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Abstract: This study addresses the identification of potential sources of conflict that might arise at the early stages of an alliance formed between a developed country firm and one from a Large Emerging Market (LEM). In particular, we examine and compare the different expectations held by executives of two developed country biotechnology firms (from Germany and Great Britain) and firms from one LEM, specifically Brazil. These expectations concern the contributions that the developed country partner is prepared to make to a prospective transnational alliance operating in a LEM. Relevant literature on partner contributions to alliances is reviewed and a model of FDI motivation is adapted to categorize the expected contributions from the developed country partner-firm (DCPF) to the alliance. Our findings reveal a number of potential sources of conflict, mainly around resource-seeking contributions such as advanced technology, technical personnel and capital. Implications for academics, practitioners and policy makers are discussed.

Introduction

Two important issues for international business provide the background for this study. The first is the need to develop mechanisms that will help increase the success rate of transnational alliances (TAs). The second is the growing importance of Large Emerging Markets (LEM) in the global business arena.  The success rate in transnational alliances in general is less than 40%, although in a few sectors, such as biotechnology, success rates are a little higher (Cravens et al., 2000; Spekman 1998, Rule 1999). Improving the success rates of strategic alliances should be considered to be an issue of utmost importance for organisations in general. However, it is even more important in the case of transnational corporations as other factors, such as cultural differences, greatly increase the potential for conflict between different nationalities of partners. With regard to the second issue, Large Emerging Markets (LEMs), such as China, Brazil, Turkey, India and Mexico, are acquiring ever greater prominence in the global economy. According to Govindarajan and Gupta (2000), a number LEM-based enterprises may soon secure their place among the world’s 500 largest firms.  The same authors also believe that the centre of gravity for international businesses may shift in the next two decades as LEM firms become more active. Although lately a few countries and regions such as China, Brazil and Mexico have been attracting the attention of academic studies (see Schlevogt, 2000; Kotabe et al., 2000), the extant literature of international business regarding non-developed markets in general is limited. These changes in the international economic environment are expected to accelerate in the coming years as LEMs grow rapidly relative to developed countries, and as firms strive to secure first-mover advantages in these markets and gain from scale economies, locational advantages and other benefits.  In addition, business opportunities in LEMs are not restricted to low and medium technology deals, contrary to widespread assumptions in the literature.  LEMs, in particular those of Latin America and among the transition economies, are expected to show a strong technology-driven growth over the present decade (Simos, 2000; America’s Network, 2000).  Clusters of high technology firms and science parks in LEMs should provide a focus for much of this activity (Business Week, 1998). In this context, the creation of mechanisms or tools designed to minimise failure or identify early potential sources of conflict should help to drive down failure rates in the international alliance-formation process. 

This study contributes to this effort by identifying certain possible sources of conflict at the initial phase of alliance formation between developed country and LEM firms. To do this, we identify and compare differences in the expectations held by executives of biotechnology firms from two developed countries (from Germany and Great Britain) and firms from one LEM, specifically Brazil. These expectations concern the contributions that the developed country partner is prepared to make to a prospective transnational alliance operating in a LEM.
 The relevant literature on partner contributions to alliances is reviewed, and a model of FDI motivations (see Buckley and Mathew, 1980) is adapted to categorise and synthesise the expected contributions to an alliance made by both developed country partner firms (DCPF) and LEM partner firms (LPF).  Frequent sources of conflict between partners of an alliance concern the division of authority and decision making (Young et al. 1989). Underpinning this study is the notion that conflicts could arise because of discrepancies between what each prospective partner intends to contribute and what they wish to receive by participating in the TA. Such conflict could influence the decision-making process of the parties, from the earliest stages of alliance negotiation through to its later establishment and operation, with potentially negative consequences for its subsequent performance and survival.  Only a few studies examine the contribution made by developed country firms to the establishment of alliances in LEMs, and even fewer studies have examined the perceptions of executives in this context.  These are gaps our paper seeks to fill.

Literature review: alliance partner contributions

A number of authors have examined the criteria and importance of the selection of the partner when engaging in a transnational collaborative venture. Geringer (1991), referring to international joint ventures, suggests that the choice of a partner may influence the skills and resources available, the operating policies and procedures, and the viability of the venture, in both the short and long-term. Other studies highlight the time and effort senior management may spend in finding the right partner (Lane and Beamish, 1990; Young et al., 1989). Lane and Beamish (1990) suggest that this is true particularly in Less Developed Countries (LDCs), due to the stronger relationship orientation in these countries vis-à-vis other Anglo-Saxon cultures such as in the USA or Britain.  Stopford and Wells (1972) affirm that the inclusion of partners when entering foreign markets may be seen as a response to costs (potential conflicts) and benefits (potential contributions) from a prospective partner, in addition to the need to complement resources. A successful alliance is based on co-operation towards meeting the needs of both partners over the long term (Lane and Beamish, 1990). In addition, Dong et al. (1997) suggest that each partner should identify areas of potential disagreement or conflict and remain aware of them throughout the duration of the venture. According to Lane and Beamish (1990), successful joint ventures, and by implication successful alliances, are those in which the specific long-term needs of the venture and each partner (and how these needs are best satisfied) are clearly recognised by the parties involved. 

The importance of potential partners’ contributions, as pointed out by Stopford and Wells (1972), depends upon the ongoing strategy of the firms involved, and on the availability of each factor under examination, including the firm’s internal resources. Geringer (1991) points out the need for research of the differences in criteria weighting based on culture and nationality. On the other hand, Glaister and Buckley (1997), in a study of British firms’ collaborative ventures with firms of developed industrial countries, found no evidence to support this claim. Another recent study (Dong et al., 1997) indicates differences in the perceived importance of contributions between culturally different foreign investors. What is more, in certain emerging markets (e.g. Latin American countries) business deals and partners may be found in circumstances as fortuitous as cocktail parties (see Lane and Beamish, 1990). However, it is likely that any executive involved in a potential alliance will have a mindset that places value on the potential contributions of each of the partners. Specifically, this may well result in objective or subjective weightings of the respective contributions to the alliance (Cavusgil and Ghauri, 2002).

The literature presenting lists of alliance partners’ contributions and conflicts is limited. Eight publications with detailed lists of potential contributions by partners were found, namely Stopford and Wells (1972), Raveed and Renforth (1983), Beamish (1987); and more recently Geringer (1991), Erden (1997), Glaister and Buckley (1997), Dong, Buckley and Mirza (1997), and De Mattos et al. (2001). Only five of these studies examined the contributions from the foreign or developed country partner-firms, namely Raveed and Renforth (1983), Beamish (1987); Erden (1997), Dong, Buckley and Mirza (1997), and De Mattos et al. (2001). Two other papers published in Brazil supplemented the information (although did not present lists of contributions): Vasconcelos and Henriques (1988) and Vasconcellos and Waack (1989). From this literature a list was compiled of the most relevant contributions made to a TA by developed country partner-firms. Eleven such areas of contribution are identified. Each is a potential source of conflict as the TA is negotiated and established.  While each of these contributions potentially could be made by either the developed or the LEM country partner, our focus here is on the view of each party regarding the contribution of the developed country firm only. 

· Access to capital (C1):  This is capital generated by the developed country partner firm from its other commercial activities that could be invested in the TA.

· Access to raw materials (C2): This indicates the capacity of the developed country partner firm to obtaining the necessary raw materials to service the TA’s production lines. These difficulties are caused by problems concerning the supply of raw materials outside of the LEM that could arise as a consequence of governmental restrictions, geographic distances, tariffs, previous agreements with suppliers, distribution bottlenecks and the like. 

· General knowledge of a foreign economy (C3): This contribution refers to the knowledge of the country of origin of the developed country firm and is market-specific. This knowledge could therefore prove valuable to the LEM partner if it is intended that the TA will export to this and other developed country markets.

· Foreign government interaction (C4): This contribution is understood to concern various approvals and permission needed from developed country governments concerning matters such as government procurement issues, state healthcare provision, official product approvals, import arrangements of certain technologies, special tariffs, and so forth. One current example in the biotechnology sector is the move to restrict the import of genetically-modified food by the European Union.

· Foreign market access (C5): This item makes the comparison between the TA and the establishment of a subsidiary more explicit. It captures circumstances when the LEM firms is able to secure better access to foreign markets through the TA than would have been the case a subsidiary firm in the local market had been established by the developed country firm. Improved access by the LEM firm to channels of distribution and administrative infrastructure of the developed country partner are also included here. 

· Enhanced export opportunities (C6): This contribution relates to goods already in production by one of the respective partners. The developed country partner is able to impart knowledge to the LEM about trade and other business opportunities in its home market and other markets about which it is familiar. Thus, developed country firms are often regarded as “spring boards” to regional markets (such as the EU or NAFTA) by LEM firms.

· Managing Director (C7): A developed country executive could contribute to the TA by bringing in up-to-date managerial practices and other benefits to the venture.

· Marketing Director (C8): This item is similar to the previous one, but concentrates on the marketing function specifically. The knowledge of cultural aspects might be essential for the development of a marketing strategy in the TA. In this case, the choice of a local marketing manager would be more sound.

· Technical Personnel (C9): This is a contribution by the developed country partner because it is related to technology. We consider both production and R&D technical personnel in this item. However, we note that, when the venture involves technology transfer or product adaptation it seems reasonable that a qualified team on the receiving side would facilitate the process.  The absorptive capacity of the local firm is therefore an important aspect of alliance partner selection. 

· Advanced Technology (C10): Surprisingly, this contribution was ignored by Raveed and Renforth (1983) and by Stopford and Wells (1972). In contrast, both Beamish (1987) and Vasconcellos and Waack (1989) presents it as one of the most important contributions to be made by a foreign partner. Beamish stresses that the successful transfer of equipment or technology does not guarantee the TA’s success, however. He also mentions that firms from developed countries establish ventures with local partners as a way to disseminate their technology to as many markets as their internal resources allow.

· Supplementary product lines (C11): This is a potential future contribution of the developed country partner. It was not tested however by any of the studies mentioned except De Mattos et al. (2001), although Stopford and Wells (1972) identify it in passing, and Vasconcellos and Waack (1989) suggests it as an important foreign partner contribution.  

To achieve a more parsimonious set of variables for analysis, we aggregate each of the developed country partner contributions identified above into three categories; namely, market-seeking, efficiency-seeking and resource-seeking contributions, by adapting Buckley and Mathew’s (1980) model of foreign direct investment motivation. The adapted model is shown in Figure 1.  
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The Research Setting: the Biotechnology Sector

Modern biotechnology as an emergent technology is part of the latest industrial revolution.  It is seen as a very promising technology to promote sustainable development in the next century (FT 1997; EU White Paper 1994). The markets for biotechnology related products, mainly in chemicals, pharmaceuticals and agriculture, continue to attract investors of developed industrial countries due to the enormous rates of growth they are associated with. The use of various forms of cooperation between firms of emerging economies and firms of developed countries (one of the most important being the alliance), can accelerate the process of transfer and adaptation of advances already reached in developed countries, as well as the development of new products and processes.  The role of TAs relative to transnational production has been rising in the two decades (Dunning, 1997; Lorange and Roos, 1993; Hennart, 1988).  These agreements involve not only large established transnational corporations but also small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) (Shan, Walker and Kogut, 1994). This is evident in the biotechnology sector. 

Research questions

The objective of this study is to identify the extent to which each of these eleven possible contributions made by a developed country firm to a TA in a LEM is a potential source of conflict between the parties. To do this, we first identify which of these contributions are regarded as being of particular importance by executives, aggregated by nationality, as they contemplate entering into a TA in a LEM.   We then ask the following sub-questions.  One: do significant differences exist between the perceptions of developed country and LEM firm executives concerning the importance of the potential contribution to the TA to be made by the developed country firm.  Such differences are potential sources of conflict between the parties.  Two: do these perceptions differ by nationality of developed country firm? Three: do these perceptions differ depending upon the degree of compatibility with regards to the establishment of an alliance with an LEM firm?  In addition to identifying the contributions that may potentially generate conflict, we also examine whether or not these contributions could be grouped into one of three categories; namely market, resources and efficiency-seeking factors.  It is expected that by identifying the group (or groups) of contributions that are most common could increase the chance of successful outcomes. Executives in charge of the setting up stage of the TA would be able to generate business alternatives that would be more attractive to their prospective partner. This mechanism could lead to insights to one side’s perspective and mindset to the alliance formation process by the other.  

Data Collection and Methodology

The data examined in this study was collected using questionnaires completed during executive face-to-face semi-structured interviews.  In particular, the comments surrounding the contributions from the partner firm of the developed country are examined. The data used in this study was collected from 55 senior executives.  This comprises 29 British executives and 26 German executives.  The firms may be classified as SMEs according to UNCTAD's (1998) classification of a maximum of 500 employees, although the great majority (over 90%) of the firms would be within a stricter limit of 250 employees used by other authors. Several firms had less than 15 employees, commonplace in small biotechnology firms.  The UK firms were located mainly in the South of England, whereas the German firms were contacted in three areas that are known to have a high concentration of firms in the biotechnology sector: the Berlin area, the Dusseldorf area, and the Munich area. The firms were sampled at random from two directories --Bio Technologie (1996) and Coombs and Alstn (1996).  Approximately 65 per cent of the firms contacted by fax and telephone agreed to participate in the survey.

Germany and the UK were selected for this study because they are considered to be the two most active countries in the European biotechnology sector (Ernst & Young, 1995).  Brazil was chosen as representing as an ‘emerging economy’ presenting large potential markets.  Moreover, this choice was assisted by circumstantial knowledge of that country (the researcher has conducted previous studies of the Brazilian biotechnology sector). The Brazilian data were obtained through a similar procedure as for the European firms sampled. Sampled firms were concentrated in the states of Sao Paulo and Rio de Janeiro and were identified as being members of ABRABI, the Brazilian Association of Biotechnology Firms.

Although this study was exploratory in nature, all interviews were semi-structured in order to better focus on certain points and maximise the collection of information.  Specifically in the case of contributions, comments were made welcome whenever the executive would feel appropriate.  The list of eleven potential partner contributions to the TA was shown to each interviewee, who would then selected those three factors that he or she regarded as being 'of greatest importance' to their firm. The interviews were tape-recorded, after obtaining prior consent from the interviewees.  This method was accompanied by taking hand-written notes during the interview.  The language of communication was English.  It is worth pointing out that all German executives were quite fluent English speakers.  After the completion of the interviews, some selected sections were transcribed verbatim. 
Data Analysis and Discussion

In order to analyse those firm-specific factors most associated with alliance partner compatibility between the developed country and Brazilian firms it was first necessary to separate the former into two groups – those that were most compatible with the Brazilian firms sampled, and those that were least. This was accomplished by relating each European executive’s response to the average of the Brazilian executives’ response regarding the importance of potential contributions made by partners to an alliance. Using Spearman rank correlations, 18 firms having the higher coefficients (out of the 53 European firms) were classified as belonging to the “most compatible” group, and 18 firms having the lower coefficients were classified as belonging to the “least compatible” group.

The four most frequent choices in each group of analysis

This section examines the potential contributions of developed country partner-firms that were selected as “of greatest importance” to the establishment of an alliance with a partner-firm based in a LEM.  Several differences in perceptions with regard to potential contributions from the developed country partner-firm were identified. For the analysis the firms were clustered into seven groupings, although the focus remains the comparison of groups of firms by country (Groups C, D and E), and by compatibility (Groups F and G). Thus the groups of analysis are as follows:

· Group A: The group representing the collective responses of all seventy-four (74) executives.

· Group B: Fifty-five (55) European executives. This group consists of the combined responses of both British and German executives (Groups C and D below).

· Group C: Twenty-nine (29) British executives (BE).

· Group D Twenty-six (26) German executives (GE).

· Group E: Nineteen (19) Brazilian executives.

· Group F: A set of (18) developed country firms that are most compatible (MC) to TAs involving Brazilian firms. 

· Group G: A set of (18) developed country firms that are least compatible (LC) to TAs involving Brazilian firms.

In Table 1 we show the contributions that are ranked in the top four positions by each of these Groups above.  Thus, for example, for the 29 British firms that comprise Group C, the contribution C9 (technical personnel) was indicated most frequently by interviewees as being one of three factors of ‘greatest importance’ to the formation of a TA with a LEM company.  This table reports the responses up to the fourth rank of frequency distribution for each group.  It is assumed that the upper ranks portray the executives’ main worries concerning expected conflicts.  The analysis attempts to identify contrasts in perception focusing on the four higher ranks in frequency.   

When considering the model for FDI motives used to categorised alliance-partner contributions, the main sources of conflict, in terms of the contributions that the parties believe they would commit to the TA, seem to be mostly associated with resource-seeking strategies.  These are Accessing Capital (C1), Advanced Technology (C10) and Technical Personnel and Supplementary Product Lines (C11).  Also important, but to a lesser extent, are those factors associated with market-seeking motives, in particular, Foreign Market Access (C5).  The most relevant area of conflict, in terms of the contributions each party would make to the TA, are discussed below (see Table 1). 

Firstly, examining the contributions in the first rank (that is, the highest frequency of reporting), the item Advanced Technology (C10) was highlighted by 85% (22 out of 26) of German executives, whereas by contrast only 52% (15 out of 29, 2nd rank) of British executives (∆ p<0.01) indicated it as a contribution of greatest importance from their developed country firm perspective.  This contribution reaches as high as 89% (or 17 out of 19) in the case of Brazilian executives (∆ BE & BRA, p<0.01).  The low relative result on the part of British executives is surprising as the development of biotechnology is undertaken mainly in developed countries.  British executives placed Technical Personnel (C9) in the first rank over frequency; that is, higher than Advanced Technology (C10).  German executives placed this contribution in the second rank, but with higher frequency - 69% (18 out of 26). Although the difference between British and German executives is not significant in this case, both differ strongly with the perception of Brazilian executives, who reveal a low percentage at 26% of respondents (5 out of 19).  The difference between British and Brazilian executives (at 29 percent points, ∆ p<0.05) is lower than that between the German and Brazilian counterparts (43 percent points, ∆ p<0.001).  It is also worth pointing out certain differences in perceptions between Advanced Technology (C10) and Technical personnel (C9) within groups of executives by country. The perception of British executives are practically the same for each factor (C9-55% and C10-52% respectively); the perceptions of German executives differ slightly (C10-85% and C9-69%), while the Brazilian executives reveal a much greater contrast (C10-89% and C9-26%).  It would seem that British executives perceive that Advanced Technology (C10) and Technical Personnel (C9) are much more associated than their Brazilian counterparts.  This could be due to the assumption or awareness on the part of Brazilian executives that although technology is not yet available locally, commercial biotechnology technicians and scientists, as well as production personnel, are.  Exploring further the idea of association between factors C9 and C10, 55% (or 11 out of 20) of the British executives indicated both as being of greatest importance, as did 60% (15 out of 25) of the German executives. However, only 29% or 5 out of 17 Brazilian executives indicated both; that is, half of the percent value.  The groups identified as being Most Compatible and Least Compatible seem not to differ substantially with regard to the importance of either Advanced Technology (C10) or Technical Personnel (C9). The Most Compatible group shows a slightly higher frequency than the Least Compatible. In the second rank over frequency, apart from contributions already mentioned, the item Accessing capital (C1) emerges.  Sixty-three percent (12 out of 19) Brazilian executives pointed to this contribution as “of greatest importance”, whereas only 31% or 9 out of 29 British executives (placing it in fourth rank) did so (∆ BE vs Bra p<0.05). In contrast German executives did not show it among the four higher levels in frequency (∆ GE vs Bra p<0.001).  This strengthens the idea that the availability of capital, particularly venture capital, is scarcer in Germany than in Britain. Limitations on the availability of capital for biotechnology investments in Germany were indeed mentioned in most interviews, particularly by executives of firms operating in the north of the country (Braunschweig and Berlin). Thirty-nine percent (39%) of Least Compatible firms’ executives chose Accessing Capital (C1) as a contribution “of greatest importance” expected from the foreign partners of an alliance, contrasting with the Most Compatible firms that do not mention it up to the fourth level (∆ p<0.01). This result could be associated with the build up of trust and commitment. Capital may be seen as “consolidating the bricks” of the TA, or as indicated by the words of an executive interviewed: “Capital is important as a sign of commitment”. The latter suggests an expectant attitude underlining German business culture. Alternatively, it could be linked to expectations with regard to “technology”, that is technology would be seen as part of the “capital” coming from the DCPF.  Another possibility would be the circumstances of recession being experienced by Brazilian entrepreneurs at the time of the survey. 

In the third rank in frequency, the item Foreign Market Access (C5) is found in all groups except the German executives (Group D) and the Least Compatible firms (Group G).  Twelve out of the 29 British executives (41%) pointed to this as a contribution “of greatest importance”.  The German executive response is considerably lower at 23% (6 out of 26), placed in the fourth rank. Although the difference between responses of British and German executives is not significant at the usual levels (∆ p<0.15), the result may be taken as indicative of a potential area of conflict. This result could indicate that British executives in the sample follow a more global marketing philosophy than their German counterparts.  Another possible explanation is that small- and medium-sized German firms participating in the survey do not have much experience with regard to international trade, and consequently do not see this item as a possible contribution “of greatest importance”. Brazilian executives (42%) parallel the perceptions of the British over this item. Regarding the contribution of Enhanced export opportunities (C6), the responses in the third rank show approximately 30% for each group of respondents, not a significant difference.  It would seem that enhanced export opportunities is not perceived as important as “access to new markets” as a prospective contribution of the foreign partner.  The item Supplementary product lines (C11) is also placed in the third rank by the German executives. The responses of British executives, as well as Brazilian executives, do not place this as a contribution “of greatest importance” up to the fourth rank. Taking an exploratory approach and using a weaker significance level (∆ p<0.15) as indicative of a potential conflict, the German executives view (35%--9 out of 26) seems to differ from that of the British executives (17%--5 out of 29).

Interestingly, Managing Director (C7) and Marketing Director (C8) are not perceived up to the fourth rank as a contribution of greatest importance. Executives have not chosen these contributions very frequently. In particular, the Most Compatible firms do not mention these contributions at all. This suggests that compatible firms perceive that a local Managing Director and Marketing Director are more advantageous. Finally the item General knowledge of a foreign economy (C3) does not seem to be seen as important.  This could be seen as a conflicting with the results for “Access to a foreign market” (C5) shown in all groups except the LC within the four higher ranks on frequency. 
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Summary and Conclusion
This paper investigates the differences in perceptions regarding potential contributions of a typical partner-firm from a developed industrial economy to the establishment of an alliance with partner-firms of LEMs. It examines the perception of European (British and German) executives connected to the biotechnology area and their Brazilian counterparts as examples of LEM firms active in biotechnology alliances.  The main focus of the analysis was the identification of conflicts regarding perceptions between different groups of executives.  By adapting a simple model of direct investment motives (resource-seeking, market-seeking, and efficiency-seeking) most of the conflicting perceptions were associated with resource-seeking strategies (Accessing Capital, Advanced technology, Technical Personnel and  Supplementary product lines). Also important, but also to a lesser extent, are market-seeking related issues, notably foreign market access.  With regard to the contributions showing high frequency of responses, Advanced technology and Technical personnel were seen to be important, as would be expected. although their respective importances varied among the responses of the various groups of executives examined. Technology is undoubtedly perceived as important to the present stage of development of the commercial biotechnology industry in Brazil, and this seems to be the case of other LEMs.  Other contributions from the foreign partner showing high frequencies are Accessing Capital, Supplementary product lines, and to a lesser extent both foreign market access and enhanced export opportunities.  The comparisons of perceptions of executives from the most compatible and the least compatible firms indicated one major difference, and that concerned Accessing Capital (p<0.01).
This paper has attempted to show that the potential for a successful transnational alliance can be significantly influenced by the perceptions and expectations of the principal parties involved.   Moreover, areas showing high conflict-generating potential can be identified and the causes for conflict examined and its effects minimised. These causes seem to be embedded to an extent in differences in national culture and business environment. Although European executives were the focus of the study, several national differences in perceptions with regard to prospective contributions from a typical foreign partner-firm were identified. These national differences may not appear to be clear, particularly to outsiders (non-EU partner-firms) as they attempt to deal with a national EU executive. The use of checklists highlighting potential areas of conflict, such as expected contributions from the partners, may complement more informal efforts to identify and take steps to reduce the effects of conflict.  The procedure to build and use checklists from the literature may pre-empt potentially negative actions by the partners of the alliance, therefore encouraging a mutual trust building process to carry on. In the specific case of this study, the authors suggest that a mutual commitment and trust-building attitude may be accomplished by the attempt of both parties to adopt for a moment each other’s perspective; in this manner executives will reach a better understanding of the causes of their respective demands that appear to be associated with national 'taken-for-granted' mindsets.  Another implication of this study is that, as suggested by the differences between different groups of executives, differences of perception may also exist between policy-makers and executives. This may have to be considered by policy-makers as they seek to promote alliances. In this context, a similar use of checklists may be helpful in harmonizing positions. The limitations of this study should be considered when extrapolating the results to other situations or countries. However, it is expected that the findings add to the efforts to design successful alliances in LEMs. 
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