms tend to become more specialized in their core competences (Hamel & Prahalad, 
1990) and reach out to partners to bring additional necessary know-how for NPD through 
collaborations. The wave of alliances in the knowledge-intense industries serves as the 
empirical validation of this theorizing. While firms are the most efficient mechanisms for 
knowledge-integration and capability development, as opposed to markets and hybrid 
governance forms, alliances are superior forms for rapidly accessing additional knowledge, 
particularly when quickly changing market conditions call for fast NPD. Alliances also 
serve as an efficient means for spreading risks and creating option value for small initial 
investments in new areas of knowledge where NPD is characterised by high level of 
outcome uncertainty (Grant & Baden-Fuller, 2004). 
 
Such logic of alliance formation is particularly applicable to the strategies of technology-
based born globals: the small firms lack resources to carry out NPD in resource- and 
technology-intense industries. Therefore, building on the legitimacy and/or newness of 
their intellectual property (IP), they partner up with larger market players to access the 
complementary resources to 1) mature the new technologies and probe their application in 
particular product categories; 2) implement the newly developed technologies in actual 
products. Learning certainly happens in most collaboration, but this is not the main 
objective of alliances for small technology-based ventures.  
 
Alliance Capability of Firms 

Anand and Khanna (2000) are often referred to for coining the “alliance capability”, after 
having found strong and persistent differences among firms in their ability to create value 
in alliances, as well as systematic evidence for the existence of significant learning effects in 
the firms’ abilities to manage alliances. Other authors (Schreiner et al., 2009; Draulans et 
al., 2003; Kale et al., 2002) have developed the concept. In our framework, we build on 
both, the discussions of alliance capability and of alliance management found in the 
literature. As opposed to Schreiner et al. (2009), who discuss the alliance management 
capability as the skills of the organization in managing an alliance that is already up and 
running, we consider the alliance capability from a process perspective. This means that we 
will consider the alliance capability as the full set of organizational skills necessary from 
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enactment of the decision to look for complementary resources through a collaboration 
with another organization, through initiation of and management of an ongoing alliance, 
until the objectives of the alliance are achieved, or otherwise. Our research shows that 
selecting the right partner for the job and setting up the alliance correctly from the start, i.e. 
through the contractual agreement, is as important as the process of collaboration. We 
focus on the aspects that comprise a firm’s ability to manage each individual alliance, as 
opposed to the capability of managing a portfolio of alliances. 
 
The literature discusses numerous aspects of the alliance capability and alliance 
management. Below, we review the key areas and place them in the process perspective, as 
discussed above. Afterwards, we apply this framework to our case studies and analyze, 
which aspects of alliance management are particularly applicable and critical to the alliance 
capability of technology born globals.  
 
Initiation and design of the alliance 

A major issue stressed in the literature is defining the scope of the alliance. It involves 
decisions regarding product categories, brands, geographic boundaries, technologies to be 
shared, and the ownership and application of both tangible and intangible assets (Ireland et 
al., 2002). In most cases, it is likely that a small technology born global has a narrow and 
well defined scope when compared to a major MNC with a large set of product areas, 
brands and business units. Nevertheless the born global has to make decisions concerning 
the strategic scope of the alliance as well and the economic and the operational scope. The 
latter defines what is actually done by the partners in the alliance, while the economic scope 
defines the range of activities that will be happening at each partner firm on behalf of the 
alliance. It involves a comprehensive overview of each partner’s contributions, including 
economic and strategic risks (Doz & Hamel, 1998). 
 
Another critical step is selection of an appropriate alliance partner. A number of aspects are 
stressed as important for achieving strategic fit between the partners. One is 
Complementarity of strategic intents of the parties and of the resources they are prepared to 
contribute with (Ireland et al., 2002; Das & Teng, 1997). This may include tangible assets 
as well as their willingness to share knowledge (Ireland et al., 2002). Differences concerning 
expectations and the perception of contributions often undermine alliance success (Doz & 
Hamel, 1998).  
 
Previous studies also stress the importance of evaluating the similarities and differences in 
the partners' organizational structures and specifying how alliance conflicts regarding 
strategic issues are to be handled (Ireland et al., 2002). In case of born globals it appears to 
be especially important to recognize organizational differences in relation to MNC partners 
and to consider how these asymmetries may affect the alliance and how they can be 
handled. This aspect also relates to the relational and operational fit: alliances require close 
collaboration, and hence, cultural integration of the partners. Partner firm top managers 
need to be involved in discussing the roles of each partner in the alliance in order to provide 
guidance to operational managers (Ireland et al., 2002). 
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The ambiguity and uncertainty, which is a part of many alliances, suggests that an optimal 
governance structure evolves over time through partner interaction and requires adjustment 
from the partners. Highly bureaucratized governance structures do not allow for such 
flexibility (Ireland et al., 2002; Doz, 1996). The decision in favour of structural (contract) 
or institutional (joint venture) design needs to be made considering three contingencies: 
degree of task integration, joint optimization against uncertainty, and urgency in decision 
making (for further discussion, see Doz & Hamel, 1998:130). Communication interface is 
of particular importance. The literature advises for building communication “bridges” at 
different organizational levels: at the operational level – for actual work tasks; at the top 
management level – for strategy discussions; at the middle-manager level – to coordinate 
the operations according to the strategic objectives (Doz & Hamel, 1998). Ireland, et al. 
(2002) discuss the need for creating mechanisms for establishing effective intra- and inter-
firm information flows which would ensure protection and the necessary level of IP 
disclosure to the partner. Effective information flow management enables effective 
information sharing, but prevents knowledge acquisition by the partner. However, it 
appears that most literature assumes that strategic alliances are formed between two 
relatively large companies with numerous organizational levels and decision making units. 
While the same aspects are likely to be important for small born globals, the situation is 
rather different for a firm with much fewer decision levels and short communication lines. 
The question is, how such a firm can manage the complexity of communication with an 
MNC that has a number of organizational levels and decision makers. 
 
Managing cooperation within the alliance 

According to Sivadas & Dwyer (2000), building a trustful relationship and achieving 
effective communication and coordination are key components of the “cooperative 
competency” of firms in alliances. Schreiner et al. (2009) discuss coordination, 
communication and bonding as the constructs in their definition of the “alliance 
management capability” – the skills necessary for managing individual alliances in post-
formation stage. Coordination involves reaching consensus about task requirements, the 
nature of associated interdependencies between partners, specification of working 
procedures and task execution. Communication involves the know-how and skills to 
credibly convey relevant knowledge and information to the partner in a timely, accurate 
and complete manner. Open and honest communication enables partners to better 
understand their obligation and engagement rules, and adapt to change. Finally, bonding 
entails a firm’s ability to develop strong bonds with the partner by consistently providing 
instrumental and/or expressive value to them: providing reliable and timely answers, being 
proactive in responding to the partner’s concerns, and investing time into building the 
relationship (ibid.).  
 
In a similar vein, Ireland et al. (2002) discuss the importance of trust in an alliance context 
and argue that it leads to predictability in a relationship, absence of opportunistic 
behaviour, strategic flexibility and strongly influences alliance performance. Building a 
trustful relationship through regular communication and coordination of the project is thus 
critical for an alliance success. Other authors (Kale et al., 2000; Ireland et al., 2002; Kanter, 
1994) discuss this in terms of building relational (Kale et al., 2000) or social (Ireland et al., 
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2002) capital between partners. It enhances learning in an alliance and prevents partners’ 
opportunistic behaviour (Kale et al., 2000).  
 
Other studies argue that learning and mutual adjustments is a key to alliance longevity. 
Alliance partners typically need to learn continuously in five related areas: the alliance’s 
current and future technological and competitive environments; the tasks to be performed, 
which may evolve over time; the process of collaboration; the partner’s skills; and the 
intended and emerging goals of the partners (Doz, 1996; Doz & Hamel, 1998). According 
to Lorenzoni and Lipparini (1999), learning and absorbing capability is particularly 
relevant for young firms, since their knowledge capital is relatively small, and part of the 
reasons for entering into collaborations is enhancing their knowledge base, maturing their 
technologies and learning to implement them in particular product applications.  
 
The literature (Kale et al., 2002; Ireland et al., 2002; Draulans et al., 2003) argues in favour 
of having a dedicated alliance function. Its objective is to coordinate all alliance-related 
activities within a firm and to institutionalize process and systems to teach, share and 
leverage prior alliance management experience and know-how throughout the company 
(Dyer, 2001; in Ireland et al., 2002). Kale et al. (2002) find that a firm’s investment into a 
dedicated alliance functions is a more significant predictor of the firm’s alliances success 
than the firm’s alliance experience. On the costs side, an alliance function carries 
investment into personnel and IT, and understanding of the function and its role will need 
to be created throughout the organization. Finally, there is a risk of overemphasizing 
“process” over “speed” in decision making (Kale et al., 2002). Relevance of an alliance 
function is an empirical question when it comes to born globals with less complex 
organizational structures. 
 
Das & Teng (1999) discuss the need for a firm to manage risks in alliances. They make a 
distinction between relational risk (the lack of commitment to the alliance and risk of 
opportunistic behaviour), and performance risk (the probability that an alliance may fail 
even when the partners commit fully). The authors discuss ways in which a firm can 
manage the various types of risks including safeguarding of invested primary resources and 
knowledge, retaining flexibility through short-term recurrent contracts, limiting 
commitments and effective exit provisions However, most of these measures are also likely 
to reduce trust and limit the cooperative competency. As argued by Kale et al. (2000), 
creation of relational capital may serve as a hedge to relational risks. Trust-based relational 
capital also facilitates “integrative conflict resolution” – joint management of conflict with 
mutual concern for win-win solutions for each of the parties. Monitoring of inter-
organizational interaction and identifying potential conflict situating helps to detect and 
prevent conflicts. It requires honest and open two-way communication and the readiness to 
engage in joint problem solving and finding win-win solutions (ibid.). 
   
Measuring progress and evaluating outcomes 

Previous studies stress the importance of defining and measuring progress. Since objectives 
of various alliances differ, the measures of progress / success are different. Doz & Hamel 
(1998) suggest that the ultimate measure is financial performance. The way it is defined 
should be reflected in a balanced scorecard developed in line with the value creation logic of 
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the alliance. A comprehensive scorecard reduces the danger of missing value creation 
opportunities by focusing too narrowly on a few benefits and ignoring the other. They also 
stress the importance of a shared understanding of the time scope of the alliance by all 
partners. Key milestones need to be defined and followed up upon. Draulans et al. (2003) 
find that evaluation of individual alliances is helpful in building up the alliance capability 
for firms with relatively little alliance experience (less than six alliances). While cross-
alliance evaluation along an increasingly complex set of factors is effective for the more 
experienced companies (more than six alliances). 
 
To sum up, we have reviewed the key issues discussed in alliance management and alliance 
capability literature and have built our theoretical framework based on them. We position 
discussion in the process perspective, from the point of an alliance idea conception, though 
alliance initiation, management, and finally termination and evaluation of results. Using 
this framework as a basis, we have carried out an empirical study of three NPD alliances of 
a technology born global firm with different MNCs in order to find out, which aspects 
highlighted in the general alliance management and alliance capability literature are 
applicable to alliance management by born global firms, and which other insights need to 
be added to the framework. Below, we explain our methodology and empirical findings, 
and conclude with a discussion of the key aspects in managing technology alliances by born 
globals and the key organizational skills that comprise a born global’s technology alliance 
capability. 
 

METHODOLOGY 

In order to explore and conceptualize the multidimensional and content-rich phenomenon 
of a capability, we have carried out an in-depth case study of a Scandinavian technology 
born global with three embedded cases of the firm’s collaborations with three Asian MNCs. 
Case studies  have been found particularly well suited for studying complex and context-
rich phenomena (Yin, 2003). Furthermore, numerous authors agree on viability of the case 
study approach to studying born globals as a relatively new phenomenon (Rialph et al., 
2005). The case company for this study has been selected based on our good knowledge of 
the firms’ operations and awareness of its strategic alliances as a formal and regular part of 
the firm’s R&D strategy and operations. The firm is a high technology born global, which 
has carried out successful operations over eleven years of its history. Its technology alliances 
have enabled the firm to implement its technologies into finished products, something the 
small firm could not manage on its own, as well as to enter new B2B markets. We were 
aware that some of its alliances were more successful than others, and this triggered our 
quest. The fact that we study different collaborations of a single born global allows us to 
control for the company, industry and technology intensity variables, which gives good 
ground for cross-case analysis. 
 
The data has been collected through structured, semi-structured and exploratory interviews 
with the R&D specialists, R&D project managers and top managers of the born global, all 
of which directly participated in the collaborations. In total, seven interviews were held 
with six interviewees in 07.2009 and 03.2010, each lasting ca.1.5 hours. The second source 
of data was regular observations carried out at the firm by the first author over the period of 
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three years, from 08.2007 to 07.2010, as part of her larger study project on born globals. 
The observations have allowed the author to become well acquainted with the nature of the 
firm’s business, its complex technology markets and internal operations.  
 
As our analytical approach, we have applied abductive reasoning (Dubois & Gadde, 2002) 
where the author goes back and forth between data and theory, and both simultaneously 
evolve and develop. As discussed, we collected the data based on our theoretical framework, 
but allowed for interviews to be sufficiently open-ended, so that the interviewees could 
bring in additional insights. We then used the findings to complete and specify the 
theoretical framework for technology born globals and formulate their alliance capability. 
  
This study has been carried out from the perspective of the born global firm and mainly 
takes the born global’s management activities and strategic interests into consideration. 
While adding the perspective of the MNCs into the study would have widened the 
perspective and enriched the findings, this was beyond our research focus. Furthermore, 
contacting the MNC partners in our cases was not possible due to business interests of the 
born global. 
 
Below, we provide a brief account of our three embedded case studies, and then move on to 
the analysis of alliance skills and processes of the focus born global firm. We are not able to 
disclose the company names for confidentiality reasons, hence in this article our focal born 
global will be called DBG, and the collaborating MNCs will be code-named MNC1, 
MNC2, MNC3 and MNC4.  
 
CASE STUDIES 

The focus firm in this study is DBG, a Scandinavian technology born global that specializes 
in highly efficient Class D audio amplification and holds some of the world’s leading 
know-how in this field. The field of audio has been living off the analogue technologies 
developed in 1930s. Development of Class D technologies to an acceptable audio 
performance level in 1990s was the first discontinuous innovation in decades, and audio 
manufacturers in many areas became interested in Class D due to the significantly higher 
efficiency and compactness of such solutions as compared to the traditional analogue audio 
technologies. DBG was founded in 1999 and due to the nature of its specialized 
technologies, always viewed the whole Triad area as its potential market. The firm obtained 
its first international customers within two years from establishment, and entered into its 
first international alliance on the third year. Today, it is a specialized engineering firm of 
25-30 employees. Its products are B2B audio solutions for consumer, professional, 
automotive and mobile audio. Its customers come from East Asia, North America and 
Western Europe. The firm has been financially profitable since 2005 and has shown 
significant year-on-year growth since then.  
 
In spite of its small size, the firm has a well-organized internal hierarchy with the top 
management consisting of three persons, middle-level R&D managers, and R&D and 
business specialists. The R&D projects are organized in dedicated and well-defined teams, 
although this approach has been arrived to after a history of various organizational designs, 
including learnings from the collaborations discussed in this article. The firm practices a 
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highly networked and outsourced approach to product development and manufacturing, 
while developing the core technologies and a majority of the new products in-house.  
 
Alliance 1: Developing the first audio IC for versatile applications with MNC1 
Soon after its establishment, the firm realized the need for creating an IC (integrated 
circuit, chip) which would contain its core technologies. The first objective was to 
miniaturize a part of the amplifier modules and offer more compact products to the 
customers to enable more creative end-product designs. The second reason was to protect 
its key technologies from copying by designing them into a miniature IC. Being young and 
small, DBG lacked the resources, the know-how and the technology to implement their 
technologies into an IC. The firm, therefore, started looking for an alliance partner to 
design and produce the IC, in return for a license to use DBG’s technologies by the 
partner.  
 
The partner was found in a large Japanese MNCs, which we will call MNC1. The firm at 
that time was one of the world’s largest manufacturers of various IC (chip)-based products 
for various applications, such as audio, video, data communications, power supplies, and 
environmental technology products.. Based on the newness and superiority of DBG’s 
technologies in the new “hot” field of amplification, MNC1 signed a large deal with DBG: 
DBG would enter with its technology patents and design engineering resources, and 
MNC1 would implement the technologies into two sets of chips: one for the use by DBG, 
and one of the use by MNC1. The chips would have a slight difference in power 
specifications, and would be aimed at two different consumer audio market segments. 
MNC1 was a perfect partner for DBG, since it had the chip development processes, 
equipment, engineering resources, as well as the manufacturing and quality assurance 
capacity. On top of this, MNC1 had a large customer network and strong reputation in the 
mass amplifier market in Japan and other countries. As part of the agreement, MNC1 
would develop, manufacture and distribute both its own and DBG’s ICs. DBG would 
receive a royalty from the sale of each chip. DBG did not have to pay the development fees. 
Therefore, the collaboration had an NPD and marketing objectives and combined strategic 
interests of both parties. This was the first large-scale collaboration that DBG entered into, 
three years after its establishment. 
 
The NPD part of the collaboration worked out successfully: both sets of chips were 
effectively developed up to the specifications set out originally. The timeframe stretched 
longer than originally planned – ca. three years instead of two, but the resulting product, 
nevertheless, came out technologically successful and timely for the target markets. DBG 
began using the product in its various standard products and customized developments. 
The marketing side for MNC1, however, did not work out that well. It turned out that 
design of the chip with DBG’s technology required a number of external components and 
specific engineering skills to implement. It was not a Plug&Play solution, which would be 
easy to sell “off-the-shelf”. As a result, the chip set was not suitable for MNC1’s sales 
channels, through which they offered a large number of Plug&Play chips. The sales, 
therefore, tuned out much lower than MNC1 had hoped for at the outset. However, using 
the learning that MNC1’s engineers had obtained during the collaboration, several years 
later, MNC1 developed a new Class D audio chip with more integrated design and simpler 
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implementation. DBG expects that with this new product will be a market success for 
MNC1. 
 
Alliance 2: Developing mobile audio ICs in collaboration with MNC2 

Shortly after the collaboration with MNC1 was initiated, as part of its wide-reaching 
exploration processes, DBG developed a simple audio IC for mobile devices. The rather 
raw prototype was offered to a Korean MNC, one of the world’s leading manufacturers of 
mobile phones – we will call it MNC2. This presentation met the MNC2’s ongoing 
strategy of enhancing audio quality in its mobile phones, and MNC2 agreed to invest into 
development of audio ICs based on DBG’s technologies for exclusive implementation into 
MNC2’s mobile phones. For DBG, this move meant an entry into the very large and 
growing mass market of mobile phones. After long negotiations, a comprehensive contract 
was signed where, once again, DBG participated with its engineering resources and know-
how, and MNC2 invested engineering resources of two companies in its Group, one of 
which is a dedicated semiconductor company. MNC2’s firms would implement DBG’s 
technologies in a mobile audio IC and build it into MNC2’s mobile architectures. After the 
development, DBG would receive royalty for the sale of each mobile phone with the IC. 
This collaboration was signed four years into DBG’s history and was very beneficial for 
DBG’s development. 
 
As the development of the audio ICs went on successfully, DBG developed its technologies 
in-house further and 1.5 years after singing the first agreement, DBG offered MNC2 to 
sponsor the development of a second generation of mobile audio ICs, also exclusively for 
MNC2. MNC2 agreed. Development of the first generation was finalized successfully, up 
to the specifications originally stated and within the timeline. The chips were successfully 
integrated into several of MNC2’s mobile phones and still remain one of the most used 
audio ICs by MNC2. 
 
Development of the second generation ICs did not go as smoothly. First, it turned out that 
the technological specifications promised to MNC2 could not be reached within the set 
time frame. Further, implementation of these ICs, principally different in technology to 
other MNC2’s chips, would require architectural changes in MNC2’s platforms, each for 
several mobile phone series – the scale of change that MNC2 was not ready for. Hence, 
development of the second generation audio ICs was not completed as originally planned. 
The chips were implemented into several mobile phone models, but neither side was 
completely happy with the result.  
 
DBG offered two solutions: 1) to perfect the second generation chips up to MNC2’s 
requirements, with one more year of work funded by MNC2; 2) DBG would develop its 
own chip, with significantly enhanced specifications, at its own expense, and non-exclusive 
for MNC2, which would then be offered to MNC2 by DBG as by an independent 
supplier. MNC2 chose the second option, while keeping the non-perfect chips. Building on 
the learning gained during this collaboration, DBG embarked on the new task of complete 
IC development, still being a small company of ca. 30 people. The lacking resources and 
capabilities were compensated by a sophisticated outsourced value chain. DBG’s open-
market audio IC was finalized 1.5 years later and came out as a technologically successful 
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and timely product. It was offered to MNC2 as to the main target customer, but the 
response from MNC2 was much cooler than during the many years of the firms’ 
collaboration. The products’ market success is still to be seen. 
 
Alliance 3: Developing an audio IC for automotive audio in collaboration with 
MNC3 

Following the market pull where manufacturers started created automotive audio systems 
using DBG’s audio IC (developed in the first collaboration), DBG began looking for a 
partner for two purposes: 1) to develop a four-channel audio IC, a market first, for the 
automotive market with its numerous and demanding regulations; 2) a partner that would 
have a standing as an audio supplier in the automotive market, thus helping DBG to enter 
the market with its audio ICs. A well-known Japanese MNC, we will call it MNC3, a large 
semiconductor manufacturer and a major supplier of automotive audio systems, became 
very interested in the prospects of implementing highly efficient amplification technology 
into its products. After negotiations, a three-party contract was signed. Once again, DBG 
entered with technical know-how and engineering resources. MNC3 would implement the 
technologies into a chip. And a third party, which we will call MNC4, entered as an 
investor and the first customer for the resulting product. MNC4 would have exclusivity 
rights for the resulting chip for the first several months after its development. Afterwards, 
MNC3 and DBG would be able to sell it openly. 
 
This project was characterized by high turnover of managers at DBG due to personnel 
turnover,  management and ownership changes at DBG, and inadequate attention paid by 
DBG to managing this project. The development deadlines were not being met and 
management on both sides began questioning the reasons. MNC3 was using a new 
development process for this highly sophisticated IC. The process had not been tested 
previously and turned out to be unsuitable for the development. MNC3 did inform DBG 
that it would develop a new process for this project, but due to the excessive reliance on 
MNC3’s good name in the industry and its assumed technical capabilities, as well as the 
lack of project management at DBG, proper check of the process was not done. 
Furthermore, the target product specifications turned out to be impossible to reach at this 
point of technological development – DBG’s original estimate had been too optimistic. 
DBG’s Director of R&D had mentioned this internally several times, but the project leader 
did not trust that opinion. As a result, after a prolonged process of trying to find a technical 
solution to the challenges, the resulting product was evaluated by DBG. All of its 
imperfections were discovered and reported at a meeting with MNC3. There was a way to 
fix the problems to an optimal degree with more investment and time from the partners, 
but the product would have been obsolete by then, since competitors had been working on 
their solutions. As a result, DBG had to stop the project, in a rather painful and unpleasant 
manner. Since it was concluded that the fault was mutual – each of the parties could have 
pointed out the possible problems and faults earlier in the process, it was agreed that none 
of the parties would pay damages. This agreement was achieved after long negotiations. 
Each of the parties lost significant investments. Equally important, DBG lost its reputation 
before the two Japanese MNCs, whereas MNC4 used to be DBG’s customer.  

 
ANALYSIS OF KEY ISSUES OF THE ALLIANCE PROCESS 
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Below we present our findings from the empirical study to each of the aspects of alliance 
management discussed in the theoretical framework. As already noted, we focus primarily 
on the alliance activities of the born global rather than its MNC partners. 

Initiation and design of the alliance 

It appears that in all the cases the strategic, economic and operational scope of the alliances 
was defined very clearly. It was based on the needs of DBG in assessing complementary 
resources to develop their products, as well as DBG’s needs in entering particular market 
segments in international markets. A well-suited business partner was identified for each of 
the projects. Having begun establishing its reputation as one of the world’s leading 
developers of Class D, DBG, through its highly networked marketing strategy, managed to 
attract large Asian MNC partners to access the resources necessary for  resource-demanding 
IC product development. Excellent marketing skills of the founding entrepreneur and 
author of DBG’s first patents must be noted: his ability to effectively present the firm’s 
superior technologies, as well as a business case for each partner, were significant factors for 
DBG in being able to obtain these highly beneficial partnerships. 
 
Contributions of each of the sides were discussed through a long negotiations process 
lasting on average six months. The contributions, financial investments and rewards from 
the resulting products, detailed target specifications for the products to be developed, input 
of resources, and the deadlines were clearly stated in the contracts for all partners in each of 
the collaborations. The contracts were very comprehensive, amounting to 30-40 pages, 
approved by legal departments on each side. Critical importance of very detailed and clear 
contracts was stressed repeatedly by the interviewees. Strategic fit of the partners was also 
achieved during the negotiation period. Strategic intentions of each side were assessed. In 
Alliance 3, DBG had to forego a potential partner due to their explicit desire to take 
control of other parts of DBG’s business. In each of the contracts, strategic objectives 
regarding each of the resulting products were clearly specified. The partners made sure that 
none of the resulting products belonging to different partners in an alliance would be 
competing or would conflict with one another. No serious issues were encountered in this 
area. 
 
In designing a joint governance structure, all three alliances were organized without 
establishing a JV. Collaboration was carried out via email, teleconferences, video 
conferences and frequent travelling between Europe, Japan and Korea. The parties regarded 
these communication channels to be effective and efficient. Communication was 
happening on top- and middle-management levels, and of course, very closely on the 
operational level between the engineers. The business and the engineering information 
flows were separated in the alliances between the top management and engineers 
respectively. However, there were no formally established locus of control of information 
flows – due to the small size of DBG and relatively small number of participants from the 
company in each project: 3-5 persons in Alliance 1, 4-7 persons in Alliance 2, and 2-3 
persons in Alliance 3. 
 
In Alliances 1 and 2, the projects had clear and stable project management, although the 
project managers were also the developers which distracted them from overseeing the 
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project as a whole. In Alliance 3, there was no continuous project manager and the 
specialists working on the project were also rotating. Combined with large organizational 
changes at DBG, the project came out to be badly managed, which was the key reason to 
its failure. From the IP protection perspective: since the content of all three collaborations 
was development of DBG’s technologies into finalized products, the IP had to be 
completely disclosed to the partner: both parties were working directly with the proprietary 
technologies. But DBG has no worries over this issue due to the fact that the technologies 
had been protected by patents in all relevant to them areas of the world (Europe, US and 
Asia). 
 
Managing cooperation within the alliance 

In Alliances 1 and 2, the communication, coordination and trust aspects were managed 
successfully. In Alliance 3, however, there were several communication issues: the first one 
was that DBG trusted MNC3 to develop a new IC development process for this NPD 
project based on the company’s good name and its assumed technical capabilities. No 
assessment of suitability of the development process to the complexity of the planned IC 
was done by DBG. The process later turned out to be unsuitable. DBG had not 
safeguarded itself against such situation due to the lack of proper project management. The 
project went on as the engineers tried to work around the obvious technological challenges. 
Furthermore, at the initiation of the project, DBG’s Director of Design, who was not in 
charge of the project, brought up the concern that the product’s target specifications were 
impossible to reach. His opinion was not paid sufficient attention to by the project’s leader, 
the project was initiated and continued. At the end, it turned out that the target product 
specifications indeed were not possible to achieve. The second part of Alliance 2, 
development of the second generation mobile audio ICs, suffered from a similar problem: 
too optimistic target product specifications in relation to the timeframe were set out by the 
project leader at DBG. As a result, DBG was not capable of delivering the specifications on 
time, and the project resulted only in partial success for both parties. 
 
While all the parties initially appeared to try to build a productive and trustful relationship 
with the partner, the situation certainly worsened after the unfortunate end of Alliance 3. 
According to the interviewees, DBG lost a lot of trustworthiness for MNC3 and MNC4. 
The relationship with MNC2 was also undermined due to the alliance’s underperformance; 
and also due to the change of original top management at MNC2. The new management 
was not in favour of co-investing into NPD with suppliers, they wanted ready products 
presented to them instead. DBG’s CEO also mentioned that he believes in keeping a 
healthy distance in any professional relationship while building it on trust and collaboration 
basis, since overly close personal ties may harm the business relationship. 
 
Conflict resolution in Alliances 2 and 3 were based on the contracts and the actual 
situations. The content of the collaborations - maturing a technology by implementing it 
into a product, includes uncertainty about the outcome. Hence, solutions had to be found 
on the spot, using the guidance available in the contracts. As DBG’s CEO put it, “There is 
no book that can say: “Page 1. What should I do?” In each situation, DBG and the partners 
tried, with mutual respect, to find a solution that would be most beneficial and/or least 
harmful for each party involved – something that we could call “integrative conflict 
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resolution” (Kale et al., 2000). DBG did manage to leave without financial penalties in 
both Alliances 2 and 3. Closing of Alliance 3 was rather difficult: at a meeting in Japan, 
DBG presented the detailed negative results of the project, as well as possible avenues 
forward to MNC3. The management of MNC3 first agreed with them. However, in their 
following correspondence, they disagreed. As no minutes were taken at the meeting, it 
turned out to be a feat of the Japanese business culture and required prolonged email 
correspondence afterwards before a conclusion was reached. Closing of the agreement took 
a significant amount of time from DBG’s senior engineers and lawyers. 
 
Each of the collaborations contained a level of uncertainty, so each party was undergoing 
technical learning throughout the process. However, we have not observed any change in 
alliance setup or procedures that happened throughout the collaborations. As for absorbing 
the knowledge generated in the alliances, DBG has a database where all the engineering 
developments are recorded. All the engineers, R&D and top managers have access to it. 
Whenever an error happens during a collaboration or an internal development, the 
problem is shared with the entire company (the company’s current size is ca. 30 people). 
DBG does not have an explicit alliance management function – due to its small size and 
resource limitations. However, the firm’s CEO and CFO are directly involved in 
negotiating and signing of all the firm’s collaboration contracts (this is current practice. The 
CEO was not yet employed when the first two collaborations were signed). Long-term 
preservation of this individual knowledge for the organization appears to be a problem, 
however. 
 
As discussed above, DBG managed to limit risks through extensive contracts. Proper and 
thorough description of the content of collaborations was paid particular attention to by 
DBG. Every investment and outcome detail, including specifications of resulting products 
and the timeline, were stated in the contract. The firm, therefore, considers that it is well 
protected against possible risks by its contracts.  
 
Measuring progress and evaluating outcomes 

No balanced score cards were created for either of the alliances. Instead, the contracts 
served as the standard to measure alliance progress. Perception of the time dimension was 
rather different in each of the collaborations: in Alliance 1, although the development 
lasted longer than originally planned and stated in the contract, the result was still 
considered timely and highly satisfactory by DBG. In Alliance 2, the first generation of 
products was developed on time, but the second was not, as the original estimations had 
been too optimistic. In Alliance 3, missing deadlines by a large margin by both parties was 
what attracted the top management’s attention and raised the question about feasibility of 
completing the development. Overall, it appeared that the time management and 
dimension was a critical variable in evaluating the performance of the alliances. This 
requires special attention since cooperation that involves technology and product 
development can be expected to be particularly difficult to schedule due to substantial 
uncertainty. At the same time, keeping up with the time schedule is especially important 
considering rapid innovation cycles and R&D plans of industrial customers. 
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When questioned whether DBG does a formal evaluation of its collaborations, the CEO 
said that, in general, no. But if a project goes wrong, they are pressured to make a formal 
detailed evaluation to find out the causes and solutions accordingly. He accepted that this is 
one aspect that the firm need to improve. It can be said, therefore, that formal learning 
happens only from the negative experiences. On the other hand, positive news and learning 
are also shared, to a degree, at quarterly company meetings and frequent communication of 
engineers with one another – an advantage of a small firm. Among the top and middle 
management learning is frequently shared at meetings and other discussions. 

 
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 

The mechanisms underlying organizational capabilities have been a ground for much 
discussion (Barreto, 2010). The organizational capability literature (Teece et al., 1997; 
Teece, 2007; Winter, 2003) implicitly discusses dynamic capabilities of large companies in 
their ability to renew themselves in order to address and shape external environments. Our 
research shows that in small firms, knowledge and skills of separate individuals receive a 
much more prominent role than in larger companies. These skills are integrated into 
organizational processes. This was our reasoning behind selecting Grant’s (1996) 
conceptualization of capabilities. However, our empirical work has shown divergence from 
Grant’s discussion of the mechanisms of organizational capabilities as consisting of 
elements of direction and routines. While elements of direction are present, the activities 
that individuals engage in are far from being routine, the essence of which, according to 
Grant (1996:379), “is that individuals develop sequential patterns of interaction which 
permit the integration of their specialized knowledge without the need for communicating 
that knowledge.” Our research has revealed patterns of dynamic, adaptive and creative 
processes, which involves a great deal of discussion that the born global’s management 
engages in when designing and managing their alliances. Therefore, in our discussion, we 
focus on the organizational skills that born globals practice as part of their alliance 
capability. These skills create the value, rareness, social complexity and non-imitability of 
the alliance capability and underlie its potential to be a source of competitive advantage for 
the firm (Barney, 1991). Based on our findings, we present the organizational processes and 
skills that have shown to be critical to the alliance capability of born globals in their 
technology collaborations. Some of them have been stressed by previous studies, but some 
appear to be critical particularly for born globals. 
 
In line with earlier research, we have found that clear understanding of the firm’s strategy 
by its top management and the role that alliances are meant to play in the strategy is 
critical. It allows the born global to clearly set the scope of desired collaborations and the 
requirements to potential partners. It appears to be important for a born global to have a 
distinct and clearly defined strategic purpose for an alliance. This ensures that the firm will 
be able to manage the alliance and evaluate the outcomes. The clear strategic direction 
would also enable the firm to steer clear out of strategic alliances that endanger the firm’s 
independence or market position due to its limited size and market power. 
 
a) Our study implies that it is especially important for born globals to draft a clear and 

detailed contractual agreement, stating the target specifications of the product to be 
developed, the deadlines, financial investments and distribution of profits afterwards. 
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Special attention needs to be paid to planning the specifications of the target products 
and their target markets so as to avoid future competition between the alliance partners. 
As the findings show, it is a good idea to discuss exit clauses in the contract, which 
would include various reasons for the exit. All the while, contracts need to be flexible 
enough to show goodwill and trust toward the partner. In DBG’s case, it is likely that 
the contracting skills prevented costly and damaging legal battles. 
 

b) Special attention must be paid to assessing technical capabilities of the potential partner 
according to the requirements of the NPD project. Uncritical reliance on the partner’s 
good name in the industry and its assumed technical understanding and capabilities can 
cost the other partner dearly, as one of our cases has shown. Assessing an MNC 
partner’s technical capability is likely to be a particular challenge for a small born global 
when interacting with a more powerful MNC, as the latter is likely to be much more 
complex and less transparent regarding its skills and processes. 

 
c) The study shows that honest and realistic assessment of the firm’s own technical 

capabilities of reaching target product specifications within a given time frame is vital for 
alliance success. Internal communication must be effective and a significant level of trust 
must exist internally so that the opinions of all the members are considered.  

 
d) The case studies illustrate and stress that marketing skills are especially important for a 

small born global if it is to be able to appear as an attractive partner in relation to a 
much larger and resourceful MNC. This includes the skills of communicating and 
explaining the unique technological advantages the firm can offer, and how they can be 
applied to strengthen the MNC’s competitive position. Presenting a viable business case 
together with the technology content is an important skill in the marketing process. 

 
e) In line with other authors (Schreiner et al., 2009; Sivadas & Dwyer, 2000), we find that 

clear and open communication and coordination of activities between the partners is critical 
to the collaboration success. This particularly applies to the situations when technical 
obstacles are encountered: information about such situations needs to be shared honestly 
and promptly with the partner.  

 
f) Professional management of the collaboration by a dedicated manager has shown to be 

crucial for a project and an alliance success. It is not sufficient to allow project engineers 
to manage the project since they are kept very busy with their operational R&D work 
and generally do not have a full project overview. A dedicated project manager who is 
not involved in R&D work is the preferred alternative to lead the collaboration to a 
successful end. Due to their small size and resource limitations, it may be problematic 
for born globals to allocate such a manager – but our study has clearly shown that lack 
of proper project management has led to a failure of a project and the alliance. It is also 
highly desirable that the manager has an understanding of various business cultures, 
since differences between, e.g., East Asian and European, or Central Asian and 
European business cultures are significant. 
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The main contribution of this research lies in increasing our understanding of the alliance 
management skills and processes employed by born globals in their NPD alliances. This 
aspect of born globals’ operations, although critical to their competitive advantage and 
strategy, has not been researched previously. While the aspects discussed above to a large 
extent are also valid for other type of firms, this research has identified a set of specific skills 
that appear to be critical particularly for born globals due to the special characteristics of 
these firms. They are often small and resource-limited organizations that have to 
collaborate with much bigger players. These firms, especially in their early years, are often 
rather loosely organized and based upon informal structures. They are entrepreneurial, 
small and often driven by the founder. Born globals are often based upon unique know-
how and need to protect their knowledge and technological assets, as well as their market 
positions, from being exploited or taken over by bigger firms. 
 
Figure 1 summarizes the critical organizational skills that we have uncovered and relate 
them to the different stages in the technology alliance process. In the early phases, 
marketing skills are very important. In order to obtain the interest and goodwill from 
potential partners, born globals build on the combination of their technological and 
marketing skills. The ability to present its technologies, products, as well as the 
accompanying business case to the MNC partners and obtain their interest is critical. The 
study also showed that external assessment skills are central. Excessive trust toward the MNC 
and poor project management by the born global were major reasons for failure of the third 
alliance in our study. Being able to assess and get a full grip of the processes and 
competencies of a much bigger and complex firm is a major challenge for a small born 
global. Equally important are internal assessment skills – being able to realistically assess its 
own technical capabilities by the born global’s management before stating target product 
specification and timeline in a contract. Asymmetric power relations also stress the 
importance of the safeguarding skills of the born global. This study to a large extent stresses 
the role of contracts as a safeguarding tool, but it also shows the importance of careful 
partner selection and developing the relationship in order not to lose control of its key 
resources. 
 
Figure 1. Alliance Capability of Technology Born Globals  

 
 
 
Once an alliance is initiated, the born global must be able to carry out the actual 
collaboration with its R&D and R&D consultation skills. In our study, the job of born 
global’s engineers was to guide the work of numerous MNC engineers to ensure proper 
implementation of the technologies into final products. This is no trivial task considering 
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high technological complexity, the distances between Europe and Asia and the costs of 
travelling, and the difference in engineering expertise between the born global’s and 
MNCs’ engineers. Furthermore, it was important for DBG to ensure that the resulting 
products and technologies were effectively used in the end products and sales processes of 
its partners in order to maximize the output gained by both partners. As discussed earlier, 
born globals are often loosely organized and their processes are often based upon ad-hoc 
solutions. Our study stresses that this is not sufficient for effectively managing NPD 
alliances with MNC partners. Born globals therefore need to develop governance skills in 
order to make sure that the alliance develops in accordance with plans. The lack of a clear 
internal governance structure and a formally responsible project manager appear to be the 
other reason for failure of Alliance 3. In addition, the inter-firm relation appears to have 
been based on a set of poorly coordinated interactions. Evaluation of the alliance 
performance is critical to enable learning and enhancement of the alliance capability.  
 
The NPD alliances discussed here have a natural closing point when the product is 
developed, or when it becomes obvious to the parties that this will not happen. The 
termination skills thus appear to be very important, as our cases studies show. Large firms 
may have the resources to keep successful alliances going for many years. However, a 
smaller firm has to make sure that its limited resources are not used on low performing 
alliances. In the case of DBG, it was obvious that a clear and detailed contract was an 
important tool when terminating Alliances 3 and closing Alliance 2. The firm also put a 
major effort into negotiations at the final stage in an effort to maintain good working 
relations with each of the partners; although succeeding more with some than with others. 
When an NPD process is successfully finished, the challenge for the born global may be in 
the follow up routines and identifying new potential areas of cooperation, where its unique 
technology base can be applied.  
 
Practical implications 
 

One of the objectives of this research was to draw the managers’ attention to the aspects of 
technology alliance management that are critical to their success based on the varying 
results of the alliances in our study. We hope that our discussion and the organizational 
skills that we have highlighted will be helpful guidelines for managers of technology born 
globals in organizing their technology collaborations. 
 
Suggestions for further research 
 

Until now, research on collaborations of born globals has focused mostly on their 
networking strategies, but not as much on the specific management activities of their 
various alliances in different contexts. In the case of born globals, alliances with other 
players form the core of their competitive advantage, hence further research into this area 
would be greatly beneficial.  
 
Acknowledgements 

We are very grateful to the management and interviewees of our case born global firm for 
their collaboration in this study. 
 



   
 

19 

REFERENCES 

 
Anand, B.N., Khanna, T. (2000). Do Firms Learn to Create Value? The Case of Alliances. Strategic 

Management Journal 21(3), Special Issue: Strategic Networks (March 2000), 295-315. 
Autio, E., Sapienza, H. and Almeida, J. (2000). Effects of age at entry, knowledge intensity, and 

limitability on international growth. Academy of Management Journal 43 (5) 909–924. 
Barreto, I. (2010). Dynamic Capabilities: A Review of Past Research and an Agenda for the Future. 

Journal of Management 36 (1) 256-280. 
Barney, J. B. (1991). Firm resources and sustained competitive advantage. Journal of Management 

17 (1) 99-120. 
Coviello, N., Munro, H.J. (1995). Growing the Entrepreneurial Firm: Networking for 

International Market Development. European Journal of Marketing 29 (7) 49-61. 
Coviello, N., Munro, H. (1997). Network Relationships and the Internationalisation Process of 

Small Software Firms. International Business Review 6(4) 361-386. 
Das, T.K.,Teng, B.-S.(1999). Managing Risks in Strategic Alliances. Academy of Management 

Executive13 50-62.  
Das, T.K., Teng, B.-S. (1997). Sustaining Strategic Alliances: Options and Guidelines. Journal of 

General Management 22(4) 49-65. 
Di Gregorio, D., Musteen, M., Thomas, D.E. (2008). International new ventures: The cross-

border nexus of individuals and opportunities. Journal of World Business 43 (2) 186-196. 
Dosi, G., Nelson, R.R., Winter, S.G. (2000). The Nature and Dynamics of Organizational 

Capabilities. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 
Doz, Y.L. (1996). The Evolution of Cooperation in Strategic Alliances: Initial Conditions or 

Learning Processes? Strategic Management Journal 17, Special Issue: Evolutionary Perspectives 
on Strategy (Summer1996), 55-83. 

Doz, Y.L., Hamel, G. (1998). Alliance Advantage: The Art of Creating Value through Partnering. 
Boston: Harvard Business School Press. 

Draulans, J., deMan A.-P., Volberda H.W. (2003). Building Alliance Capability: Management 
Techniques for Superior Alliance Performance. Long Range Planning 36 (2) 151-166. 

Eisenhardt, K. M., Martin, J. A. (2000). Dynamic capabilities: What are they? Strategic 
Management Journal 21 1105-1121. 

Freeman, S., Edwards, R., Schroder, B. (2006). How Smaller Born-Global Firms Use Networks 
and Alliances to Overcome Constraints to Rapid Internationalization. Journal of International 
Marketing 14 (3) 33–63. 

Grant, R. (1996). Prospering in Dynamically-Competitive Environments: Organizational 
Capability as Knowledge Integration. Organization Science 7(4) 375-387. 

Grant, R. (1996a). Toward a Knowledge-Based Theory of the Firm. Strategic Management Journal 
17, Special Issue: Knowledge and the Firm (Winter 1996), 109-122. 

Grant, R., Baden-Fuller, C. (2004). A Knowledge Accessing Theory of Strategic Alliances. Journal 
of Management Studies 41(1) 61-84. 

Gulati R. 1998. Alliances and networks. Strategic Management Journal  19 (4) 293-317. 
Ireland, R.D., Hitt, M.A., Vaidyanath, D. (2002). Alliance Management as a Source of 

Competitive Advantage. Journal of Management 28(3) 413-446. 
Kale, P., Dyer, J.H., Singh, H. (2002). Alliance Capability, Stock Market Response, and Long-

Term Alliance Success: The Role of the Alliance Function. Strategic Management Journal 23 
(8) 747-767. 

Kale, P., Singh, H., Perlmutter, H. (2000). Learning and Protection of Proprietary Assets in 
Strategic Alliances: Building Relational Capital. Strategic Management Journal 21(3) Special 
Issue: Strategic Networks 217-237. 

Kanter, R.M. (1994). Collaborative Advantage: the Art of Alliances. Harvard Business Review 72 (4) 
96-109. 

Knight, G.A., Cavusgil, S.T. (2004). Innovation, Organizational Capabilities, and the Born Global 
Firm. Journal of International Business Studies 35 (2) 124-141. 

Knight, G., Madsen, T.K. Servais, P. (2004). An inquiry into born-global firms in Europe and the 
USA. International Marketing Review 21 (6) 645-665. 



   
 

20 

Lorenzoni, G., Lipparini, A. (1999). The Leveraging Of Interfirm Relationships As A Distinctive 
Organizational Capability: A Longitudinal Study. Strategic Management Journal 20 (4) 317–
338. 

Moen, Ø. (2002). The Born Globals: A New Generation of Small European Exporters. 
International Marketing Review 19 (2) 156-175.  

Mort, G.S., Weerawardena, J. (2006). Networking capability and international entrepreneurship: 
How networks function in Australian born global firms. International Marketing Review 
23(5) 549-572. 

Prahalad,C.K., Hamel,G.(1990). The Core Competence of the Corporation. Harvard Business 
Review 68(3)79-91. 

Rialp, A., Rialp, J., Knight, G.A. (2005). The phenomenon of early internationalizing firms: what 
do we know after a decade (1993-2003) of scientific inquiry? International Business Review 14 
(2) 147-166. 

Schreiner, M., Kale, P., Corsten, D. (2009). What Really Is Alliance Management Capability and 
How Does It Impact Alliance Outcomes and Success? Strategic Management Journal 30 (13) 
1395-1419. 

Sivadas, E., Dwyer, F.R. (2000). An Examination of Organizational Factors Influencing New 
Product Success in Internal and Alliance-Based Processes. Journal of Marketing 64 (1) 31-49. 

Teece, D. J. (2007). Explicating dynamic capabilities: The nature and microfoundations of 
(sustainable) enterprise performance. Strategic Management Journal, 28 (12) 1319-1350. 

Teece, D. J., Pisano, G., Shuen, A. (1997). Dynamic capabilities and strategic management. 
Strategic Management Journal 18 (7) 509-533. 

Winter, S. G. (2003). Understanding dynamic capabilities. Strategic Management Journal 24 (10) 
991-995. 

Zaheer, S. (1995). Overcoming the Liability of Foreignness. Academy of Management Journal 38 (2) 
341-363. 

 
 
 


