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ABSTRACT

B
.

Companies that are successful in their local markets often assume that the ingredients behi

that success should enable them to expand around the world. But such thinking can be gros
mistaken. There is multitude of mistakes made by companies seeking to become glok

competitors. These mistakes are sustained and expensive. They usually stem fro

SIouod

combination of inexperience, ignorance, or arrogance. This paper is based on a review 0
most recent literature available on globalization initiative made by different companies. The
study identifies 12 basic mistakes committed by the failed companies. In this paper,
discuss these mistakes, and offer corrective strategies and courses of action to address th4

INTRODUCTION behind that success should automatically
enable them to expand around the world

With increasing national barriers to trade o .
- g (Mariotti, 2000). But such thinking can be
subsiding, more and more customers are

. . extensively and even expensively turn out to
beginning to shop in the global market, and y P y

be fatal. Deciding how to deal with the
demanding world-class goods and services. 'ding how W

. _ globalization of markets poses difficult
While some companies clearly see

. guestions and choices for managers. Both
themselves as global, most other companie

. . . . . _external business forces and internal
including those domestic companies eyeing

: organizational factors must be considered.
the global markets need a well defined .
. External business forces revolve around the
strategy before entering the global arena

. . .Interaction of industry drivers of globalization
Often, companies that are successful in their _ . . .
. ._and the different ways in which a business 57

local markets conclude that the ingredients . o
are globalized. Internal organization factors
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play a major role in determining how well a of the markets. Although the literature on
company can implement a global strategy. globalization typically stresses

LITERATURE REVIEW globalization’s potential benefits, it also
highlights the complexity inherent in going

Given that the focus of the study is on9dlobal. Despite such complexity, many
mistakes made in globalization, we briefly management practitioners and researchers
look at literature in the stages of globalizationMaintain that companies’ long-term success
as these can make an impact on a firm’s entr?”d survival increasingly depends on their
decision and consequently an evaluation of'@ving a strong global presence (Barkema &
whether it was a right decision. Derryberry’s Vermeulen, 1998; Bartlett & Ghoshal, 2000).

(1999) classification of globalization into four ThiS IS because expansive globalization
evolutionary levels is appropriate here as€nables companies to leverage R&D costs
entry decisions are more likely to be and knowledge across countries and respond
influenced by the approach taken by a firm.t0 foreign competitors in their domestic

Derryberry (1999) classifies globalization market_strongholds (Bartlett & Ghoshal,
into four evolutionary levels, which are as 2000; Kim & Mauborgne, 1991). Atthe same

time, such global activities are likely to
increase the range of cultures (Barkema &
+ The multi-domestic company operatesyermeulen, 1997), customers, and
independently in each country and competitors (for example, Ohmae, 1989) that
maintains little communication among a company faces. Therefore, the intricate web
units. of activities and institutions that creates
opportunities for global companies also

e The international company’s headquarters , )
. . . produces tremendous managerial complexity
imposes its home country bias on

operations in other nations. It often (Sanders & Carpenter, 1998).

overlooks cultural needs and sensitivities.\wasilewski (2002) in an empirical study has

(f__)ound that an international marketing strategy

that is increasingly transnational improves the

multinational companies position in internal
efficiencies and/or external flexibilities
without sacrificing one for the other.

« The global company views the world as Furthermore, increasing globalization is
one market and approaches it with anlikely to increase the need to, and hence, the
umbrella strategy that allows lessonsdesirability of pursuing transnational
learned to be applied globally - thus savingmarketing strategies over the other
money. international marketing strategy types.

However, pursuit of a transnational marketing

strategy requires that the multinational

company overcome the tradeoff between the
of understanding of customers, wrongful pressures for national responsiveness and

allocation f)f resources and .an ir-nprop.erglobal integration Wasilewski (2002)
understanding of the geographical d'Spers'OQ:oncIudes that, as such, in the face of

follows:

e The transnational company addresses th
local needs of its operations in each
country, but its loose integration foils a
coherent global strategy.

Mistakes made by companies in their
globalization pursuit may be due to its lack
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increasing globalization, more successfulproblems when going global. These mistakes
multinational companies are likely to be thosehave been identified and documented in the
that are more able to overcome this trade offliterature. Solutions and workarounds are
thus, becoming more ‘global’ may be derived from both published research and
insufficient as becoming more ‘transnational’ authors’ own experience. The remedial
is likely to be more desirable. strategies presented have worked for the case

A stake ook examples, and thus may or may not be
mmon mi i ver ne or mor .
common mistake Is to overlook one or mo eappllcable to other cases.

of the above-mentioned factors or pursue

unsuitable globalizing strategy, particularly DI SCUSSI ON

the less tangible ones such as culture (see for ) . .
example, Yipet al, 1988: Barkema & A review of the failed or problematic

Vermeulen, 1997; Gupta & Govindarajan,glObal'z'ng efforts_ reveals the folloyvlng_
2001). In addition, there is striking similarity twelve common mistakes that have impair

of mistakes made by companies seeking tFompany’s globalization effort. For lack of

become global competitors. Companies ofSPace, we present them briefly:

almost any national origin and size are foundyjistake #1:A company does not make the
to make some common mistakes when they,acessary commitments - the investment in
try to grow their international business people or time- to be successful. Poor
(Mariotti, 2000; Engardiet al,2001). These  yreparation, conflicts and inexperience of the
mistakes are time-consuming and expensivey,, management (Sanders & Carpenter, 1998)
They usually stem from a combination of |o54 4 company to be more defensive and
inexperience (for example, Oviatt & gthnocentric in its strategic actions which, in
McDougall, 1995; Govindarajan, 2001), tyrn, makes it difficult to gain the
ignorance (Mariotti, 2000; Gupta & commitment needed to expand beyond its

Govindarajan, 2001), or arrogance (Parterqomestic position (Ohmae, 1989; Sanders &
1993; Mariotti, 2000). Carpenter, 1998).
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The literature seems to lack sufficient Recommendatiordo not underestimate the
empirical research and evidence on SpeCiﬁQ:omplexity involved in the globalizing
strategic mistakes the globalizing companiesprocess_ It is very important to understand
commit, much less an appropriate frameworki,e needs of the different market
for key success factors to globalization. Thisinternationally, which in most cases may be
paper attempts to document the mistakes anglary gifferent from the domestic market.
offers strategies to avoid them when ajre or develop, people with international
company plans to go global. experience/exposure, and expect international
PROPOSED METHODOLOGY developments to take shorter or longer time
than similar ventures would in your country.
Based on the foregoing review of literature, Without a rigorously disciplined approach,
we construct a short list of common mistakesglobal presence can easily degenerate into a
committed by different companies in liability that distracts management and leads
pursuing globalization strategies along withto wasting of resources. The end result can
some brief recommendations on how to avoideven be a loss of competitive advantage in
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the domestic market (Gupta & Govindarajan,heavyweight managers to the new market
2001). opportunities. Abroad, it relied on

) o unsupported midlevel expatriates and hastily
A case in point is the launch of Honda accordhired outsiders who failed one by one. As a

n the.AS|an market, after tasting success Inresult, they failed to build a viable business
America. The car fell short of market

i ) abroad (Bartlett and Ghoshal, 2000).
expectation because the company did not take

into account the needs of Asian market.Mistake #3The senior executives do not get

While the preference in America is for large involved deeply enough until there is a crisis
spacious cars, the Asian market is differentthat affects earnings (Sanders & Carpenter,
in which the preference is for small cars that1998).

are easily maneuverable in narrow roads and

crowded cities. The company didn’'t pay Recommer:('jat.lltl).m caselzlm p0||nt Is the US-
attention in this regard and didn't make based multi-billion dollar cola company,

necessary commitments and investment tcEepS'CO’ Inc. In the early 1990s, PepsiCo,

understand this fact that leads to the failurehaOI established an ambitious goal to more

of there products in the Asian marketthan tnplfe its mterl;\flallluon.al soft drinks
(Chandler, 1997). revenues-from $1.5 billion in 1990 to $5.0

billion by 1995.The mid-1990s were a period
Mistake #2The international business is seenof turmoil for Pepsi, a crisis that affected the
as “incremental” to the home-market businessarnings severely. Thousands of customers
(Sanders & Carpenter, 1998), and thus, givern the US and Canada were boycotting the
lower priority. As a result, the foreign company’s products as well as those of a
operation is developed with inadequatenumber of its affiliate companies. In addition,
financial resources and management supporPepsi was also under attack from a host of

human rights organizations as well as its own

Recon?mendatl_omlarketmg, managemer?t, shareholders and various other stakeholders.
operation and financing plans must consider
All these was to express resentment over

the gntwe r_ange of globgl markets (Gupta &PepsisCo’s decision to have a presence in
Govindarajan, 2001), with the home marketMyanmar(formerIy Burma), a country ruled

t[reated as an |mportant ong -but not the onlyby military dictators ( Horn, 2004 ).
important one in the portfolio.

The damage had just begun in the summer of

.N;ltu:ja, a dlre.(I:,t-saIes c;)smegcs compar;y, 1996, when one of Pepsi’'s major institutional
Judged as Brazil's most admired company Ofcustomers in the US, the Harvard University

three consecutive years, learned that Iesso,nbowing to protests by students against the
the hard way. AlthougNaturahas defended : .

) S . “~ cmpany, decided not to allow Pepsi to sell
its strong market position in Brazil against

. ional ai KRVl 4 its products on its campus. Losing out on
International giants lik&ev o_n' I_E:_stee_ Lauder, Harvard University's business cost Pepsi a
Proctor & Gamble, and Shiseidibfailed to

million US dollars, the company did not get

leverage its .enormous product develoDme_n}nvolved deeply in the matter to stem the rot.
and marketing strengths abroad —even More severe damage was to come

nearby markets like Argentln.a-, Chile, a_ndsubsequetly when the ‘Boycott Pepsi’
Peru. The company was unwilling to assign
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movement spread to over 100 other collegegy achieve success. Smith (2001) suggests that
and schools across the US and studentganagement should set two or three strategic
demanding Pepsi to discontinue operationgyiorities, stay with them even in the face of

in Burma. As a consequence of this, Pepsiesistance, and spend their time on the
lost a number of contracts at many leadingmplementation tools.

universities including Stanford, Colgate, and
U.C. Berkeley (Stanford, 2001). “As critically important as it is to have the
strategic priorities, it is just as important to
Despite these warning signals, Pepsi did nofgentify the tactics,” stresses IBM's Panico.
respond quickly, and it received another blowsggme companies do a very good job of
- this time from the municipalities of various estaplishing strategic priorities and then are
cities in the US. By the end of April 1996, a nandcuffed by their inability to translate those
number of municipalities had agreed tojnto a workable plan that is understood by
terminate business with Pepsi Anti-pepsithe organization and that can be manipulated

demonstrations , boycotts leading to loss ofg produce the results that they are looking
business were also reported from the Uniteqg” (McClenahen, 1999).

Kingdom (UK), Canada and Australia ( Horn,
2004). Says Bartz of Autodesk “I provide a

paragraph explaining why it is important, but
By 1997, when Pepsi finally decided to | rely on my vice presidents to add bulk” to
withdraw from some such controversial the priorities and determine what needs to be
markets, it had already incurred a loss ofgone to incorporate them into daily activities.
nearly $1 billion. All this happened at a time Bartz understands that some of Autodesk’s
when the global market for beveragessrategic priorities will change, many will
continued to expand rapidly, and its majorpecome part of the culture-and some (being
competitor was recording impressive growthsa market leader) will never change. “The most
in the international market (Gupta & jmportant thing is to pick them [the strategic
Govindarajan, 2001). The lesson learnt frompriorities] and go,” says Bartz. “It is less
this is that senior management must bgmportant that the priorities are perfect. It is
committed in a meaningful way from the more important that people understand them

start. It must be proactive. Environmental gnd embrace them” (McClenahen, 1999).
scanning must be periodically undertaken and
the risks and potential of business inA research study by Brandman (2000) found

international markets must be analyzed fromthat successful globalizers consistently
a global perspective. employed four key strategies: leveraging a
competitive five advantage of either skill or
Mistake #4: Most companies do not gcale: pursuing a narrowly focused market
articulate clear priorities, initiatives and strategy; aligning the organization and
direction. operations with globalization; and managing
globally while empowering locally. A high
groportion of globalizers seemed to have no
clear strategy for capturing value through

o
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RecommendationCompanies that promise
to be the best performers in the coming year
will combine clear vision with clear strategic

priorities and the tactics by which they expectgIObaI expansion. SUCC?SSfUI globalizers
leverage an advantage in at least one of
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several key areas, including brand, marketyith an estimated $8 billion offer for the UK’s

strategy, core competencies, COMMONEastern Group. Now the Eastern Group is
systems and management disciplines, amongxpanding in Europe at the same time TXU
others. builds its U.S. and Australian presence. TXUs

- . Nye warns, “There is an after-market in some
The study highlights some worrying aspects )
o . of these properties and you want to be sure
of globalization, particularly that some ) )
. . . ... _notto get caught up in the lemming run,” he
companies cannot explain their motivation

for expanding worldwide. Most companies says, alluding to companies that pay

. : epremiums where none is warranted. “If
have chosen to globalize either to serv
. . . . markets mature, you have to go through a
important domestic customers in foreign

e : . sorting-out process, where margins are thin
markets or to exploit inefficiency in a foreign o o .
market or break out of a low growth domesticand efflrc;‘lency and productivity go up,” he
market (Brandman, 2000). says (Thurston, 1999).

. - Blockbuster, the number one video rental
Yet, for companies keen to join the new ) )
store in US, looked to attractive oversees

economy there are some interesting ‘ dfound that G is the fourth
revelations: newer globalizing companies are" ets andfoundthat Germany is the fourt

- . . largest video rental market in the world. To
gaining a disproportionate share of customers

. , grab the opportunity blockbuster opened 7
early in the race, because of expansion ove ) ) ] ]
stores in Munich and 10 stores in Berlin. But

the Internet (Schmidt, 1999; Mariotti, 2000; h did 4 I h d d

Gupta & Govindarajan, 2001). these did not do well. Research conducte
after that showed that Germans preferred to

Mistake #5:Company’s rush to grab that watch movie in theatres. Perhaps

popped-up opportunity (Simms, 2001). Blockbuster’'s most serious error was that it

) ) failed to see that one-third of all video rentals
RecommendatlorA more methodical pace in Germany are for pornographic films. Even
sometimes proves to be prudent. One U.S

- ) though Blockbuster didn’t rent pornographic
utility company that was determined to go

] ] films, all video stores have a negative image
global did so at an admittedly slow, yet SUré, . d children were encouraged to stay away

pace. “Our globalization strategy was alongfrom them. Due to lack of planning and

time in Fhe making; we were getting SOME esearch Blockbuster had to shut down its
suggestions that we were slow to move outStores in Germany,

of our regional upbringing,” said Earle Nye,

CEO ofTXU,in Dallas. Describing a strategy Mistake #6:A company enters into a joint
that echoes the careful, narrow focus ofventure or alliance with a local-market
Scottish PowerNye explains, “We didn't competitor often taking a minority position
want to try to be everything to everybody, or (Gupta & Govindarajan, 2001).. After a few
to be in more regions than we could manageyears, an adversarial relationship develops
We séect regions carefully, plan to be there and the joint venture breaks up. The company
for the long-term and want sufficient scale,” then is, in some cases, blocked out of that
he says, (Thurston, 1999). market - and often neighboring markets as

o ) ~well -by its former local partner.
Similarly, careful analysis led TXU to outbid

NEES and other bidders successfully in 1998
Mohammed A. Burney, M. Sadiq Sohail



RecommendationRing and Van de Ven Latin America. Latin America has a
(1992) state that rapid changes in technologypopulation nearly 70% larger than that of
competitive environment, firm strategies, andNorth America. This is nothing, however,
other pressures are prompting many firms tovhen compared to Asia. The population of
seek cooperative relationships with otherAsia is larger than the rest of the world
firms. But venturing is risky. Careful selection combined, rapidly closing in on four billion
of partners, if needed, is of paramountpeople. By shifting the focus away from East-
importance for successful globalization West, companies can take advantage of a far
ensuring that any investment is proportionalgreater growth potential.

to the position desired in the future. Mariotti ]

(2000) suggests that a 50-50 deal is probabl;'/VIOSt of the dotcom firms that goes global

the best arrangement, because both partnefjsuring the boom period of 1999 failed during
have much at stake, but neither is subordinatEeceSS1on because they didn't take the right

to the other. Make sure that both partners cal“?ath and strategies to go global. They J_USt
benefit from the joint venture -or do not get went global because everyone else is going.

involved in the first place. In addition, an The most number of bankruptcies were filed

alternative strategic plan should be well in'" this time by these dot.com companies.

place in case of venture failure. Mistake #8:A company charts its business
In the early to mid 1990s, joint ventures orbase(.]I solely c:jn ge;)graphlc;.t?;rltones .(OI|ver,
alliances between U.S. biotech companieszooo’ Fernard and Greenfield, 2001; Gupta

and Japanese pharmaceutical anc§LGOV|ndarajan,2001).

manufacturing firms were frenetic. Many recommendatiorin the past, the common
deals were done with little if any due agyice was to adapt products and services to
diligence, and as a result, although there havg)cg| tastes. This may not always work. Durk
been some success stories, there were a'%ger, Procter & Gamble’s new chief, recently
many failures. made a telling change to shake up his
lumbering organization. Proctor & Gamble
now tie strategy and global profit targets to
the performance of global brands, not single
markets, countries, or even regions. To
Recommendationtn geographic terms, succeed, every new product must be designed
globalizers should focus on north versuswith the consumers in a worldwide market
south of the globe. For the last fifty years,in mind (Oliver, 2000; Gupta &
the largest component of inter-region globalGovindarajan, 2001).

trade was East-West, between the U.S., EU,

and Japan. Now, most of the trade betWemg\/larketers today must chart their marketing

these regions is mature, and the rapidIyStrateg'es carefully and adopt new methods

growing trade routes are North-South (Oliver and technologies such as mass customization
2000) manufacturing to provide consumers with

products tailored to their needs.
Oliver (2000) maintains that the fastest
growing market for the U.S., for example, is
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Mistake #7:In moving to new markets, the
company merely imitates the crowd (Oviatt
& McDougall, 1995; Oliver, 2000).

Mistake #9:The company fails to carefully
study and calculate the local business
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conditions in the foreign markets (Bartlett and The scarcity of global companies is caused
Ghoshal, 2000; Oliver, 2000; Gupta & by the general failure of most companies to
Govindarajan, 2001). ensure that the three foundations of every
growth strategy support their foreign

expansion strategies. Every growth strategy
must be built on the following pillars: the

company must offer a competitively superior
product as defined by local consumers;

Recommendatiorin the continuing presence

of what is essentially a world confederation,
global companies should proceed with
caution when considering the adoption of

one-size-fits-all global marketing,
o _ ) secondly, the company must be able to
distribution, and production strategies. The . _
) ) ) develop superior economics across the value
international economy, at least in terms of the | . .
- i . _chain that delivers the product to the local
policies promulgated by nation-states, is a .
i consumer; and thirdly, global company must
misnomer at best. One market bounded b

) L o ) . e able to execute in the local environment
internal political instability and insufficient .

. (Oliver, 2000).

infrastructure may best be served though

exports, whereas a different market exhibitingProfit formulas, however, can easily be
a tangled and ingrown distribution systemdistorted in foreign markets. Local factor
may best be addressed through a whollyprices for labor, and cultural considerations
owned subsidiary. The point is that such as the availability of prime real estate
differences in entry mode and operations aren city centers, play determinant roles in the
likely to persist well into the next century value chain for most companies. The
despite overheated rhetoric about the globahvailability of prime retail space, for instance,
economy (Fernald & Greenfield, 2001).  cannot be taken for granted in many
jurisdictions. One company had an efficient
money making formula even with a 150
square meter space. When this company
moved into France, it discovered that old
French cities offered few prime locations of
this size (Fernald & Greenfield, 2001).

Companies operating in the global
environment face daunting challenges,
including trade barriers (Fernald &

Greenfield, 2001; Engardio et al, 2001),
intellectual copyright theft (Oliver, 2000), and
great variability in international laws and
regulations (for instance, Hordesal,1995; These local execution challenges are
Oliver, 2000). When facing these challengessurmountable. If, however, the global

a ‘win-win’ perspective can be used as acompany intends to enter a foreign market, it
template through which managers canmust be sensitive to local cultural issues, and
formulate effective competitive strategies. then be humble enough to accept that no

. ._matter how well it has prepared, some aspect
Assuming the company has a product in _ S
of local culture will probably surprise it.

which the local consumer is interested, the :
. . _Therefore, global entry plans must consist of
question is does the company have a deliver

. ome measure of humility, and flexibilit
system that can deliver the product at Y Y

- . (Bartlett and Ghoshal, 2000; Gupta &
reasonable cost (Mariotti, 2000) and a reliable

. . _ Govindarajan, 2001).
supply chain (Gupta & Govindarajan, 2001)?
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Cost considerations initially led Procter & the economic big leagues today, despite their
Gamble to standardize diaper design acrosiiny landmass. The 10 countries with the

European markets, despite market researctvorld’s highest per-capita GDP include

data indicating that Italian mothers, unlike diminutive plots of land such as Luxembourg,

those in other countries, preferred diapersSwitzerland, Japan, Belgium, and United

covering the baby’s navel. After some time, Arab Emirates (Oliver, 2000).

however, recognizing that this particular )
Mistake #11: A company believes that most

feature was critical to Italian mothers, theb . ol exi here f
company consequently incorporated this us_mess potentia eX|§ts somew ere _ar away
(Oliver, 2000; Korzeniowski, 2001; Simms,

design feature for the Italian market, despite
2001).

its adverse cost implications.
RecommendatiorCompanies should focus

large geographic territories, while most ofthegn ne|ghbqriglrst. Most tradeh-hrz:lppensf
business is taking place in small countries etween neighbors, no matter which part o

(Bartlett and Ghoshal, 2000). the Wolrld. The Czech Re.pubhc sells to
Slovakia and Germany, Vietnam sells to
RecommendatiorGlobal companies should Thailand and Singapore, Uruguay sells to
focus on ethnic segments, not countriesBrazil and Argentina. Despite thorny political
Today, with the empowering technologies ofdifferences, the Baltic countries are
information, countries are splintering and re-economically joined at the hip. The same is
forming, trying to redefine themselves true of all the Middle East (Oliver, 2000).
ethnically. International strategy focuses on _
nations and large geography whereas global}/IIStake #12: A company attempts to target
the whole country (Hordes et al, 1995;
strategy focuses on customers and how the& ] i
define themselves (Parter, 1993; Oviatt & orzeniowski, 2001).

McDougall, 1995). RecommendatiorGlobal companies should
focus on cities. At the end of the 19th century,

Moreover, a country’s size no longer has | b ofth " e lived
much relevance to its wealth. Russia (theonyone—tent ofthe world's people lived in

largest country in the world) is experiencing cities. Today half do. The world’s five largest

declining living standards, despite a WealthcItles are more populous than most of the

of natural resources. Other countries in theCountrles on Earth (Schmidt, 1999).

top 10 in geographic size, such as Chinairhe rapidly growing global giants are not
India, and Argentina, are still developing, gaining market share by being in every town.
while #9, Kazakhstan, and #10, Sudan, isThey are becoming dominant forces in the
among the world’s poorest nations. yorid’s biggest cities (Schmidt, 1999).

Meanwhile, small, culturally defined Hence, itis clear that if a company wants to
economic powerhouses such as Singaporgnarket to a country, it need not target the

Taiwan, and Malaysia have vaulted from theirentire countryside; rather it is appropriate to
birth as nations just a few decades ago intqgocys on cities.

Mistake #10:Company’s usually focus on
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LIMITATIONSAND FUTURE or ill-conceived globalization efforts may
RESEARCH produce nothing more than a deep hole into

_ _ which the companies pour money, time, and
The literature lacks a full synthesis of the keyeffort with little or no return

characteristics to successful globalization.
Therefore, a further empirical investigation Internationalization strategies require only
into the key characteristics of the successfulncremental changes to a company’s strategy.
globalization in order to derive the mistakes Globalization, however, requires rethinking
the companies are likely to make, is neededall aspects of strategy and implementation.
Moreover, the internal and external contextsln fact, globalization demands a new mindset.
of these mistakes should be critically Oviatt & McDougall (1995) have identified
examined, as well as the possible remediaseven factors commonly associated with
measures may be explored and validated bgurvival and growth of the global start-ups.
further empirical analyses to synthesizeThese factors are: availability of a global
general deductions. This will help understandvision from inception, internationally
globalization process more fully and developexperienced managers, strong international
a framework for successful globalization. In business networks, exploitation of
the absence of such a framework, the papepreemptive technology or marketing,
has presented the experience of the faileghresence of a unique intangible asset, close
globalizing attempts that will assist in linkage among the product extensions, and
conceptualizing a full picture of the pitfalls closely coordinated organization worldwide.
specific to globalization, and deriving

. . . The mistakes presented above are a few of
possible remedial strategies.

the potential pitfalls that can trap up
CONCLUSION companies trying to become global. Some of

_ _ these mistakes (such as mistakes numbered
Targeting faraway markets wisely and 1,3, 4,5,6,7,and 9) are generic, and thus

prudently can generate growth and profits fory o ot necessarily specific to the process of
years to come indeed. Competitive andgqpzjization, Yet, the key message in all of
prosperous global companies are likely to be[his is: a complete homework needs to be
those that more understand and morgy,ne concerning the opportunities, threats,

successfully manage interdependence anghqces, commitments, and actions required
relationships in both their external and prior to globalization.

internal environments. However, half-hearted

Mohammed A. Burney, M. Sadiq Sohail
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