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Appendix 2 
 

Transcripts from the case study interviews 
 
SME1 was founded in January 2000, the original team comprised the CEO (who had a 

PhD in electronic engineering), the Chjef Technical Officer (who had an MSc in electronic 

engineering) and three technical persons (one had an MSc in electronic engineering, the 

second had a BEng and was studying towards an honours in electronic engineering, and 

a third was studying towards a Masters in electronic engineering).  As at June 2005 SME1 

had grown to 6 full-time employees and a turnover of < R 4 million.   SME1 specialises in 

innovative product development for information and communication security solutions, 

with a current focus on applications utilising technologies at the convergence between 

mobile (GSM) and conventional data networks (the Internet). An example of a recent 

product it developed is “Cell Power”.  Cell Power is a prepaid electricity vending solution 

that uses mobile telephones as Point-of-Sales devices.  SME1 developed the Cell Power 

system to assist Municipalities reduce their lost revenue through the difficult task of 

managing electricity usage.  Another product of theirs is eXstreamLITE, which is a robust, 

secure network device that ensures the optimal use of expensive Internet bandwidth 

through a unique blend of Internet traffic classification, bandwidth shaping and traffic 

prioritisation engines. 

 

SME1 wished to achieve two objectives for which they required a partner, namely: to raise 

cash for growth, and to gain a “big brother”, i.e. protection that would be afforded by 

having a bigger player as a partner.  The expectation was that should a dispute arise with 

another large company (LCO), then that the “big brother” would enter into high level 

negotiation to try to resolve the dispute.  With this in mind they sought a partner that they 

believed had a similar culture as their own and were in the same domain as they were 

namely electronic product development and deployment.   

 

The company with whom they partnered, the LCO1, was a large, reputable South African 

corporate that specialized in electronics and communications.  The LCO1 Ltd had several 

Divisions that focused on development and implementation – largely for the defense 

industry.  The Division, LCO1Div, although responsible for the lion’s share of LCO1’s 

turnover of over R1 billion/year, focused on marketing of telecommunications equipment 

and solutions and did not do its own development – it had no in-house IP.  Recognizing 

their vulnerability in this area, LCO1Div had a strategy of investing in SMEs in order to 
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acquire and gain access to IP.  In line with this strategy, LCO1Div, via LCO1, took a third 

share in SME1 in exchange for a substantial cash injection.   

 

The expectation from SME1’s side was that it would be able to continue with new product 

development and piggy back off LCODiv’s marketing infrastructure and reputation.  

Furthermore SME1 expected the LCO1 to offer SME1’s products protection by engaging 

with any other LCO that exploited SME1’s patents unfairly, and resolve the dispute in a 

preferably amicable fashion.  However, the reality was that LCO1 did not wish to tarnish 

its own reputation by supporting SME1 against the opportunistic LCOs that were 

breaching SME1’s patents, as LCO1 already had existing relationships with these 

opportunistic LCOs that it viewed as important.  SME1 was therefore expected to “fight its 

own battles” without the backing of its LCO partner.  SME1 indicated that the relationship 

was partially successful because only one of the two objectives for partnering, had 

realized, namely the ability to raise cash.  An opportunity was later created for SME1 to 

buy back its shares from LCO1 when a new CEO was appointed at LCO1Div who, in 

focussing the company’s resources on its core business, sold off all subsidiaries where 

LCO1Div investment was R10 million or less.  In this way SME1 managed to exit from a 

less than optimal partnership. 

 

In discussing the difference between capabilities and competencies, The CEO clarified his 

understanding of capabilities as being “skills”, and cited project management, 

programming, software development and the associated support, as capabilities that he 

believed were captured in the employees of SME1.  Such skills were necessary in order to 

produce a business output such as intellectual property (IP) – which he defined as a 

competency.  He believed that SME1 had a competency in developing GMS-internet 

interface systems, and that this competency was dependent on the skills set of the 

employees.  The CEO drew an analogy of capabilities being like gears and competencies 

being like a gearbox, where the individual gears were all components of a gearbox, and 

where the gears on their own could not perform work, as part of a gearbox, they could.  

An LCO, he believed, therefore either had the option either to grow organically by hiring in 

“gears” and over a period of time assembling them into a “gearbox”, or alternatively, 

partnering with an SME and rapidly acquiring the entire gearbox.  (In the case of SME1, 

they had, in fact, been approached by a second LCO who was merely interested in the 

skills of one of their employees and wished to partner with the company merely to access 

this set of skills.  As they feared that this partnership would lead to the demise of SME1, 

they declined the partnership offer.)  However, the CEO believed that a fully functional 
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gearbox, including market share, customers etc, was of greater value to an LCO that the 

individual skills of the SMEs employees. 

 

The CEO commented that competencies and capabilities were certainly important for 

partnership success.  He believed that competencies rather than capabilities were more 

important.  His reasoning was that large companies do not partner with SMEs to acquire 

skills, as they can “buy these in” merely by employing individuals.  They are more 

interested in partnering with an SME such that they gain access to a “total product”.  In the 

case of SME1, it was the “existing IP belonging to the company as well as the company’s 

“competence” to develop new IP that attracted the large company into a partnership with 

SME1” said the CEO.  He believed that LCOs were typically after two competencies:  IP 

and market share.  In the case of SME1, although they had IP, they did not have market 

share.      

 

Protecting the SME’s capabilities and competencies was important when partnering with 

an LCO as “LCO’s were ruthless and would take everything”, commented the CEO.  

SME1 protected its capabilities and competencies, in an attempt to ensure a successful 

relationship, by having in place the following: 

 

• patents already secured the first customers to used their service 

• a restraint of trade had been built into their employees contracts prohibiting them 

from working for a competitor within a reasonable period of time 

• entered into a formal shareholders agreement with the LCO that  

o excluded re-evaluation of the company against future cash flow projections 

* 

o the LCO had to buy the majority share of SME1 (up to 51%) after a 3 year 

period (the market value of the shares would be determined by a third 

party); whereafter at any time thereafter, SME1 could offer to sell the 

remaining shares at market value and LCO1 Ltd would be obliged to buy 

them. (This clause was premised on the assumption that LCOs wish to hold 

the majority of the SMEs shareholding and hence SME1’s intention was to 

build up the value of the company and then exit.) 

• the relationship was built on trust where there was a similar culture and the 

individuals with whom they were dealing had a similar background  

 

*  The CEO mentioned that a common oversight SMEs make when entering into a 

shareholder’s agreement with an LCO is that they fail to take note of a clause that is 
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usually inserted by the LCOs linking the value of the SME to its cash flow projections.  

The strategy is that because the SMEs typically make very optimistic cash flow 

projections in order to entice LCOs to invest, that when, after a certain period of time 

(e.g. 2 years) the SME’s worth is reassessed, should it not have achieved the 

originally projected cash flow, then the LCO can demand additional shares in 

exchange for the value that had not realized. In this way an SME seriously 

compromises itself as the LCO can dramatically increase its shareholding without the 

need for further investment.  In this way an LCO can gain the majority share from an 

unsuspecting SME. 

 

2. SME2 
 

SME2 was founded by the CEO in 1999, the core business of the company being network 

recording.  At the time of the partnership with LCO2 AG, SME2 had only one employee 

(the CEO) and had a turnover of < R4 million.  SME2 has subsequently grown to 31 

number of employees and has a turnover of over R 35 million per year, and its core 

business is developing systems for mass interception and capturing of data and voice.  

Their current skills include being able to develop cutting edge hardware designs; software 

development based on knowledge of industry and systems engineering (in systems 

engineering the CEO believes South Africa has a competitive edge as unlike in other 

countries, South African engineers do not have the luxury of specializing in a niche area 

but need to address the overall picture); software electronic engineering with computer 

science.  The CEO, having a BCom and BProc degrees, was the sole owner of SME2.  

The CEO’s prior experience was in financial management – his last position prior to 

starting SME2 was as a Financial Director of a high-tech engineering company.  Because 

of his interest in technology, in 1994 he had joined a company that supplied voicemail and 

the system that sends SMS’s for one of South Africa’s large cellular service providers,, as 

the MD.  This gave The CEO an opportunity to familiarize himself with the 

telecommunications industry.  Thereafter he joined ME2 who had an OEM (original 

equipment manufacturer) agreement with LCO2 to design and manufacture new products.  

ME2 was keen to sell the company to an American company, and as they did not believe 

the OEM part of the business (that was worth approximately 25% of the business) would 

be attractive for the sale, they wished to sell this off.  The CEO bought this part of the 

business from ME2, around which he established his own company, SME2.     

 

The CEO believes that having capabilities and competencies is essential for partnership 

success, and furthermore, that there should be complementarity, i.e. the SME should 
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have competencies that the LCO does not have and requires.  SME2 offered a 

competence in the design and manufacture of products.  However, this competence was 

outsourced to a second company with whom SME2 had a relationship.  ME2 (for whom 

The CEO worked prior to starting SME2) could bring a new product to market at a hugely 

reduced cost, and much faster, than LCO2, and it was this that had attracted LCO2 to 

form a partnership with them.  When ME2 decided to sell off this section to SME2, a three-

way agreement was signed between ME2, LCO2 and SME2 whereby SME2 took over the 

terms and conditions of the original ME2-LCO2 agreement without any modifications.  

Hence, SME2 was still expected to deliver new products to the market cheaper and faster 

than LCO2 could.   

 

The interest from SME2 in partnering with LCO2 was because of LCO2’s strong brand, its 

reputation, and access to international markets.  However, the relationship turned out to 

be unsuccessful, largely because of a mismatch in size and power, the CEO commented.  

The agreement was very one sided where LCO2 had all the rights and SME2 had all the 

obligations.  An example was where SME2 would have to give them information on new 

products they were developing and would also have to guarantee availability of spare 

parts for these products for fifteen years, whereas there was no obligation on LCO2 to buy 

any of these products.  Another example was where LCO2 competed head-on with SME2 

selling SME2’s own products to SME2’s customers.  As SME2 was obliged to disclose the 

names of its customers, LCO2 would then sell the SME2 product at a much higher price 

than were SME2 to sell its product directly to its customer.  It appeared that the 

philosophy of LCO2 was to conclude the deal at all costs, and do “damage control” 

thereafter.  The CEO commented that for a partnership to be successful both parties must 

benefit and it should be a win-win situation.  The agreement should reflect the same rights 

and obligations for both parties.  

 

The relationship between ME2 and LCO2 was never good.  The CEO described it as 

LCO2 being “pedantic, nitpicking, demanding, and lopsided”.  The relationship with LCO2 

deteriorated further once SME2 became the OEM.  SME2 had tried to end the agreement 

with LCO2 and wrote a letter to them requesting that their relationship be terminated.  

However, it was only after a period of approximately nine months that LCO2 in fact 

responded, and this was after they became aware that SME2 had introduced a new 

product to the market.  Their response was in the form a letter suing SME2.  The CEO 

believes that this was merely a tactic to soften SME2 up for the step that followed.  LCO2 

then offered to withdraw the charge provided that SME2 would perform a demonstration of 

their new product to one of LCO2’s potential customers to the satisfaction of the customer. 
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This did eventually lead to a sale of the product to LCO2’s customer, and LCO2 is again 

expressing interest in working with SME2 - the CEO believes it is because they are 

interested in SME2’s new product.  The CEO concludes that were he to enter into an 

agreement with LCO2 once the old agreement has expired, he would structure the 

contract around the rights and obligations of the generic seller and the generic buyer 

respectively, rather than the rights and obligations of each specific company.  In this way 

he believes that balance can be obtained. 

 

The CEO defines a competence as a combination of skills, knowledge and experience 

that give a company a competitive edge whereas capabilities would be more generic e.g. 

a technical support capability, a sales capability, a financial capability – on their own these 

will not necessarily give a company a competitive edge.  The CEO believes that 

established companies can’t innovate that easily as they often have legacy processes and 

have too much invested in old systems to innovate and change to new systems.  Hence 

he believes that competencies are more important for a successful partnership than 

capabilities.  In the case of LCO2, he re-iterated that it was SME2’s ability to develop new 

products and bring these to the market at a cost and time period attractive to LCO2 that 

attracted this company to the partnership. 

 

The CEO commented that it is very difficult to protect one’s capabilities and competencies 

when partnering with a large company, but safeguards would certainly help. Firstly, 

patents are not an effective safeguard unless you have sufficient resources to defend the 

patent.  However, having registered patents does increase the value of the company, the 

CEO believes.  Having “first mover advantage” would be one form of safeguard, as would 

having a restraint of trade agreement with your employees and preventing the LCO from 

appointing your employees.  Also, including sales targets in the agreement with the LCO 

could serve as a safeguard.  (The current agreement between SME2 and LCO2 lacks 

sales targets, but lists detailed technical specifications as to norms with which new 

products must comply, buying and selling prices etc.).  Any new agreement to be 

negotiated would be for a shorter period of time (three, rather than five years), and the 

arbitration would be moved to an affordable location like South Africa.   

 

The CEO believes that the contractual relationship is more important than a trust-based 

relationship.  Not only is the development of the MOU an important part of the negotiation 

process, but it is an important reference document for what was originally envisaged and 

promised – especially for when the originators of the agreement are no longer present.  A 
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“fall-back” option is also important, i.e. having a second client (or more) lined up should 

the relationship with the LCO fail.  Relying on a single company is risky.   

 

The CEO concluded by saying that he would more easily trust a South African company 

than a foreign company – mainly because of a similar culture, as well as proximity and 

ability to interact on a continual basis.  He believes that it is important to interact regularly 

with the LCO partner and to “keep a finger on the pulse”.  “LCO’s will circumvent 

agreements.  The more you hurt them in the market place, the more negotiable they are” 

the CEO comments. 

 

3. SME3 

 

SME3 was founded in 1999 by the CEO and his business partner, CTO, who both had a 

Masters in Electronic Engineering.  The CEO and CTO had both left LCO3 (Pty) Ltd, a  

large player in the South African defence industry having approximately 300 employees, 

that focused on optoelectronic product development and commercialization for this 

industry, to found their own business in opto-electronics.  This move was partly because 

they wished to go on their own and partially because LCO3 was short staffed and 

employees were carrying more than a fair work load.  LCO3 had made the CEO a 

counter-offer when they heard he intended leaving, but as he was intent on starting his 

own company, they agreed that he would continue to assist LCO3 by contracting on an 

hourly basis with them.  Prior to resigning, the CEO had been managing a project and had 

been working alongside an LCO3-appointed project manager for approximately 4 months.  

Once he went on his own, his main point of contact within LCO3 for the project contractual 

work was this project manager.  Additional work for the new SME3 came mostly from the 

LCO3’s laser technicians that his partner had worked with whilst still an employee of 

LCO3.   

  

SME3 has grown over the years and currently has a turnover of < R4 million as well as 7 

full-time employees plus 5 – 8 students at any one time.  Its core business is electronic 

engineering solutions and products – and the vision is to become a premier provider of 

electronic product solutions.  SME3, today, has experience in the following industries:  

telecommunication; military and defense; aviation; agriculture; information technology; 

security; and mining.  The skills set encompass opto-electronics, embedded hardware and 

software development; PC software; analog design; mechanical draughting; and PCB 

schematics and layout.  Products include: infra-red perimeter beams that provide a cost 

effective means of detecting when an object passes through an infrared beam;  in-circuit 
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serial PIC programmer that programmes a wide range of microchip’s 16 and 18 series of 

PICs; and a smart vehicle harness – an intelligent in-vehicle network that uses the CAN 

protocol.  SME3 is currently participating in an incubation programme.  

 

The CEO commented that he believed that having capabilities and competencies was 

important for partnership success.  It was the CEO and his partner’s opto-electronic 

capabilities and detailed product knowledge of LCO3’s products that attracted the LCO to 

partner with them.  The nature of the partnership was one of contracting SME3’s specialist 

skills, on an order-based basis, to assist LCO3 with product development and support.  

Initially this product development related to the LCO3’s core products.  However, with time 

the situation changed as the LCO built up its own in house capabilities in the areas that it 

had previously subcontracted SME3.  Thereafter it would contract SME3 to develop test 

equipment or supportive products that would enhance the LCO’s product range. Because 

both the CEO and his business partner had been employees of the LCO they used to 

interact on a social level and were friends of many of the technical personnel of the LCO.  

This relationship had been fundamental in securing continued orders from the LCO. 

 

The CEO believes that it was SME3’s capabilities (specialist technical abilities) rather than 

their competencies that attracted the LCO.  At the stage of the partnership, they did not 

have sufficient processes in place for them to have competencies, but specialist 

knowledge they did have.  The CEO believes that this would still be the case today as 

LCO3 wants to develop its own products, hence it wishes to access specialist knowledge 

rather than, for example, a product development capability.  It is difficult to find specialists, 

and especially locally for defence related work, hence “buying in” the skills was not a 

realistic option LCO3.   

 

The relationship with LCO3 has changed over time.  In the beginning no thought was 

given to the need of protecting its competencies.  The relationship was based on 

friendship where the contract work that SME3 performed for LCO3 was based on a verbal 

agreement, the specifications of which were captured in an order that was placed by 

LCO3 with SME3.  The order would either specify the expected outputs to be delivered 

against the number of hours of input, or payment for the achievement of certain 

milestones, or in some instances SME3 would simply develop a complete product, 

carrying all the costs for product development, and this product would be sold to LCO3.   

 

However, associated with the departure of key contacts from LCO3, as well as SME3’s 

own growth, the preference of SME3 is to have a company-company agreement in place 
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as a framework within which to subcontract work to the LCO.  Such a contract could 

specify means of monitoring the partnership e.g. having the books of the partner audited 

to ensure the correct reflection of payment to the partner.  The CEO believes that not only 

is it important to have a contract in place, but as it is not always easy to monitor whether 

there is compliance with the contract (e.g. where disclosure on sales is required for royalty 

payments), retaining and not handing over a crucial part of the product (e.g. the software 

component) would further protect SME3’s capabilities in its dealings with a LCO.  Formal 

safeguards (e.g. contracts; deposits) he believes are critical to prevent a situation for a 

breach in trust to occur.  “It is important to tie down the LCO’s promises early” says the 

CEO.  Formal safeguards are therefore vital in a partnership – he would consider entering 

a relationship with an unknown partner (i.e. no existing relationship) where there were 

formal controls in place, than entering a partnership based solely on trusting what the 

partner promises, e.g. huge sales turnover. One cannot rely solely on goodwill. However, 

he is of the opinion that some initial trust is required prior to entering a relationship with an 

LCO. 

 

4. SME4 
 

SME4 was established during January 1982 at a South African University.  The original 

group comprised 3 Computer Science professors and 9 Computer Science Honours and 

Masters students.  It became a closed corporation (CC) in March 1989.  The CC was 

converted to SME4 (Pty) Ltd in 1993 and the overseas expansion of the company resulted 

in SME4 America Inc being established during 1998 as well as SME4 Limited that handled 

the UK business.  During 2000 at least 3 subsidiary companies were created as new 

“venture capital”-oriented companies and SME4 supplied all the funding.  The 

abovementioned companies now employ approximately 400 people.   

 

SME4 initially supplied “systems programming” solutions to companyA and companyB.  

Companies A and B were in computer networking systems and were medium sized 

companies.  The founder of SME4 commented that having capabilities and competencies 

was critical for partnership success as it was because of a product that SME4 had 

developed (a human resource (HR) module) that LCO4 had approached them in the first 

instance.  LCO4 AG and LCO4 South Africa concentrated on ERP (enterprise resource 

planning), “an industry term for the broad set of activities supported by multi-module 

application software that helps a manufacturer or other business manage the important 

parts of its business, including product planning, parts purchasing, maintaining 

inventories, interacting with suppliers, providing customer service, and tracking orders. 
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ERP can also include application modules for the finance and human resources aspects 

of a business. Typically, an ERP system uses or is integrated with a relational database 

system. The deployment of an ERP system can involve considerable business process 

analysis, employee retraining, and new work procedures.” (www.Webopedia).  LCO4 

recognized that SME4 had certain competencies and asked them to customize the LCO4 

HR module for the South African market.  SME4 then entered into a Memorandum of 

Agreement with LCO4.   SME4 later became an LCO4 implementation partner after they 

had been fully trained and gained the required experience.  SME4 has grown from 12 full-

time employees with a turnover of < R4 million in 1994 to over 400 people having a 

turnover of in excess of R240 million in 2006.  Most of the staff in the earlier days of SME4 

was recruited from the University’s Department of Computer Science.  It is hence no 

longer an SME but today qualifies as a LCO. The experience shared below, however, 

relates to the experience of SME4 when it was still a start-up company (1994), and had a 

turnover of < R1,2 m. 

 

SME4 had both competencies and capabilities that had attracted LCO4.  It had a broad 

spectrum of knowledge and skills for developing applications and new developments, as 

well as systems processing skills and an ability for complex programming for example, 

software protocol development – i.e. capabilities. In addition the company had some 

knowledge of the domain.  The founder clarified that his understanding of capabilities was 

the ability to bring about new developments, and a competency was an ability to deliver 

something now.  For example, SME4 used its payroll competency to customize the 

LCO4’s payroll system. 

 

The founder believed that both competencies and capabilities were important for a 

successful partnership.  The SME must demonstrate some competency, although this 

competency did not need to be specifically in the domain of the LCO.  However, a 

demonstration of the SME’s capabilities and competencies was important for a 

prospective partnership.  The founder further commented that because of domain 

independence, capabilities were possibly more important than competencies, for example, 

an LCO in the financial sector might have seen the SME’s capabilities to develop systems 

in the mining sector, and request them to develop similar systems for the financial sector.  

This would clearly indicate recognition of certain capabilities that could be used to develop 

a new competence in a new sector or domain.   

 

When the SME is really small, it appears that the LCO is more interested in the SME’s 

capabilities, but as it grows and develops certain competencies, it appears that the LCO 
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shifts its interest to the SME’s competencies.  The founder commented that this would be 

in line with Geoffrey Moore’s “chasm”-discussion on how to introduce a technology 

product to the market as some LCOs tend to be risk averse and would be more interested 

in accessing a demonstrated competence than merely a capability that would need to be 

developed into a competence.  However, the interest in accessing competencies and 

capabilities would also be dependent on the situation and the specific need of the LCO, 

for example, if specialist skills were required for instance to develop cutting edge 

innovation and radical thinking, then the LCO would be more interested in accessing 

capabilities to include in its own systems and processes than looking for a competence.  

Alternatively, and citing examples like Cisco and Microsoft, an LCO may recognize a 

domain competence in some of the individuals of an SME and acquire the SME, strip it of 

the people who are not core to the competence, and integrate the competence into its 

own company.  The founder is of the opinion (and talks from SME4’s current position as 

an LCO) that LCOs are looking for complementarity with their own business focus. 

 

The founder believes that integrity (a confidence or trust that the one company will not try 

to deceive the other and that the company will deliver on what it promised) is critical to a 

partnership.  The founder referred to work done by Fernando Flores, who obtained a PhD 

in Philosophy from the University of California, Berkeley on Management and 

Communication in the Office of the Future, and who discusses a four stage cycle for 

coordinating effort, which he refers to as the “atom of work”.  This is an iterative process of 

negotiation, commitment, and delivery on expectations.  For this process to be effective 

there must be inherent trust and this trust gets further developed as one follows the 

process.  The founder believes that a contract is mostly about the process of discussing 

the expectations (including capturing the specifications), and then having an ability to 

monitor the outputs against the expectations.  Where there is a deviation, a contract 

provides the point of departure for addressing the deviation.  He believes that having a 

contract for punitive measures is less important as if it gets to that stage, then the 

relationship is already broken and the partnership cannot be successful.  He is of the firm 

opinion that contracts are put in place to avoid misunderstanding, and that they become 

increasingly important as the business grows.  The founder stressed the importance of a 

contract and especially for setting the framework for the partnership and clarifying 

expectations. Also, contracts were important for continuity such that if the negotiator(s) left 

the company, the terms of the agreement are codified for the successors.  However, he 

cautioned that SMEs need to be very alert to opportunistic clauses in contracts e.g. a 

clause that says should the LCO find a buyer for x% of their shares, then the SME is 
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obliged also to sell x% of its shares. He did not believe that a partnership could exist 

purely on trust.   

 

An important way of protecting the company’s capabilities and competencies, the founder 

commented, was to retain their competent employees.  This SME4 did by creating a 

family culture where people felt they belonged.  As the company grew, so the culture 

changed, but it also became less important to retain critical people as critical mass had 

been built up by that stage and the company had gained a momentum of its own.  Another 

way of protecting itself against opportunism by the LCO was to ensure that it could offer a 

better service than the LCO.   

 

To conclude, therefore, the founder believes that good service delivery, trust, contracts 

and culture are important to improve the relationship between competencies, capabilities 

and partnership success.  Where the contract serves as a safety net, a trusting 

relationship is critical.  If there is no trust, then a contract will not save the relationship. 
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Appendix 3 
 

 
Experts’ analysis of case studies 

 
 
Expert 1: 
 
Qualifications: PhD in Solid State Physics 
Current position:  Managing Director of a (Pty) Ltd 
Disciplines of expert knowledge:  Technology Management; Innovation Management; 
Knowledge Management; Business Solutions Engineering 
Experience in the field:  business consulting in the field of technology management for 17 
years, including strategic market assessment, technology strategies, innovation strategies 
and knowledge management strategies, with an emphasis on small business, government 
policy development in the science and technology sector and small/large business 
interfaces. 
 
 
  General/Specialist 

capabilities/ 
competencies 

Discipline 
specific/multidisciplinary

Capabilities/ 
competencies 

Weak/strong
Safeguards 

SME1 3 2 3 3 
SME2 1 4 1 2 
SME3 4 1 2 1 
SME4 2 3 4 4 
 
 
Expert 2: 
 
Qualifications:  BSc. Eng (Electronic). BSc.(Hons) MBA. OPM (Harvard). Fellow of SAAE 
Current position: CEO BrainWorks Management (Pty) Ltd. Business Coach. 
Disciplines of expert knowledge: ICT, Strategy, Marketing, Product Development, 
Leadership Development, Venture Capital & Business Coaching. 29 Years in ICT industry, 
10 years founder CEO of ICT company with R100m turnover; board member of 4 ICT 
companies. 
 
  General/Specialist 

capabilities/ 
competencies 

Discipline 
specific/multidisciplinary

Capabilities/ 
competencies 

Weak/strong
Safeguards 

SME1 4 1 4 2 
SME2 3 3 3 3 
SME3 1 2 1 1 
SME4 2 4 2 4 
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Expert 3: 
 
Qualifications:  D.Comm; MSc; MBA  
Current position:  Director of Innovation at a South African University 
Disciplines of expert knowledge:  Technology Management; Innovation Management; 
in the field for 23 years. 
 
 
  General/Specialist 

capabilities/ 
competencies 

Discipline 
specific/multidisciplinary

Capabilities/ 
competencies 

Weak/strong
Safeguards 

SME1 4 1 2 3 
SME2 2 3 3 2 
SME3 1 4 1 1 
SME4 3 2 4 4 
 
 
Expert 4: 
 
Qualifications: MBL; MSc; BSc (Eng)  
Current position:  Assoc. Prof in Software & Telecoms Engineering at a South African 
University 
Disciplines of expert knowledge: Technology management; software engineering; 
telecommunications engineering; knowledge management; geospatial information 
systems; innovation management.   
 
 
  General/Specialist 

capabilities/ 
competencies 

Discipline 
specific/multidisciplinary

Capabilities/ 
competencies 

Weak/strong
Safeguards 

SME1 4 1 1 2 
SME2 2 3 2 1 
SME3 3 2 3 3 
SME4 1 4 4 4 
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