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Abstract: Problem statement: Biotechnology is becoming one of the major conseamong large
emerging economies including Malaysia. Internatictiaategic alliances may be one way to integrate
emerging economies in their development with dgwedbeconomies. The use of various forms of co-
operation between firms of emerging economies @masfof developed countries can accelerate the
process of transfer and adaptation of advanceadreeached in developed countries, as well as the
development of new products and processes. Howthare are few empirical studies on international
strategic alliances of biotechnology firms haverbeenducted in emerging countries’ environment. In
this study, the authors examine the views of Mataysnanaging directors of prospective bio-tech
international strategic alliances with EuropearlJ& firms. Approach: Data examined in this study
were collected using questionnaires filled in dgrexecutive face to face semi-structured interviews
Twenty-three firms associated with biotechnologyrevicluded. It represents approximately 20% of
the estimated 120 firms operating in the biotechgglarea in Malaysia. The authors also use a panel
of specialists in order to classify independently tgroups of firms: The most suitable and the least
suitable to international strategic allianc@&esults: Several differences concerning the perceived
importance of prospective contributions were idedi between the two groups of local firms.
Conclusion: This study provides insights on the importancecontributions from a typical local
(Malaysian) partner firm, as well as from a typifiakeign (European or US) partner firm.

Key words: Managerial perceptions, international strategiciaatles, high-technology, partner
contributions, emerging markets

INTRODUCTION advantages in emerging markets benefiting from
economies of scale and locational advantages.
Emerging economies are increasing their These developments are not limited to low-and
importance in the global economic environment. In amedium-technology initiatives as is frequently ased
recent articles, (Kearney, 2004) indicated thedasing in the literature on internatipnal business, batude a
importance of emerging economies such as Brazillumber of areas of high-technology. Emerging

China, India, Mexico and Malaysia in the internatb econp_mies, in particular in Asia and in countries i

. ) . transition, are expected to show strong technology-
economic environment. Such economies are expected. e

; riven growth (Oskooe, 2010; Simos, 2009). In a

to be home_ to a number of the world’s 500 l_a_rgeStsurvey sponsored by Kearney, more than 50% of 200
ent_erpnses In the next 2(_) years. Ev_en more Sg'_km senior multinational executives indicated technglog
their suggestion that during this period, the emoiB0 554 telecommunication  sectors fuelling Asia’s
centre of gravity of the world will shift towards growth over the next four years (Kearney, 2004).
countries that are currently classifies as develppi Regional groupings of high technology entegsis
countries. The trend is expected to gain momentum iare expected to attract a large number of these
coming years due to the fast relative growth of theinvestors in emerging economies, as is the case of
economy of the developing versus developed countrieMalaysian Government Linked Companies in Malaysia
and the strategies of firms trying to secure finstver  (Ang, 2008).
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Biotechnology is one of the areas about whichtechnological development in this field (Lai andpYa
policy makers in these large emerging economies ar2004). Nonetheless, some genetically modified
particularly enthusiastic (Badawi, 2004; Nouri andproducts are expected to reach the market very ason
Kamali, 2005; Adekoya and Adisa, 2010). ModernMalaysia and other Asian countries adjust to charge
biotechnology, normally associated with geneticpatent regulation that affect the biotechnologyt@ec
engineering, emerges at the end of this century agunningham, 1999).
promoting an unparalleled technological revolution As one of the world’s largest producer of palm oil
(Banta et al., 1984). Although well advanced in and rubber (Hai, 2002), Malaysia has an enormous
developed countries, this biotechnological revoluti potential market for agricultural biotechnology
has only started to reach emerging economiegroducts. Biotechnology has been identified as ahe
International Strategic Alliances (ISA) may be avey  the five strategic technologies expected to acatder
to integrate emerging economies in its developmentMalaysia’s transformation into a highly industrizdd
The use of various forms of co-operation betweendi  nation by 2020. The Malaysian government strongly
of emerging economies and firms of developedbelieves that biotechnology will propel the counitrio
countries, including the ISA, can accelerate ttecpss the new frontier of economic growth and attract
of transfer and adaptation of advances alreadyhezhc foreign investment amounting to US$10 billion over
in developed countries, as well as the developroént the next 10 years (Hautea and Escaler, 2004; AlkaBa
new products and processes (Saatlial., 2009a; etal.,2005).

Mytelka, 1999). It is particularly important when Malaysia aspires to be a biotechnology hub
considering that biotechnology could solve humasity (Barboza, 2003) and this is clearly spelled outhe
major problems clearly concentrated in developingNational Biotechnology Policy that was launched on
countries (Hautea and Escaler, 2004; Quah anthe 28 April 2005. It is estimated that by 2020isth
Arujanan, 2005). sector would create 280,000 jobs and contributet®%

Malaysia can be seen as representative of othéhe country's Gross Domestic Product. Total
large emerging economies (China, Mexico, India andnvestment under the National Biotechnology Polgy
Poland) relative to high technology, or biotechigglin expected to be around US$7.9 billion. The policyalth
particular. Because its legislation was only madifio IS expected to give impetus to the biotechnologyase
allow patenting of genetic engineered microorgasismin Malaysia addresses vital aspects of biotechnypolog
in 2005, Malaysia does not have a significant nunape  development such as the priority areas, legal,tysafe

alliances in modern biotechnology (Badawi, 2004;financial and other issues. The policy spells ouen
Biotek, 2002). There has been a substantial inergas (1rusts, which include transforming and enhancimg t

the inflow of foreign investments in this area sinc V?"“e creation of the agricultura! sector through
2005, particularly from large companies such aémotechnology. The other area of priority is hecdtte

Monsanto, Hoechst-Schering, Dow Chemical and D and industrial biotechnology. A total of US$800 Iraih

. . Lfﬁas been allocated for biotechnolo in the Ninth
Pont (Chee and Kian, 2009; Karimi and Yusop, 2009)yt eofo 2 OO S IE0E BE R 6 00 i

Small-and medium-sized enterprises are also expectq g “phoon allocated to Malaysian Biotechnology
to benefit from these cha_\nges._ The_recognltlon_ Corporation (Biotech Corp) to initiate technology
pharmaceytlcal patents (including blotechn_o_log|calacquisiti0n' commercialization, entrepreneur
products) in Malaysia is expected to act as amii&  geyelopment, and for the development of intellelctua
for the internal development of this technologyitsr property framework (Loh, 2009).
adaptation to the local market (UNCTAD, 2008). The  presently, there are some biotechnology related
importance of this study derives also from the thet  industries in Malaysia, but most are using what bean
there is a dearth of study in English about Makaysi classified as conventional biotechnology processes.
business and very few international strategic @ds  Since Malaysia is largely an agricultural basedntiouy
in Malaysia in the area of biotechnology it is not surprising that agricultural and food
biotechnology received greater emphasis. New
The biotechnology sector in Malaysia:Intermediary  developments in industrial biotechnology in Malaysi
biotechnology in Malaysia is well advanced inencompass activities such as optimization and
universities, private and governmental researchecen enhancement of new treatment systems through bio-
In modern biotechnology, however, the Malaysianaugmentation or genetic engineering. There are also
picture is modest (Railet al., 2003; Latifahet al., number of companies with special focus in
2006). Malaysia has not been strongly participating bioinformatics (Loh, 2009).
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International strategic alliances: By examining the Partners’ potential contributions: Literature on
gap in technology between developed and emergin-g'lternationéﬂ strategic alliance performance is uadab
economies and consequent problems of the expansidBeamish, 1994). A few publications list potential
of technological knowledge, there is a possibleans contributions of partners of joint v_entures oraliges:
Co-operation among firms, in general and, equciallrsetgg;%y gr;(rjir:/g;/eer”?lgggl?)'z)(;;Igi('es?errr":lzd(}agugcdll)le?/r;(dl}amore
international strategic alliances and joint vergure S ) ’ )

Alliances are suggested by Lorange and Roos (199 azaliet al. (2009b); Parkhe (2003); Pan (2004) and

9 th " ising busi irat fth rahalad and Ramaswamy (2004).
p.9) as the most promising business strategy of € a it of the 18 most relevant contributions from
future. Dunning (1997) also acknowledges

k it ) ) > theIocal economy partners was compiled based mainly on
increasing importance of international co-operajdn  ine three initial papers. Three other papers pabtisn
the form of joint ventures. Co-operation opporti@sit \alaysia supplemented the information (although did
between small and large established firms can bedio  not suggest lists of contributions); Sim (2006)mdo
according to Inkpenet al. (2004), especially in and Shyamala (2001) and Sulaimah al. (1999).
emerging industries. Koget al. (2002) also point out Contributions are commented on below:

that these practices are frequently found in irstomal

business strategies of smaller companies. Such cé-apital: This item may be a contribution from one or all
operative agreements may be used to enter emergi[@rtner firms of the jOint venture. It is understoas
economies’ markets as well as to transfer techncabg capital originating in either partner’s establishediness.
knowledge. In their research, Kaplan and Hurd (2002 ) ,

support this view, emphasizing that muItinationaI'A‘Cce.Ss fo raw materials: Th|§ can _alsp be a
executives, local executives, as well as host cgunt contribution from any partner firm. It indicateseth

overnment officials agree that in most cases,imt jo capability of the firm in overcoming problems in
9 . gree tha . et obtaining raw materials for production. These diffiies
venture associating a multinational firm and a ghév

, , O could be caused by factors such as governmental
local firm, is the best arrangement to establisieifm  (egrrictions, geographic distances, tariffs, presio
direct investment for both the multinational and tost  5greements with suppliers, and distribution systems
country (Najib, 2006; Doz and Hamel, 1998).

The success rate of international strategic aléan General knowledge of the economy, politics and
in general is less than 40% and could be as 02086  customs: Given the appropriate qualification, this may
(Reuer and Zollo, 2000). In the specific area d§ th be a contribution either from the local partnerfram
study, biotechnology alliances, success rates arée foreign partner. Hence, when focusing on ttwallo
estimated to be slightly higher. The importance ofPartner, ‘knowledge’ refers to the locaconomy,
improving success rates of international strategiém“tICS _and customs. As pom_ted_ out by Htt al.
alliances cannot be underestimated as Parkhe (200 004) in their study of the institutional effects

. o . . rategic alliance partner selection process, iais
points out, the need ‘to improve the hit rate 0AE0iC  jportant contribution by the local partner. It tiu

initiatives’ is a major challenge for corporations. however, be a contribution from the foreign partrier
Although  post-formation  activites have been which case ‘knowledge’ refers to the country whidwe
emphasized recently (Kuglin, 2002), pre-formationforeign firm is based. It could prove valuable tw t
activities could have as much impact on alliancelocal partner if the joint venture plans to export.

success. Our study emphasizes the latter poin
indicating the importance of pre-alliance mechamsism

that would Increase the chances of choosing thet rig the local market. It differs from the item ‘capitalhe
partner. In this context, Buckley and Casson (2@0®)  |¢ter implies the use of the firm's own capital.
Yoon (2007) state that, co-operation success e Estaplished firms would usually be expected to make
characteristics of the management of the ventsedfit  {hjg type of contribution to the venture. The forme
It is assumed in this study, that those charadtesisvill ‘having knowledge of local financing’, could be
be associated with certain characteristics of thexpected from a firm on good terms with banks, or
partners’ firms prior to the start of the alliande.  development agencies.
particular, co-operation success is expected tinked
to the views of executives of the partners’ firmsLinks to important personalities on the local scene
regarding prospective contributions to the joimtuee.  This could be expected from the local partner. It
3
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includes not only personalities from government butBetter export opportunities for goods produced by
also those connected to research centre and uitieers the joint venture: This could be seen as possible
contribution from either partner. The firms canoakse
Avoid political interventions: This is another seen as ‘spring boards’ to regional markets (ASEAN
contribution usually expected from the local partne or APEC). The local partner can also be essential f
The foreign partner would have the risk of politica raising export incentives from the host government.
intervention (e.g., expropriation) reduced. Other
intervention, such as price controls, or theManaging Director: On the one hand, this can be seen
establishment of governmental firms on the sectoras a potential contribution of the local partndr.isl
would also present a lesser risk. considered that the joint venture would benefitwvan
experienced executive used to local practices (Bdam
Political advantages:This can be used in relation to 1994). On the other hand, a foreign executive could
both local andoreign partners. The local partner could contribute by bringing in up-to-date managerial
help as a ‘links to important personalities’. Wittgard  practices to the venture.
to the foreign partner this contribution is undeost as
permission from foreign governmenfsr the use of Marketing managers: This is similar to the previous
certain technologies, special tariffs, and so forth one but concentrating on the marketing position.
Knowledge of cultural aspects could be essential fo
To meet governmental (legal) requirements for local the development of a marketing strategy. In thiseca
ownership: The local partner can help here. It concernghe choice of a local marketing manager would be
regulations or policies of the host country sucingsort  more sensible.
substitution, or the commercialization of certain
products. In the case of Malaysia, Lee (2004) andManagers or experts in production, R and D or
Mytelka (1999) point out that it is easier to reeei other technical area: This is usually seen as a
permission to commercialize or produce pharmacalstic contribution of the foreign partner because itdlated
products when the multinational (foreign firm) has to technology. It was pointed out by Currall and
association with a local firm. Governmental requiemts  Inkpen (2008) as an important contribution of the
concerning biotechnological products are includeceh local partner. Particularly when the venture inesv
(Jusoh, 2006). technology transfer or product adaptation it seems

) o reasonable that a qualified team on the local side
Faster entry into the local market, considering the \yould facilitate the process.

existing alternatives to the foreign partner:It is an

important contribution from the local partner an@sh cheap labor: This can be seen as a contribution from
been ment|0_ned by other authors (Stopford and V\_Iellsthe host country. Holtbrugge (2004) points out,t tha
1972; Beamish, 1994) more broadly. By comparisongcal partners of a joint venture would be able to

other existing entry modes in a foreign markety qyide inexpensive labor more easily than a MNE
(exporting, licensing and wholly owned subsidiattyg operating with its own subsidiary.
importance of this can be seen.

Technology: Surprisingly, this contribution was
ignored by Raved and Renford and also by Stopford
and Wells. In contrast, Beamish (1994) and alsénk
émd Curall (2004), present it as one of the most
Important contributions of the foreign partner. The
former author emphasizes that the successful gaos$f
equipment or technology does not guarantee thé join
venture success. It is also mentioned that firnesnfr
developed countries establish ventures with local

Better access to the local market for goods produde ~ Partners as a way to disseminate their technologyst
abroad by the foreign partner: This item is definitely ~Many markets as possible.

a potential advantage for the foreign partner. Its

importance will depend on factors such as estadfish To bring complementary product line to the
channels of distribution and business infrastrectom ~ venture: It could be potential future contribution of
the part of the local partner. either partner. It was not examined however by ainy

4

Better access to the local market for goods produde
by the joint venture than would have been possible
with a wholly owned subsidiary: It is a subset of the
previous item. It makes the comparison between th
joint venture and the establishment of a subsidiaoye
explicit. Local partner contributions such as chelsmf
distribution and administrative infrastructure also
included here.
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the studies mentioned. Stopford and Wells mentiasi the separation of the proposed groups, the distance
a suggestion from the executive interviewed. Thelyst between the average of grades within each grouprend
of Kogut et al. (2002) suggests it as an important extreme grades is 50%.

contribution from the foreign partner. ] ] o
Views of potential contributions from the local

MATERIALS AND METHODS partner: MDs and specialists involved with
biotechnology were asked to grade the importande3of
Data examined in this study were collected usingPOte€ntial contributions from a typical Malaysiarripar
questionnaires filled in during executive face &g 1M t0_hypothetical strategic alliances with aemn
semi-structured interviews in 2008. Twenty-thrgen ~ firm. The values allocated to each contribution,
associated with biotechnology were included assalre ©btained from the questionnaires are shown in Table

of the national scope of this association. It représ fivé Sub-groups of answer were considered in the
approximately 20% of the estimated 120 firms analysis: The MDs as a whole, the MDs from the most

operating in the biotechnology area in Malaysia (B8 suitableand from the least suitable firms, the specialists
2008). Malaysian Biotechnology Corporation was, aand the combined answer of MDs and specialists.
the time of the survey, the only national associatf First, the subgroups as sets of ranked contribstio
biotechnology firms and approximately 80% of Were compared. The spearman coefficient betyvqen the
associated firms were surveyed. A total of 18 Mampg SUP-group of MDs and the subgroup of specialists is
Directors (MDs) (connected with 18 firms) were Nigh (0.88, significance 0.03%) indicating a high
interviewed. The firms were located in Kuala Lumpurconformity between the ranking of these two groaps
and several cities in the State of Penang. respondents. Consequently, the analysis can prdneed
In parallel, a ‘panel’ of 15 specialists, or using the combination of the answers or the ‘all
researchers connected to governmental agencies afgHPgroup. This result indicates the absence oflsary
university research centers, was used to classiéy t N the perception of MDs when compared to specsalis
firms according to their suitability for internatial joint As for the comparison between the answers from
ventures? (Daciet al., 2002). MDs of the most suitable firms and those of thast

Future potential contributions from both partnersSuitable firms, the statistical analysis suggests a
(local and foreign) were listed and a Likert scutem difference in views (Spearman’s 0.64, Mann-Whitney
‘0’ (minimum  importance) to ‘5’ (maximum test to rank 2%). This shows the need for a morefeh

. - analysis in order to determine the specific diffexes in

importance) was allocated to each contribution.thes 2 ; e

Malaysian environment has proved itself very positions of the potentl_al contrlbunon_s ('I_'able The
. - relative ranks of potential future contributionsrfr the

unpredictable, the specialists were also used as

. : X Bcal partner are shown in Table 2. The relativeksa
control group for any circumstantial bias that cbul

h £ h his check for standard deviations are shown in Table 3.
occur on the assessment of the MDs. This check was Although the most important local partner potdntia

necessary becausg the exgcutives intervie.wed veqete P contributions, such as ‘general knowledge’ andtéas

of the same association (Biotech Corporation) @@t t oy and access to market are predicted in the
VIEWS %ould be :nﬂuencedh by th?r asso?'?t?t;':'f U iterature, ‘political intervention’ was place atvery
case, the control group, that is the speciallSts,ndt |, hosition (16th out of 18), contrary to existing

have any connection with Biotech Corporation. literature on developing countries. The importante

the items ‘Faster entry into the local market’

RESULTS e entry . .
considering other existing alternatives to the ifpme

Grouping of firms: The ‘panel’ of 15 specialists Partner’ (as licensing, exporting, or wholly owned
evaluated the 18 firms whose MDs were interviewed. subsidiaries) and ‘access to local markets vs.
can be observed that the curve presents threenddisti subsidiary’ shows the importance of the markettier
regions: a steep slope comprising six firms withher ~ foreign investor. The latter results were also mted
grades, a nearly flat part in the middle showingfisms  in the literature and reflect the potential of the
with grades around 2.5 and a less accentuates &lope Malaysian market.
the six firms presenting the lowest grades. Thdisixs However, when comparing the group of Most
of the upper third were defined as the most sugtabl Suitable (MS) firms with the Least Suitable (LS)nmo
group and the remaining firms as the gréegst suitable interesting results arise. The MS firms place ‘logst
to establish a strategy of joint ventures with iignefirms ~ labour’ as a contribution of the local partner I ffirst
(firms not yet operating in Malaysia). As a measofe rank of importance. Sazai al. (2009b)recently pointed

5
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Table 1: Importance of the local partner contribusi

Contributions All Specialists Managing director Mesitable Least suitable
Capital 1.68 1.74 1.60 1.33 2.00
Raw materials 2.79 2.68 2.93 2.00 2.83
General knowledge 4.09 3.95 4.27 3.83 4.08
Local financing 3.35 3.11 3.67 3.00 3.25
Local personalities 3.29 3.47 3.07 3.67 3.42
Political interventions 2.27 2.47 2.00 2.33 2.75
Political advantages 2.62 2.47 2.80 2.83 2.42
Governmental requirements 2.94 3.00 2.87 2.83 3.25
Speed of entry into local market 3.65 3.53 3.80 73.6 3.50
Access to local markets Vs. subsidiary 3.59 3.53 673. 3.67 3.42
Local market for foreign partner’s prod/s 3.35 3.42 3.27 3.00 3.58
Export opportunities 2.29 2.37 2.20 2.33 2.58
Managing director 291 3.05 2.73 2.33 3.25
Marketing director 3.18 3.37 2.93 3.50 3.25
Technical personnel 2.68 2.74 2.60 2.50 2.83
Low cost labor 2.44 2.84 1.93 3.83 2.50
Technology 144 1.53 1.33 0.50 217
Supplementary products 2.47 2.63 2.27 2.00 3.00

Table 2: Relative rank of the potential contribndrom the local partner (1 = Highest deviatiod=lLowest importance)

Contributions All Specialists Managing director Mesitable Least suitable
Capital 17 17 17 17 18
Raw materials 10 8 12 16 11
General knowledge 1 1 1 2 1
Local financing 4 3 7 7 6
Local personalities 6 6 4 4 5
Political interventions 16 15 14 12 13
Political advantages 12 9 15 10 15
Governmental requirements 8 11 8 8 7
Speed of entry into local market 2 2 3 3 3
Access to local markets Vs. subsidiary 3 4 2 5 4
Local market for foreign partner’s prod/s 5 5 5 9 2
Export opportunities 15 13 16 13 14
Managing director 9 10 9 14 8
Marketing director 7 7 6 6 9
Technical personnel 11 12 10 11 12
Low cost labor 14 16 11 1 16
Technology 18 18 18 18 17
Supplementary products 13 14 13 15 10

Table 3: Relative ranks of the standard deviatiothe local partner potential contributions (1 sghiést deviation; 18 = Lowest deviation)

Contributions All Specialists Managing director Mesitable Least suitable
Capital 12 10 13 12 10
Raw materials 2 3 2 3 2
General knowledge 18 12 18 17 18
Local financing 10 16 10 13 7
Local personalities 15 6 17 14 17
Political interventions 5 4 6 9 8
Political advantages 4 1 12 16 6
Governmental requirements 9 9 11 7 11
Speed of entry into local market 17 13 16 16 12
Access to local markets Vs. subsidiary 13 11 14 6 31
Local market for foreign partner’s prod/s 11 14 8 5 14
Export opportunities 3 7 3 1 3
Managing director 6 8 4 8 5
Marketing director 7 15 5 11 4
Technical personnel 8 2 15 10 16
Low cost labor 1 5 1 4 1
Technology 16 18 9 18 9
Supplementary products 14 17 7 2 15
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Table 4: Importance of the foreign partner contiiins

Contributions All Specialists Managing director Mesitable Least suitable
Capital 3.71 4.07 3.42 3.00 3.58
Raw materials 244 2.07 2.74 2.50 3.08
General knowledge of foreign country  2.41 2.13 2.63 3.33 2.25
Political advantages from foreign country 2.21 2.13 2.26 2.33 2.42
Easier exports (JV products) 3.68 3.67 3.68 3.50 75 3.
Easier exports (local partner’s prod.) 3.41 3.33 473. 3.50 3.67
Managing director 1.50 1.20 1.74 2.00 1.75
Marketing director 1.77 1.40 2.05 1.83 2.08
Technical personnel 3.88 3.73 4.00 4.00 4.00
Technology 4.65 4.60 4.68 4.83 4.58
Supplementary products 4.29 4.33 4.26 4.00 4.42

Table 5: Relative rank of the potential contribnidrom the foreign partner (1=Highest Importari®s Lowest Importance)

Contributions All Specialists Managing director Mesitable Least suitable
Capital 4 3 6 7 6

Raw materials 7 9 7 8 7

General knowledge of foreign country
Political advantages from foreign country
Easier exports (JV products)

Easier exports (local partner’s prod.)
Managing director 11 11 11 10 11
Marketing director 10 10 10 11 10
Technical personnel 3 4 3 2 3
Technology 1 1 1 1 1
Supplementary products 2 2 2 3 2

o V1o ®
o 9o~
o1 P o o
P oo
o P oo

Table 6: relative ranks of the standard deviatibthe foreign partner potential contributions (Hrghest deviation; 18 = Lowest deviation)
Contributions All Specialists Managing director Mesitable Least suitable
Capital 3 5 3 2 4

Raw materials 1 3 1 1 2

General knowledge of foreign country 2 1

Political advantages from foreign country 4 2

Easier exports (Joint Ventures products) 7 6

Easier exports (local partner’s prod.) 8 7

Managing director 5 4 5 3
Marketing director 6 10 6 4
Technical personnel 9 8 9 9
Technology 10 9 11 1
Supplementary products 11 11 10
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out this as an important contribution of the logaitner  questioned on the importance of potential contitimst
in their study in China. Contrary to that study lewer, from a typical foreign firm (a firm not yet openadj in
Malaysian MDs were comparing the salaries of highlyyjalaysia) to establish a hypothetical joint ventuih
qualified personnel in the biotechnology area iddylsia typical Malaysian firm. The questionnaire listed

\évétgntt?izsse Isnaléjlc:hetfa(;?etrﬁg I'_rgerrl‘:é'g?tagg %rn(;’g:c?gaeg potential contributions found in the literature. €Th
\ ' b results are shown in Table 4. As previously, five

important items, indirectly by implication confirng its _ . .
importance in a successful venture. subgroups of answers were considered in the aB_aIyS|
Other local partner contributions seen differently The MDs as a whole, the MDs from the most suitable

were ‘local market for foreign partner prod/s’, MDs and from the least suitable firms, the Specialist the
‘Raw materials’, 'supplementary products’, all radk combined answer of MDs and specialists.

as lower importance by the MS firms and ‘political The subgroups as sets of ranked potential
advantages’ ranked higher by the MS firms. The mosgontributions were compared. In a similar way tcalo

controversial items (items presenting the highestonyributions, the correlation coefficient betwetre

standards deviations) were ‘low ‘cost labor', ‘raw g ,o00s of Specialist and the MDs (corr = 0.945 s
materials’ and ‘export opportunities’.

= 0.3%) is high suggesting similar views by these
Views on the potential contributions from the groups of respondents and the consequent absence of
foreign partner: MDs and specialists were also bias on the part of the MDs.

7
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The correlation coefficient between ‘most suitable personnel and biotechnology is not labor intensite,
and ‘least suitable’ firms is higher (0.93 at 0.3%n) seems reasonable to assume that those salaries are
than the contributions of the local partners. Thisperceived to be considerably lower in Malaysia ftor
suggests a more homogeneous view of the importandbis matter in emerging economies) than those in
of foreign partner contributions when comparedhe t developed countries. This contribution has not
previous results for the local partner contribusion previously been identified in the literature comieg
(Table 4). The relative ranks of potential future high-technology sectors. There are differences in
contributions from the foreign partner are shown inperceptions also with regard to ‘raw materials’,
Table 5. The relative ranks for the standard dmnat ‘political advantages’ and MDs'.
are shown in Table 6. The most relevant potential contribution from the

As is to be expected, the contribution of theifgme local partner as pointed out by both MDs and sfiistsa
partner seen as most important is technology. Thisvas ‘general knowledge of the local economy, psiti
conclusion is strongly confirmed by the equallytyg  and customs’. The item ‘fastest speed of entry th®
ranked contributions ‘to bring supplementary prdduc |ocal market, considering the existing alternatitethe
lines to the joint venture’ and ‘to bring managers foreign partner’ has also been pointed out as itapor
experts in productions, Rand D or other techniceda |t endorses the literature. Moreover, Glaister and
(know-how). The next item in importance was ‘accessg;ckle (1997) and Hittet al. (2004) in studyin
to foreign market for goods produced by the joint y : G e ying

partner selection criteria within developed country

venture'. Cleary, technology is seen as essertide . ﬁirms, also indicated similar criteria affecting rjpeer
present stage of development of the commercia

biotechnology industry in Malaysia. Access to fgrei selectiofl. The result is in line with the literature which
markets is piaced in the second pc;sition if impurea considers US multinational managers in the beg'gmi_n
Although MDs agree strongly within their group, ithe of the _70 S (Stopforc_i af?d Wells, 1972.)' This
Specialists place ‘capital at a much higher rarfk 0observat|on and related idéasmplies that the line of

importance. The apparent financial crisis in tharggy ~ thought of Malaysian executives in the year 200@ag
at the time of the survey does not seem to inflashe ~ With those of US MNE executives of the 70 s. Itidou
perceptions of executives. indicate paths for future research.

One difference in perceived importance between As to foreign partner potential contributions, the
the MS and the LS is 'general knowledge of a fareig most prominent item was ‘technology’, followed by
country’ the MS executives placing it as of higher‘complementary line of products’ and ‘technical
importance. With regard to the standard deviattbe, personnel’, re-emphasizing the importance of teenit
more controversial item was ‘raw materials’, ‘gealer technology. Holtbrugge (2004) points out the
knowledge of a foreign country’ presented the highe importance  of co-operative  agreements in
standard deviation of the subgroup of least swétabltechnological joint developments, particularly of
firms, differing from the most suitable group ofnfis  biotechnology firms, whereas Sim (2006) suggests it

for which it was placed in a medium position. importance to firms in LDCs (or in emerging
economies) in accessing technology.
DISCUSSION On the development of strategies of international

strategic alliances, the expectations listed araarémxed

This study points out the importance, according 1, this study may be of fundamental importance
the views of Malaysian MDs and Specialists conreecte because they bring out important elements of
to the biotechnology area, of expected future L ’ o .

L : T . negotiation. It is hoped that this initial studypaftential
contributions from the partners in a joint ventwigh Lo I
future contributions of the partners of an inteiovzil

one or more European (or US) foreign firms, i.em$ ) ) ! ) !
not yet operating in Malaysia. strategic alliances with an emerging market firnm ca

The comparison of the views of MDs from the €ncourage this type of enterprise in the area of
most suitable firms and from the least suitablmdihas  biotechnology. The joint venture could become an
indicated differences regarding the local partneimportant channel for emerging economies to obtain
potential contributions. One of the most controiers biotechnology:
items, which also presented a substantial conirast
ranking between these two groups of firms rankésl th «  Traditional biotechnology with intermediary
contribution as the most important. As most of Mies techniques utilizes advances knowledge of genetics
were comparing the salaries of highly qualified and biology (but no genetic manipulation)

8
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» Specialists are professionals connected téAng, B.J., 2008. Determinants of foreign direct
biotechnology but not to firms interviewed, were investment in Malaysia. J. Policy Model., 30: 1881

asked to allocate, according to their perception, ~ DOI: 10.1016/}.jpolmod.2007.06.014 _
scores to the Capab|||ty of each firms in regahﬂs t Badan, A., 2004. Keynote address at the seminar on

potential contributions to a foreign partner firms. ~ culture of high performance for GLC.
These scores weighted by the importance assigned http://www.khazanah.com.my/docs/
to each contribution resulted in a grade to each fi speech20040514-MOFKL.pdf

» Glaister and Buckley (1997) point out, as some ofBanta, H.D.et al., 1984. Commercial Biotechnology:
the most important partner selection criteria, the  An International Analysis. Washington D.C: U.S
knowledge of the local market and of local culture Congress, Office of Technology Assessment-OTA-
which are connected to ‘general knowledge of the  BA-218, January 1984,
local economy, politics and customs’, as well asBarboza, D., 2003. Development of Biotech Crops is

links with buyers and distribution channels which Booming in Asia.
would lead (and thus are taken as associated) to a http://www.croplifeasia.org/ref_library/biotechnolo
'faster entry into the local market’ gy/ap_boomBarbozaNYtimes.pdf

» Simet al. (2006) pointed out a gap of approximately Beamish, P.W., 1994. Joint ventures in LDCs: Partne
four decades while considering the size of large  selection and performance. Manage. Int. Rev., pp:
Malaysian and US companies (Malaysian largest  60-74. http://www.jstor.org/stable/40228251
companies in 2008 would have equivalent size to th@iotek, ~ 2002.  Biotechnology in  Malaysia.

largest US companies in 1970) http://www.biotek.gov.my
Buckley, P.J. and M.C. Casson, 2009. The
CONCLUSION internalisation theory of the multinational

enterprise: A review of the progress of a research

The comparison of the views of MDs from the agenda after 30 years. J. Int. Bus. Stud., 40: 11563

most suitable firms and from theleast suitable firms 1580. DOI: 10.1057/jibs.2009.49 _ _
has indicated differences regarding the local artn Chee, K.C. and P.L. Kian, 2009. Foreign direct
potential contributions. The most relevant potdntia  investment, financial development, and economic
contribution from the local partner as pointed byt growth: the case of Malaysia. Macroecon. Finance
both MDs and specialists was ‘general knowledge of ~Emerg. Market Econo., 2: 13-30. DOI
the local economy, politics, and customs’. 10.1080/17520840902726227
The item ‘fastest speed of entry into the localCunningham, R., 1999. Playing for high-stakes. Mgna
market, considering the existing alternatives te th Intell. Property, 93: 44-47.
foreign partner has also been pointed out a<Currall, S.C. and Inkpen, 2008. Strategic Allianees!
important. As to foreign partner potential the Evalution of Trust Across Levels. In:
contributions, the most prominent item was International Handbook of  Organizational
‘technology’, followed by ‘complementary line of Teamwork and Cooperative Working, M.A. West
products’ and ‘technical personnel’, re-emphasizing e al., (Eds.). John Wiley and Sons, ISBN:
the importance of the item technology. 9780471485391, pp: 533-549.
Dacin, M.T., J. Goldstein and W.R. Scott, 2002.
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