University of Pretoria etd — Sawers, J L (2007)

Bibliography

Abernathy, W. 1978. The productivity dilemma. Baltimore, MD: The Johns Hopkins

University Press.

Abrahamson, E. and Fombrun, C.K. 1992. Forging the iron cage: interorganizational

networks and the production of macro-culture. Journal of Management Studies. 29: 175-
194.

Abrahamson, E. and Fomburn, C.J. 1994. Macrocultures: determinants and

consequences. Academy of Management Review. 19: 728-755.

Acs, Z. and Audretsch, D. 1989. Entrepreneurial strateqy and the presence of small

firms. Small Business Economics. 1: 193-213.

Akguen, A.E., Lynn, G.S. and Byrne, J.C. 2004. Taking the guesswork out of new

product development. Journal of Business Strategy. 25(4): 41-46

Albaladejo, M., Romijn, H. 2000. Determinants of innovation capability in small UK firms:

an_empirical _analysis. WP 00. 13. ECIS. Technische Universiteit Eindhoven,

Eindhoven.

Alchian, A.A. and Demsetz, H. 1972. Production, information costs and economic

organization. American Economic Review. 62: 777-795.

Amit, R., and Schoemaker, P.J.H. 1993. Strateqgic assets and organizational rent.

Strategic Management Journal. 14: 33-46.

Anand, B. and Khanna. T. 1997. Intellectual property rights and contract structure.

Harvard Business School Working Paper. 97-016.

Anderson, E. and Gatignon, H.A. 1986. Modes of foreign entry. A transaction cost

analysis and propositions. Journal of International Business Studies. 17(3):1-25.

244



University of Pretoria etd — Sawers, J L (2007)

Anderson, J.C. and Narus, J.A. 1990. A model of distributor firm and manufacturer firm

working partnerships. Journal of Marketing. 54(1): 42-58.

Anderson, P. and Tushman, M. 1990. Technological discontinuities and dominant

designs: a cyclical model of technological change. Administrative Science Quarterly. 35:
604-633.

Arrow, K. 1974. The Limits of Organization. New York. Norton.

Arundel, A. 2001. The relative effectiveness of patents and secrecy for appropriation.
Research Policy. 30: 611-624.

Auster, E. 1987. International corporate linkages: dynamic forms in changing

environments. Columbia Journal of World Business. 22(2): 306.

Axelrod, R. 1984. The evolution of cooperation. New York: Basic Books

Bahra, N. 2001. Competitive knowledge management. New York, NY: Palgrave.

Bakker, H. and Wexler, K. 1986. New business development. Paper presented a he

Eighth Annual Strateqgic Management Society Conference in Amsterdam (October 17-20).

Bakker, H. Jones, W. and Nichols, M. 1994. Using core competences to develop new

business. Long Range Planning. 27(6): 13-27.

Balakrishnan, Srinivisan, and Mitchell P. Koza. 1993. Information asymmetry, adverse

selection and joint ventures: theory and evidence. Journal of Economic Behavior and
Organization. 20: 99-117.

Barber, B.M., Palmer, D. & Wallace, J. 1995. Determinants of conglomerate and

predatory acquisitions: evidence from the 1960s. Journal of Corporate Finance. 1: 283-
318.

Barley, S.R., Freeman, J. and Hybels, R. 1991. Strateqgic alliances in commercial

biotechnology. Working paper, Cornell University.

245



University of Pretoria etd — Sawers, J L (2007)

Barnard, C.I. 1938. The functions of the executive. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University

Press.

Barney, J.B. 1986. Strateqgic factor markets: expectations, luck and business strategy.
Management Science. 32: 1231-1241.

Barney, J. 1991. Firm resources and sustained competitive advantage. Journal of
Management. 17: 99-120.

Barney, J.B. 2001. |Is the resource-based “view” a useful perspective for strategic

management research? Yes.”. Academy of Management Review. 26: 41-56.

Bathelt, H. 2001. The rise of a new cultural products industry cluster in Germany: The

case of the Leipzig media industry. Department of Economic and Social Geography
Working Paper (06-2001). Johann Wolfgang Goethe-Universitat, Frankfurt.

Beamish, P. 1988. Multinational joint ventures in developing countries. London:

Routledge.

Bell, M. and Albu, M. 1999. Knowledge systems and technological dynamism in industrial

clusters in developing countries. World Development. 27(9): 1715-1734.

Beneito, P. 2003. Choosing among alternative technological strategies: an empirical

analysis of formal sources of innovation. Research Policy. 32: 693-713.

Birchall, W.W., Chanaron, J.J., and Soderquist, K. 1996. Managing innovation in SMEs:
a _comparison of companies in the UK, France and Portugal. International Journal of
Technology Management. 12 (3): 291-304.

Blau, P.M. 1964. Exchange and power in social life. New York: Wiley.

Blau, P.M. 1972. Interdependence and hierarchy in organizations. Social Science
Research. 1: 1-24.

Boer, H. and During, W.E. undated. Innovation. What innovation? - A comparison

between product, process and organisational innovation. International Journal of

Technology Management.

246



University of Pretoria etd — Sawers, J L (2007)

Boon, S.D. and Holmes, J.G. 1991. The dynamics of interpersonal trust: resolving

uncertainty in the face of risk. In: Hinde, R.A. and Groebel, J. (eds.), Cooperation and

prosocial behaviour. Cambridge, England: Cambridge University Press. 190-211.

Bound, J., Cummins, C., Griliches, Z., Hall, B.H. and Jaffe, A. 1984. Who does R&D and
who patents? In: Griliches, Z. (eds), R&D, patents and productivity. University of Chicago
Press, Chicago, IL. 21-54.

Bowles, S. and Gintis, H. 2002. Social capital and community governance. Economic
Journal. 112. F419-36.

Bradach, J.L. and Eccles, R.G. 1989. Markets versus hierarchies: from ideal types to

plural forms. In: Scott, W.R. (ed.), Annual Review of Sociology. Palo Alto, CA: Annual
Review. 97-118.

Brain Business Brief. May 2005. Small business owner’s battle against giant continues.

Business Referral and Information Network, Department of Trade and Industry, South

Africa.

Breitzman, A. and Thomas, P. December 2002. Using patent citation analysis to

target/value M&A candidates. Research-Technology Management. Industrial Research
Institute, Inc.: 28-36.

Breschi, S. and Lissoni, F. 2001. Knowledge spillovers and local innovation systems: a

critical survey. Industrial and Corporate Change. 10(4): 975-1005.

Brush, G.G., Greene, P.G. and Hart, M.H. 2001. From initial idea to unique advantage:

The entrepreneurial challenge of constructing a resource base. Academy of Management
Executive. 15(1): 64-81.

Bichel, B. 2001. Creating joint value: key to successful joint ventures. IMD

Perspectives for Managers, February 2001, 79.

Buckley, P.J. and Casson, M. 1988. A theory of cooperation in international business. in

Contractor, F. and Lorange, P. (eds), Cooperative Strategies in International Business.

Lexington Books, Lexington, MA.

247



University of Pretoria etd — Sawers, J L (2007)

Burgelman, R.A. 1983. A model of the interaction of strategic behaviour, corporate

context, and the concept of strateqy. Academy of Management Review. 8:61-70.

Burgelman, R.A., Maidique, M.A., and Wheelwright, S.C. 1996. Strategic management of

technology and innovation. Second edition. Chicago: Irwin.

Calvet, A.L. 1981. A synthesis of foreign direct investment theories and theories of the

multinational firm. Journal of International Business Studies. 12(1): 4-59.

Camerer, C. and Vepsalainen, A. 1988. The economic efficiency of corporate culture.

Strategic Management Journal. 9: 115-126.

Candalino, A.W. and Knowlton, M. Spring 1994. Small companies as business
laboratories. (Special Report: A new look at small business.) Canadian Business
Review, 21(1): 25-28.

Carayannis, E.Gl, Kassicieh, S.K., Radosevich, R. 2000. Strategic alliances as a source

of early-stage seed capital in new technology based firms. Technovation 20: 603-615.

Chandler (Jr), A.A. 1977. The visible hand: the managerial revolution in American

business. Cambridge, MA: Belknap Press.

Chiles, T.H. and McMackin, J.F. 1996. Integrating variable risk preferences, trust, and

transaction cost economics. Academy of Management Review. 21:73-99.

Christensen, C.M., Johnson, M.W. and Rigby, D.K. 2002. Foundations for growth. How
to identify and build disruptive new businesses. MIT Sloan Management Review. Spring
2002: 22 — 31.

Coates, D. 1996. Putting core competency thinking into practice. International Journal of

Technology Management, Special Issue on the 5" International Forum on Technology
Management. 11 (nos 3/4): 441-450.

Cohen, W.M. and Levinthal, D. 1989. Innovation and learning: the two faces of R&D.
The Economic Journal. 99:569-596.

248



University of Pretoria etd — Sawers, J L (2007)

Cohen, W.M. and Levinthal, D.A. 1990. Absorptive capacity: a new perspective on

learning. Admin. Sci. Quarterly. (35): 128-152.

Cohen, W.M., Nelson, R.N. and Walsh, J.P. 2000. Protecting their intellectual assets:

appropriability conditions and why US manufacturing firms patent (or not)’. Working

Paper no 7552. National Bureau of Economic Research, Cambridge, MA.

Collis, D. 1994. How valuable are organizational capabilities? Strategic Management
Journal. 15: 143-52.

Commons, J.R. 1934, reprint 1990. Institutional Economics. New Brunswick, N.J.:

Transaction Publishers.

Contractor, F. 1986. International business: an alternative view. International Marketing
Review. 3(1): 74-85.

Contractor, F.K. and Ra, W. 2002. How knowledge attributes influence alliance

governance choices: a theory development note. Journal of International Management.
8:11-27.

Cooper, A.C. and Schendel, D. 1976. Strategic response to technological threats.

Business Horizons. 19: 61-69.

Coopers and Lybrand. 1986. Collaborative Ventures: an emerging phenomenon in

information technology. Coopers and Lybrand, New York.

Da Silva, M. Fourth quarter 1995. Big fish and small fry. Subcontracting between large

and small businesses. Update. 45-50.

Das, T.K. and Teng, B. 1998. Between trust and control: developing confidence in

partner cooperation in alliances. Academy of Management Review. 23 (3): 491-512.

Dasgupta, P. 1988. Trust as a commodity. In: Gambetta, D. (ed.), Trust: making and

breaking of cooperative relations. Oxford: Blackwell. 49-72.

Dasgupta, P. August 2005. Economics of social capital. The Economic Record. 81: S2-
S21.

249



University of Pretoria etd — Sawers, J L (2007)

Dekker, H.C. 2004. Control of inter-organizational relationships: evidence on

appropriation concerns and coordination requirements. Accounting, Organizations and
Society. 29: 27-49.

Dess, GI.G. and Beard, D. 1984. Dimensions of organizational task environments.
Administrative Science Quarterly. 29: 52-73.

Detienne, D.R., Koberg, C.S. and Heppard, K.A. 2001. A fresh look at incremental and

radical innovation in the entrepreneurial firm. USASBE/SBIDA 2001 National Conference

in Orlando, Florida.

De Wet, P. 26 September 2002. Software patents: patently obvious or preposterous?

ITWeb. 1-5. www.itweb.co.za.

Dickson, P.H. and Weaver, K.M. 1997. Environmental determinants and individual-level

moderators of alliance use. Academy of Management Journal. 40 (2): 404-425.

Dierickx, I, and Cool, K. Dec. 1989. Asset sock accumulation and sustainability of

competitive advantage. Management Science (35) 12:1504-1513.

Dosi, G. 1988. Sources, procedures, and microeconomic effects of innovation. Journal
of Economic Literature. 24:1120-1171.

Doz, Y.L. 1988. Technology partnerships between larger and smaller firms: some critical

issues. In: Contractor, F.J. and Lorange, P. (eds.), Cooperative strategies in international

business. Lexington, MA. Lexington Books: 3-30.

Doz, Y.L. 1996. The evolution of cooperation in strategic alliances: initial conditions or

learning processes? Strategic Management Journal. 17 (Summer Special Issue): 55-83.

Doz, Y. 1997. Managing core competency for corporate renewal: towards a managerial

theory of core competencies, in: Campbell, Luchs (eds.), Core competency-based

strategy. International Thomson Business Press, London. 53-81.

Dussauge P. and Garrette, B. 1999. Cooperative strateqy: competing successfully

through strateqic alliances. John Wiley.

250



University of Pretoria etd — Sawers, J L (2007)

Eisenhardt, |.K.M. 1985. Control: organizational and economic approaches.

Management Science. 31: 134-149.

Escher, S. Oct. 2002. Moderator effect of cognitive ability on the relationship between

planning strategies and business success of small scale business owners in South Africa:

a__ longitudinal _study. Journal of Developmental Entrepreneurship. 1-8.

ww.looksmart.com

Farr, C. and Fischer, W. 1992. Managing international high technology cooperative

projects. R & D Management. 22(1): 55-67.

Faulkner, D. 1995. International strategic alliances: co-operating to compete. McGraw-
Hill, UK.

Faulkner, R.R. and Anderson, A.B. 1987. Short-term projects and emergent careers:

evidence from Hollywood. American Journal of Sociology. 92: 879-909.

Festinger, L. 1950. Informal social communication. Psychological Review. 57: 271-282

Festinger, L, 1954. A theory of social comparison processes. Human Relations. 7: 117-
140.

Field, A. 2000. Discovering statistics using SPSS for Windows. Sage Publications Ltd,

London.

Fluck, Z, B. Malkiel and R.E. Quandt. 1997. Predictability of Stock Returns: A Cross-

Sectional Simulation. Review of Economics and Statistics. 79(2): 1-18.

Fluck, Z. 1998. Optimal Financial Contracting: Debt versus Outside Equity. Review of
Financial Studies. 11 (2): 383-419.

Fluck, Z. and Lynch, AW. 1999. Why do firms merge and then divest? A theory of
financial synergy. Journal of Business, 72(3): 319-346

Forrest, J.E. July 1990. Strategic alliances and the small technology-based firm. Journal

of Small Business Management. 37-45.

251



University of Pretoria etd — Sawers, J L (2007)

Forrest, J.E. 1991. Models of the process of technological innovation. Technological

Analysis and Strategic Management. 3:439-453.

Freel, M.S. 2003. Sectoral patterns of small firm innovation, networking and proximity.
Research Policy, 32: 751-770.

Freel, M.S. 2005. Patterns of innovation and skills in small firms. Technovation. 25:
123-134.

Freeman, C. 1986. The economics of industrial innovation. Second edition. MIT Press.

Freeman, C. 1991. Networks of innovators, a synthesis of research issues. Research
Policy. 20:499-514.

Freeman, C. and Hagedoorn, J. 1994. Catching up or falling behind: patterns in

international interfirm technology partnering. World Development. 22: 771-780.

Freeman, C. and Soete, L. 1997. The Economics of industrial innovation. Third edition.

Pinter Publishers.

Frick, A. and Torres, A. 2002. Learning from high-tech deals. The McKinsey Quarterly: 1-
8. Retrieved February 11, 2002 from the World Wide Web:

http://www.mckinseyquarterly.com.

Gadiesh, O., Haas, D. & Cullinan, G. 2001. Getting the price right. Strategy &
Leadership, 29(4): 27-31.

Galbraith, J.R. 1977. Organization design. Reading., MA: Addison-Wesley.

Gallivan, M.J. and Depledge, G. 2003. Trust, control and the role of interorganizational

systems in electronic partnerships. Info Systems Journal. 13: 159-190.

Gallon, M.R., Stillman, H.M., and Coates, D. May-June 1995. Putting core competency

thinking into practice. Research Technology Management. 20-28.

Gambetta, D. 1988. Trust: making and breaking co-operative relation. Basil Blackwell:
Oxford.

252


http://www.mckinseyquarterly.com/

University of Pretoria etd — Sawers, J L (2007)

Gambetta, D. 1993. The Mafia: a ruinous rationality. Harvard University Press.
Cambridge, MA.

Garnsey, E.W. 1998. A theory of the early growth of the firm. Industrial and Corporate
Change. 7(3): 523-556.

Garud, R, and Kumaraswamy, A. 1993. Changing competitive dynamics in network

industries: _an exploration of Sun Microsystems’ open systems strateqgy. Strategic
Management Journal. 14: 351-369.

Gerlach, M.L. 1992. The Japanese corporate network: a blockmodel analysis.
Administrative Science Quarterly. 37: 105-139.

Geroski, P.A. 1995. What do we know about entry?” International Journal of Industrial
Organization. 13: 412-40.

Ghoshal, S. and Moran, P. 1996. Bad for practice: a critique of the transaction cost

theory. Academy of Management Review. 21: 13-48.

Gill, J, and Butler, R. 1996. Cycles of trust and distrus in joint-ventures. European
Management Journal. 14(1): 81-89.

Gonzalez-Alvarez, N, and Nieto-Antolin, M. 2005. Protection and internal transfer of

technological competencies. The role of causal ambiguity. Industrial Management &
Data Systems. 105(7): 841-856.

Gouldner, A. 1959. Reciprocity and autonomy in functional theory. In: Gross, L. (ed.),

Symposium on Sociological Theory. Harper and Row, New York.

Gordon, G.C. 1991. Industry determinants of organizational culture. Academy of

Management Review.

Granovetter, M.S. 1973. The strength of weak ties: a network theory revisited.

American Journal of Sociology. 78: 1360-1380.

253



University of Pretoria etd — Sawers, J L (2007)

Granovetter, M. 1985. Economic action and economic structure: a theory of

embeddedness. American Journal of Sociology. 91: 481-510.

Grant, R. 1991. The resource-based theory of competitive advantage: implications for

strategy. California Management Review. 33: 114-35

Grant, RM. 1996a. Toward a knowledge-based theory of the firm. Strategic

Management Journal. 17: 109-22.

Grant, R.M. 1996b. Prospering in dynamically-competitive environments: organizational

capability as knowledge integration. Organizational Science. 7:375-87.

Grant, R.M. and Baden-Fuller, C. 1995. A knowledge-based theory of inter-firm

collaboration. Academy of Management Best Paper Proceedings: 17-21.

Groen, A.J. Nov 2002. Stimulating high tech entrepreneurship in a region: many visible

hands creating heterogeneous entrepreneurial networks. Paper presented at Conference

in Barcelona.

Groen, A.J., de Weerd Nederhof, P.C. and Kerssens-van Drongelen, I. 2002. Creating

and justifying research and development value: scope, scale, skill and social networking

of R & D. Creativity and Innovation management, 11(1), March 2002.

Gulati, R. 1993. The dynamics of alliance formation. Unpublished doctoral dissertation,

Harvard University.

Gulati, R. 1995. Does familiarity breed trust? The implications of repeated ties for

contractual choice in alliances. Academy of Management Journal. 38: 85-112.

Gulati, R. 1997. Which firms enter into alliances? An empirical assessment of financial

and social capital explanations. Working paper, J.L. Kellogg Graduate School of

Management, Northwestern University.

Gulati, R. 1998. Alliances and networks. Strategic Management Journal. 19:293-317.

Gulati, R. and Gargiulo, M. 1999. Where do interorganizational networks come from?

American Journal of Sociology (in press).

254



University of Pretoria etd — Sawers, J L (2007)

Gulati, R., and Singh, H. 1998. The architecture of cooperation: managing coordination

costs and appropriation concerns in strategic alliances. Administrative Science Quarterly.
43:78-814.

Hafeez, K, Zhang, Y, Malak, N. 2002a. Determining key capabilities of a firm using

analytic hierarchy process. International Journal of Production Economics. 76: 39-51.

Hafeez, K., Yhang, Y, and Malak, N. February 2002b. Core competence for sustainable

competitive advantage: a structured methodology for identifying core competence. IEEE

transactions on Engineering Management. 49(1): 28-35.

Hagedoorn, J. 1993. Understanding the rationale of strategic technology partnering:

interorganizational modes of cooperation and sectoral differences. Strategic Management
Journal. 14: 371-385.

Hagedoorn, J. and Narula, R. 1996. Choosing modes of governance for strateqic

technology partnering: international and sectoral differences. Journal of International
Business Studies. 27: 265-284.

Hagedoorn, J. and Sadowski, B., January 1999. The transition from strategic technology

alliances to mergers and acquisitions: an exploratory study. Journal of Management
Studies, 36(1): 87-107.

Hagedoorn, J. and Schakenraad, J. 1989. Strategic partnering and technological

cooperation. In: Dankbaar, B., Groenewegen, J. and Schenk, H. (eds.), Perspectives in

Industrial Economics, Kluwer, Dordrecht.

Hagedoorn, J. and Schakenraad, J. 1992. Leading companies and networks of strategic

alliances in information technology. Research Policy. 21:163-191.

Hakansson, H. 1989. Corporate technological behaviour: cooperation and networks.

London: Routledge.

Hakansson, H. 1993. Networks as a mechanisms to develop resources. In: P. Beije, J.

Groenewegen and O. Nuys, (eds.), Networking in Dutch Industries. Leuven/Apeldoorn:
Garant/Siswo. 207-223.

255



University of Pretoria etd — Sawers, J L (2007)

Hamel, G. 1991. Competition for competence and inter-partner learning within

international strategic alliances. Strategic Management Journal. Summer Special Issue.
12: 83-103.

Hamel, G. 1994. The concept of core competence in: Hamel, G, and Heene, A. (eds.),

Competence-based competition. Wiley, New York. 11-33.

Hamel, G. 2000. Leading the revolution. First edition. Harvard Business School Press.

Hamel, G. May 2004. Revolution, renewal and resilience: building organisations that

thrive in turbulent times. The Gibs Review (5): 1-4.

Hamel, G., Doz, Y. and Prahalad, C.K. 1989. Collaborate with your competitors and win.
Harvard Business Review. 67 (1): 133-139

Hamel, G. and Prahalad, C.K. 1990. The core competence of the corporation. Harvard

Business Review.

Hamel, G. and Prahalad, C.K., 1992. Competitiveness. On-line strategy workshop

facilitator’s guide. Boston: Nathan/Tyler.

Hamel, G. and Prahald, C.K. Summer 1995. Thinking differently. Business Quarterly.
23-35.

Harrigan, K.R. 1986. Managing for joint ventures success. Lexington, MA: Lexington

Books.

Harris, L. August 2005. Weaving webs of relationships. ITWeb Brainstorm: 58-63.

Harrison, J.S. and St John, C.H. 1996. Managing and partnering with external

stakeholders. Academy of Managementt Executive. 10(2): 46-61.

Hart, P. and Saunders, C. 1997. Power and trust: critical factors in the adoption and use

of electronic data interchange. Organization Science. 8: 23-42.

256



University of Pretoria etd — Sawers, J L (2007)

Hayhow, S. and Ressler, T. 1996. Strategic partnerships: how to make them work. In S.
Hayhow (Ed), A comprehensive guide to business incubation (277-281). Athens, Ohio:

National Business Incubation Association.

Henderson, R.M. and Clark, K.B. 1996. Architectural innovation: the reconfiguration of

existing product technologies and the failure of established firms. in (eds) Burgelman,

R.A., Maidique, M.A., and Wheelwright, S.C. 1996. Strategic management of technology

and innovation. 2" edition. Chicago: Irwin.

Hennart, J.-F. and Reddy, S. 1997. The choice between mergers/acquisitions and joint

ventures: the case of Japanese investors in the United States. Strategic Management
Journal. 18: 1-12.

Herbig, P.A. 1994. The innovation matrix: culture and structure prerequisites to

innovation. Westport, C.T. Quorum Books.

Higgins, J.M. March-April 1996. Achieving the core competence — it's as easy as 1,2,3,
... 47,48 49. Business Horizons: 27-32.

Hirschman, A. 1882. Rival interpretations of market society: civilizing destructive or
feeble? Journal of Economic Literature. 20 (4):1463-1483.

Hitt, M., Harrison, J., Ireland, R.D. and Best, A. June 1998. Attributes of successful and

unsuccessful acquisitions of US firms. British Journal of Management, 9(2): 91-115.

Hlavacek, J.D., Dovey, B.H., Biondo, J.J. Jan/Feb 1977. Tie small business technology

to marketing power. Harvard Business Review. 55 (1): 106-117.

Hoffman, K., Perejo, M., and Bessand, J. 1998. Small firms, R&D, technology and

innovation in the UK: a literature review. Technovation. 18: 39-56.

Hofstede, G. 1991. Cultures and organizations. Software of the mind. Intercultural

cooperation _and its importance for survival. McGraw-Hill Book Company Europe,

Berkshire, England.

Hollander, S. 1965. The sources of increased efficiency: a study of Du Pont Rayon

plants. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

257



University of Pretoria etd — Sawers, J L (2007)

Hoopes, D.G., Madsen, T.L. and Walker, G. 2003. Why is there a resource-based view?

Toward a theory of competitive heterogeneity. Strategic Management Journal. 24: 8890-
902.

Hotz-Hart. B. 2000. Innovation networks, regions and globalization. In: Clark, G.L.,

Feldman, M.P. and Gertler, M.S. (eds.),The Oxford Handbook of Economic Geography.
Gertler. Oxford: OUP.

Huff, A.S. April 2000. Presidential address: Changes in organizational knowledge

production. Academy of Management Review. 25(2): 288-294.

Igou, E. 11 June  1999. Moderator __ variable. http//www.sfb504.uni-

mannheim.de/glossary/moderat.htm.

Ittner, C.D., Larcker, D.F., Nagar, V., and Rajan, M.V. 1999. Supplier selection,
monitoring practices, and firm performance. Journal of Accounting and Public Policy. 18:
253-281.

Inkpen, A.C. and Beamish, P.W. 1997. Knowledge, bargaining power, and the instability

of international joint ventures. Academy of Management Review. 22: 177-202.

Jarillo, J.C. 1988. On strategic networks. Strategic Management Journal. (9): 31-41.

Javidan, M. 1998. Core competence: what does it mean in practice? Long Range
Planning. 31(1): 60-71.

Jones, G. 1987. Organization-client transactions and organizational governance

structures. Academy of Management Journal. 20: 197-218.

Johnson, J.L., Cullen, J.B., Sakano, T. and Takenouchi, H. 1996. Setting the stage for
trust and strategic integration in Japanese-U.S. cooperative alliances. Journal of
International Business Studies. 27(5): 981-1004.

Jones, C., Hesterly, W.S., and Borgatti, S.P. October 1997. A general theory of network

governance and social mechanisms. Academy of Management. The Academy of
Management Review. 22 (4) 911-945.

258



University of Pretoria etd — Sawers, J L (2007)

Kale, P., Singh, H., and Perlmutter, H. 2000. Learning and protection of proprietary

assets in strateqgic alliances: building relational capital. Strategic Management Journal.
21: 217-237.

Kash, E. 1989. Perpetual Innovation. Basic Books.

Keel, R. 1998. The McDonaldization of society. Notes for introduction to Sociology 010.

Universiy of Missouri, St Louis. [www document]. URL http://www.umsl.edu/-

rkeel/010/mcdonsoc.html.

Kemp, T. March 2006. Of transactions and transaction costs: uncertainty, policy, and the

process of law in the thought of Commons and Williamson. Journal of Economic Issues.
15 (1): 45 — 58.

Kenney, M. (ed.) 2000. Understanding Silicon Valley: the anatomy of an

entrepreneurial region. Stanford University Press: Stanford, CA.

Kesper, A. 18-20 September 2000. Failing or not aiming to grow? Manufacturing SMMEs

and their contribution to employment growth in South Africa. Trade and Industrial Policy

Secretariat 2000 Annual Forum, Glenburn Lodge, Muldersdrift.

Killing, J.P. 1988. Understanding alliances. The role of task and organizational

complexity in: Contractor, F.L. and Lorange, P. (eds). Cooperative strategies in

international business. Lexington, Mass: Lexington Books: 55-67.

Killing, P. February 2001. Strateqic alliances with competitors: how deep a relationship

do you want? IMD Perspectives for Managers, 77.

Kimzey, C.H. and Kurokawa, S. 2002. Technology outsourcing in the U.S. and Japan.

Research — Technology Management: 36-42.

Klein, J., Gee, D., and Jones, H. 1998. Analysing clusters of skills in R&D core

competencies, metaphors, visualisation, and the role of IT. R&D Management. 28(1): 37-
42.

Klein Woolthuis, R. 1999. Sleeping with the Enemy. Trust, dependence and contract in

interorganisational relationships. Febodruk.

259



University of Pretoria etd — Sawers, J L (2007)

Klein Woolthuis, R., Hillebrand, B. and Nooteboom, B. December 2003. Trust, contract

and relationship development. Rotterdam School of Management, Erasmus Universtity

Rotterdam, the Netherlands.

Klein Woolthuis, R.J.A. and Groen, A.J. 2000. High technology partnerships — what

makes them succeed. In The 8" Annual International Conference on high-technology

small firms: Vol. 1. Enschede: Grafisch Centrum Twente. 157-176

Kline, S.J. July-August 1985. Innovation is not a linear process. Research Management.
36-45.

Klofsten, M. and Schaerberg, C. 2000. Barriers in co-operation between small and large

technology-based firms: a Swedish case study. In: The 8" Annual International

Conference on high-technology small firms: Vol. 1. (140 — 156). Enschede: Grafisch

Centrum Twente.

Koepfler, E. 1989. Strategic options for global market players. Journal of Business
Strategy. 10(4): 46-50.

Kogut, B. 1988. Joint ventures: theoretical and empirical perspectives. Strategic
Management Journal. 9(4): 319-332.

Kogut, B. 1989. The stability of joint ventures: reciprocity and competitive rivalry.

Journal of Industrial Economics. 38: 183-198.

Kogut, B. and Kim, D-J. 1991. Strategic alliances of semiconductor firms. Working

paper, Department of Management, Wharton School, University of Pennsylvania.

Kogut, B., Shan, W. and Walker, G. 1992. The make-or-cooperate decision in the

context of an industry network. In: Nohia, N. and Eccles, R. (eds.), Networks and

Organizations. Harvard Business School Press. Cambridge, MA. 348-365.

Koh, F.C.C., Koh, W.T.H., Tschang, F.T. September 2003. An analytical framework for

science parks and technology districts with an application to Singapore. Singapore

Management University Economics & Statistics working paper series: Paper No 18-
2003:1-31.

260



University of Pretoria etd — Sawers, J L (2007)

Kwak, M. 2002. What's the best commercialisation strateqy for startups? MIT Sloan

Management Review: 43(3): 10.

Lam, A. 1997. Embedded firms, embedded knowledge: problems of collaboration and

knowledge transfer in global cooperative ventures. Organization Studies (18) 6: 973-996.

Lane, P.J. and Lubatkin, M. May 1998. Relative absorptive capacity and

interorganizational learning. Strategic Management Journal. 19: 461-477.

Lang, J.W. 1996. Strategic alliances between large and small high-tech firms (The small

firm licensing option). 796-806.

Lapin, D. September 2004. Culture: from inhibitor of growth to driver of competitive

advantage. Management Today. 12 — 14.

Larson, A. 1992. Network dyads in entrepreneurial settings: a study of the governance

of exchange relationships. Administrative “Science Quarterly. 37: 76-104.

Laurie, D.L. 2001. Venture catalyst. First edition. Cambridge, Massachusetts: Perseus

Publishing Services.

Leonard-Barton, D. 1995. Wellsprings of knowledge: building and sustaining the sources

of innovation. Harvard Business School Press, Boston. MA.

Lee, C.-M., Miller, W.F., Hancock, M.G. and Rowen, H.S. (eds.). 2000. The Silicon
Valley Edge: a habitat for innovation and entrepreneurship. Stanford University Press:
Stanford, C.A.

Leedy, P.D. 1997. Practical research planning and design. 6" edition. Columbus, Ohio:

Prentice Hall.

Lei, D., and Slocum, J.W.Jnr. Fall 1992. Global strategy, competence-building and

strateqic alliances. California Management Review: 81-97.

Leifer, R. and Mills, P.K. 1996. An information processing approach for deciding upon

control strategies and reducing control loss in emerging organizations. Journal or
Management. 22: 113-137.

261



University of Pretoria etd — Sawers, J L (2007)

Leifer, R. et al. 2000. Radical innovation. How mature companies can outsmart upstarts.

Boston, Massachusetts: Harvard Business School Press.

Levin, R., Klevorick, A., Nelson, R. and Winter, S. 1987. Appropriating the returns from

industrial research and development. Brookings papers on Economic Activity. 3: 783-
820.

Lin, B.W. 2003. Technology transfer as technological learning: a source of competitive

advantage for firms with limited R&D resources. R&D Management. 33:327-41.

Linder, J.C., Jarvenpaa, S.L. and Davenport, T.H. 2003. A little help from their friends.

Accenture Outlook 2.

Lippman, S. and Rumelt, R. 1982. Uncertain _immitability: an analysis of interfirm

differences in efficiency under competition. Bell Journal of Economics. 13: 418-38.

Little, A.D. 2001. How your company can sustain growth and innovation while avoiding
change fatigue. (2001). Prism (1): 5 —14.

Littler, D., Leverick, F. and Bruce, M. 1995. Factors affecting the process of collaborative

product development: a study of UK manufacturers of information and communications

technology products. Journal of Prod. Innovation Management. 12:16-32.

Luhmann, N. 1988. Familiarity, confidence, trust: problems and alternatives. In:

Gambetta, D. (ed.), Trust: making and breaking of cooperative relations. Third edition.
Oxford: Blackwell. 94-107.

Lynch, R.P. 1990. Building alliances to penetrate European markets. Journal of
Business Strategy. 11(2): 4-8.

Lyons, M.P. 1991. Joint ventures as strategic choice: a literature review. Long Range
Planning. 24(4): 130-144.

Madhok, A. 1995. Revisiting multinational firms’ tolerance for joint ventures: a trust-

based approach. Journal of International Business Studies. 26: 117-137.

262



University of Pretoria etd — Sawers, J L (2007)

Madhok, A. and Tallman, S.B. May/Jun 1998. Resources, transactions and rents:

managing value through interfirm collaborative relationships. Organization Science. 9(3):
326-350.

Malmberg, A. and Maskell, P. 1997. Towards and explanation of industry agglomeration

and regional specialization. European Planning Studies. 5: 25-41.

March, J. G. and Simon, H.A. 1958. Organizations. New York: Wiley.

Markus, M.L. 2000. Towards a theory of IT-integrated risk control. In: Baskerville, R.,

Stage, J. and De Gross, J. (eds.), Organizational and Social Perspectives on Information

Technology, Kluwer Academic Publishers, Amsterdam. 167-178.

Marino, K.E. 1996. Developing consensus on firm competencies and capabilities.

Academy of Management Executive. 10(3): 40-51.

Mayer, R.C., Davis, H.H. and Schoorman, D.F. 1995. An integrative model of

organisational trust. Academy of Management Review. 20(3): 709-734.

Mauzy, J. 1993. Succeeding at Innovation. Cambridge, MA: Synectics Corporation.

McAllister, D.J. 1995. Affect- and cognition-based trust as foundations for interpersonal

cooperaion in organisations. Academy of Management Journal. 38(1): 24-59.

McKelvey, B. and Aldrich, H.E. 1993. Populations, organizations, and applied

organizational science. Administrative Science Quarterly. 28: 101-128.

Menard, S. 1995. Applied logistic regression analysis. Sage university paper series on

quantitative applications in the social sciences. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage: 07-106.

Miles, R.E., and Snow, C.C. 1986. Organizations: new concepts for new forms.
California Management Review. 28(3): 62-73.

Milliken, R.J. 1987. Three types of perceived uncertainty about the environment: state,

effect, and response uncertainty. Academy of Management Review. 12: 133-143.

263



University of Pretoria etd — Sawers, J L (2007)

Minshall, T. Fraser, P. Valli, R. Probert, D. 2005. Resource-based view of partnerships

between technology-based start-ups and established firms: a case study of Cambridge

Display Technology (DCT). University of Cambridge Centre for Technology Management,
Institute for Manufacturing, Cambridge, CB2 1R, UK.

Moon, J.L. and Khanna, T. 1995. Product market considerations in private equity sales.

Working paper, Harvard Business School.

Moore, G.A. 1995. Inside the tornado. New York: HarperCollins.

Moore, G.A. 1999. Crossing the chasm. Revised edition. New York: HarperCollins.

Morgan, G. 1997. Images of organization. Thousand Oaks CA: Sage.

Morgan, J. and Cruz, C. 14 August 1997. When the giants downsize, small suppliers can

get hurt. Purchasing. 123(2): 68-70.

Moss Kanter, R. and Corn, R.I. 1994. Do cultural differences make a business

difference? Contextual factors affecting cross-cultural relationship success. The Journal

of Management Development. 13: 5-23.

Mouton, J. 2001. How to succeed in your master's and doctoral studies. Pretoria: Van
Schaik.

Mowery, D.C., Oxley, J.E., Silverman, B.S. 1996. Strategic alliances and interfirm

knowledge transfer. Strategic Management Journal 17:77-91.

Murray, A., and Siehl, C. 1989. Joint ventures and other alliances. Morristown, NJ:

Financial Executive Research Foundation.

Nanda, A. 1996. Resources, capabilities and competencies, in: Edmondson, Moingeon

(eds.), Organisational learning and competitive advantage. SAGE Publications Ltd.,
London. 93-120.

Nardeosingh, R. 2000. The role of small firms in the development of innovations:

technological systems as intermediaries between markets and hierarchies. In The 8"

264



University of Pretoria etd — Sawers, J L (2007)

Annual International Conference on high-technology small firms: Vol. 1. (25 - 38).

Enschede: Grafisch Centrum Twente.

Narula, R and Sadowski, B.M. 2002. Technological catch-up and strategic technology

partnering in_developing countries. International Journal of Technology Management,
23(6): 599-617.

National Small Business Act, 1996. Government Gazette, 27 November 1996, Act No.
102 (17612):20.

Nelson, R. and Winter, S. 1982. An evolutionary theory of economic change.

Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Niosi, J. 2003. Allliances are not enough explaining rapid growth in biotechnology firms.
Research Policy, 32: 737-750.

Nonaka, |. 1994. A dynamic theory of organization knowledge creation. Organization
Science. (5): 14-37.

Nooteboom, B. 1996. Trust, opportunism and governance: a process and control model.
Organization Studies. 17(6): 985-1010

Nooteboom, B. 1999. Inter-firm alliances, analysis and design. London: Routledge.

O’Dwyer, M. and O’Flynn, E. February 2005. MNC-SME strategic alliances — a model

framing knowledge value as the primary predictor of governance modal choice. Journal of

International Management. 1-20.

Oerlemans, L.A.G., Meeus, M.T.H., Boekema, F.W.M. March 2000. On the spatial

embedddedness of innovation networks: an exploration of the proximity effect. Tijdschrift

voor Economische en Sociale Geografie — 2001. 92 (1): 60 — 75.

Oerlemans, L., Meeus, M., and Boekema, F. 1998. Do networks matter for innovation?

The usefulness of the economic network approach in analyzing innovation. Tijdschrift

voor Economische en Sociale Geografie. 89: 298-309.

265



University of Pretoria etd — Sawers, J L (2007)

Oerlemans, L., Meeus, M., and Boekema, F. 2001. Firm clustering and innovation:

determinants and effects. Papers in Regional Science 80. 337-356.

Oerlemans, LAG, Pretorius, MW, Buys, AJ and Rooks, G. 2003. SAIS 2001: indusrial
innovation in South Africa, 1998-2000, report on the South African Innovation Survey in
the period 1998-2000.

Ohmae, K. 1989. The global logic of strategic alliances. Harvard Business Review. 67
(2): 143-154.

Okun, A. 1981. Prices and quantities. Washington, D.C.: Brookings.

Oliver, C. 1990. Determinants of interorganizational relationships: integration and future

directions. Academy of Management Review, 15(2): 241-265.

O’Reilly, C.A. and Chatman, J.A. 1996. Culture as social control: corporations, cults and

commitment. Research in Organizational behaviour. 18: 157:200

Osborn, R.N. and Baughn, C.C. 1990. Forms of interorganizational governance for

multinational alliances. Academy of Management Journal. 33 (3): 503-519.

Oster, S.M. 1992. Modern competitive analysis. Second edition. New York: Oxford

University Press.

Ouchi, W.G. Sept. 1979. A conceptual framework for the design of organizational control

mechanism. Management Science. 25 (9): 833-848.

Oxley, J.E. 1997. Appropriability hazards and governance in strategic alliances: a

transaction cost approach. Journal of Law, Economics and Organization. 13 (2): 387-
409.

Park, S.H. and Russo, M.V. June 1996. When competition eclipses cooperation: an

event history analysis of joint venture failure. Management Science. 42(6): 875-890.

Parker, H. 2000. Interfirm collaboration and the new product development process.

Industrial Management and Data Systems. Wembley. 100(6): 255.

266



University of Pretoria etd — Sawers, J L (2007)

Parkhe, V. 1993. Strategic alliance structuring: a game theoretic and transaction cost

examination of interfirm cooperation. Academy of Management Journal. 36: 794-829.

Pedersen, P.O. and McCormick, DI. 1996. Small enterprises: flexibility and networking in

an African Context. London: Longham.

Penrose, E.T. 1959. The theory of the growth of the firm. 3™ ed. 1995. New York:

Oxford University Press.

Perry, L.T., Hansen, M.H. Reese, C.S., and Pesci, G. October 2005. Diversification and
focus: a Bayesian application of the resource-based view. Schmalenbach Business
Review. 57: 304-310.

Peteraf, M. 1993. The cornersones of competitive advantage: a resource-based view.

Strategic Management Journal. 14: 179-91.

Phillips, M.E. 1994. Industry mindsets: exploring the cultures of two macro-

organizational settings. Organization Science. 5: 384-402.

Piore, M.J. and Sabel, C.F. 1984. The second industrial divide. New York: Basic

Books.

Pisano, G.P. 1989. Using equity participation to support exchange: evidence from the

biotechnology industry. Journal of Law, Economics and Organization. 5: 109-126.

Pisano, G. 1990. The governance of innovation: vertical integration and collaborative

arrangements in the biotechnology industry. Research Policy. 20: 237-250.

Pisano, G.P., Russo, M.V. and Teece, D. 1988. Joint ventures and collaborative

agreements in_the telecommunications equipment industry. in Mowery, D. (ed.),

International collaborative ventures in U.S. manufacturing. Cambridge, MA: Ballinger.
23-70.

Pistorius, C. 11-13 May 1998. Technological innovation: managing the dynamics of

technological change. A short course presented by the Institute for Technological

Innovation in the Faculty of Engineering at the University of Pretoria in co-operation with

the laboratory for Advanced Engineering (Pty) Ltd.

267



University of Pretoria etd — Sawers, J L (2007)

Pfeffer, J., Salancik, G.R. & Leblebici, H. June 1976. The effect of uncertainty on the use
of social influence in organizational decision making. Administrative Science Quarterly,
21:227-245.

Potter, D. July 2001. Growing a technology business. Physics World: 17-18.

Polanyi, M. 1966. The Tacit Dimension. London: Routledge & Kegan Paul.

Pondy, L.R. 1977. The other hand clapping: an information-processing approach to

organizational power. in Hammer, T.H. and Bacharach, S.B. (eds.), Reward systems and

power distribution in organizations: Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press. 56-91.

Porter, M.E. 1987. From competitive advantage to corporate strateqy. Harvard Business
Rev. (65): 43-59.

Porter, M. 1998. The competitive advantage of nations. Hampshire: Macmillan Press
Ltd.

Porter, M. August 2003. Global competitive strateqy: affecting developing markets.

Management Today: 14 — 16.

Porter, M.E. and Fuller, M. 1985. Competition in global industries. Boston, MA: HBS

Press.

Porter, L.W. Lawler, E.E. and Hackman, J.R. 1975. Behaviour in organisations. New
York: McGraw-Hill.

Powell, W.W. 1990. Neither market nor hierarchy: network forms of organization. in

Staw, B.M. and Cummings, L.L. (eds.). Research in organizational behaviour.
Greenwich, CT: JAI Press. 12: 295-336.

Powell, W.W. and Brantley, P. 1992. Competitive cooperation in biothechnology:

learning through networks? In Nohria, N. and Eccles, R.G. (eds.), Networks and

organizations: structure, form and action. Boston: Harvard Business School Press. 366-
394.

268



University of Pretoria etd — Sawers, J L (2007)

Prahalad, C.K. and Hamel, G. May-June 1990. The core competence of the corporation.

Harvard Business Review: 79-91.

Putnam, R.D., Leonardi, R. and Naneti, RY. 1993. Making democracy work: civic

traditions in modern Italy. Princeton University Press, Princeton, NJ.

Pyka, A. 2002. Innovation networks in economics: from the incentive-based to the

knowledge-based approaches. European Journal of Innovation Management. 5(3): 152-
163.

Radtke, M.L. 1987. The development in the United States of strategic partnering

between large and small firms. Science parks and the growth of technology-based
enterprises. United Kingdom Science Park Association: (95-100). Cardiff: CSP

Economic Publications Ltd.

Rahman, N. September 2006. Duality of Alliance Performance. Journal of American
Academy of Business, Cambridge. 10(1): 305-311.

Rech. L. October 2002. Legal due diligence. www.deneysreitz.co.za.

Reed, R. and DeFillipini, R.J. 1990. Causal ambiguity, barriers to imitation and

sustainable competitive advantage. Academy of Management Review. 15: 88-102.

Ressler, T. 1996. Helping companies sell up or sell out. In S. Hayhow (Ed), A

comprehensive guide to business incubation (271-276). Athens, Ohio: National Business

Incubation Association.

Riedle, K. 1989. Demand for R&D activities and the trade-off between in-house and

external research: a viewpoint from industry with reference to large companies and small

and medium-sized enterprises. Technovation. 9: 213-225.

Ring, P.S. and Van de Ven, A H. 1992. Structuring cooperative relationships between

organizations. Strategic Management Journal. 13: 483-498.

Ring, P.S. and Van de Ven, A.H. 1994. Developmental processes of cooperative

interorganizational relationships. Academy of Management Review. 19: 90-118.

269



University of Pretoria etd — Sawers, J L (2007)

Rip, A. and Groen, A.J. 2001. Many visible hands. In Coombs, R., Green, K. Walsh, V.

and Richards, A. (eds.), Demands, Markets, Users and Innovation. Elgar, E.

Ritzer, G. 1996. The McDonaldization of Society. 2nd edition, CA: Pine Forge Press,
Thousand Oaks.

Roberts EB. 1988. What we've learned, managing invention and innovation.

Research/Technology Management. 31 (1):11-21.

Robertson, P.L. and Langlois, R.N. 1995. Innovation, networks, and vertical integration.
Research Policy. 245: 543-562.

Romanowska, E. April 2001. Relationships between core competence, skills and

capabilities: a consistent hierarchical framework to clarify terminology. (Unpublished)

Rothwell, R. 1991. External networking and innovation in small and medium-sized

manufacturing firms in Europe. Technovation. 11(2): 93-112.

Rothwell, R. and Zegveld, W. 1982. Innovation and the small and medium-sized firm.

London: Pinter Publications.

Rothwell, R. 1994. Industrial innovation: success, strategy, trends. in Dodgson, M. and

Rothwell, R. (eds.), The Handbook of Industrial Innovation. Edward Elgar, Cheltenham.

Sahal, D. 1977. The Multidimensional Diffusion of Technology. Technological
Forecasting and Social Change (10): 277 — 298.

Santarelli, E., Sterlacchini, Al, 1990. Innovation, formal vs informal R&D, and firm size;

some evidence from Italian manufcturing firms. Small Business Economics 2: 223-228.

Saxenian, A. 1994. Regional advantage: culture and competition in Silicon Valley and

Route 128. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Saxton, T. 1997. The effects of partner and relationship characteristics on alliance

outcomes. Academy of Management Journal. 40: 443-461

270



University of Pretoria etd — Sawers, J L (2007)

Scarbrough, H., Swan, J. and Preston, J. 1999. Knowledge management — a literature

review. Institute of Personnel and Development, London.

Schramm, W. Dec 1971. Notes on case studies of instructional media projects. Working

paper for the Academy for Educational Development. Washington, DC.

Schramm, C.F. July/August 2004. Building entrepreneurial economies. Foreign Affairs
(83) 4:104-115.

Schumpeter, J.A. 1934. The theory of economic development. Cambridge, MA: Harvard

University Press.

Schumpeter, J.A. 1943. Capitalism, socialism and democracy. London. George Allen &
Unwin Ltd.

Selznick, P.l. 1957. Leadership in administration. New York: Harper and Row.

Shimshoni, D. 1970. The mobile scientist in the American instrument industry. Minera (8)
1: 59-89.

Shan, W., Walker, G., and Kogut, B. 1994. Interfirm cooperation and startup innovation

in the biotechnology industry. Strategic Management Journal. 15: 387-394.

Simonin, B.L. 1999. Ambiguity and the process of knowledge transfer in strategic

alliances. Strategic Management Journal. 20: 595-623.

Simons, R. 1996. Levers of control: how managers use innovative control systems to

drive strategic renewal. Boston, MA: Harvard Business School Press.

Siriram, R., Snaddon, D.R., 2004. Linking technology management, transaction

processes and governance structures. Technovation 24:779-791.

Sitkin, S.B. and Stickel, D. 1996. The road to hell: the dynamics of distrust in an era of
quality. In, Kramer, R.M. and Tyler, T.R. (eds.), Trust in organizations: frontiers of theory
and research. CA: Thousand Oaks, Sage. 196-215.

271



University of Pretoria etd — Sawers, J L (2007)

Slowinski, G. Seelig, G. Hull, F. Spring 1996. Managing technology-based strategic

alliances between large and small firms. S.A.M. Advanced Management Journal.
61(2):42-47.

Snow, C.C., Miles, R.E. and Coleman, H.J. Jr. 1992. Managing 21 century network

organizations. Organizational Dynamics. 20(3): 5-20.

Sohn, J.H.D. 1994. Social knowledge as a control system: a proposition and evidence

from the Japanese FDI behaviour. Journal of International Business Studies. 25: 295-
324.

South Africa’s National Research and Development Strategy. August 2002. Department

of Science and Technology. The Government of the Republic of South Africa.

Stalk. G., Evans, P., and Shulman, L.E. March-April 1992. Competing on capabilities:

the new rules of corporate strateqy. Harvard Business Review. 70: 57-89.

Stein, T. May 2002. Titanic failures. Red Herring: 59-61.

Sternberg, R. and Tamasy, C. 1999. Munich as Germany’s no. 1 high technology region:

empirical evidence, theoretical explanations and the role of small firm/large firm

relationships. Regional Studies. 33 (4) 367-377.

Szulanski, G. 1996. Exploring internal stickiness: impediments to the transfer of best

practice within the firm. Strategic Management Journal. 17: 27-43.

Takeuchi, H., and Nonaka, |. 2004. Hitotsubashi on Knowledge Management. Singapore:
John Wiley & Sons (Asia) Pty Ltd.

Teece, D.J. 1980. Economies of scope and the scope of the enterprise. Journal of

Economic Behavior and Organization. 1: 223-247.

Teece, D. 1986. Profiting from technological innovation: implications for integration,

collaboration, licensing and public policy. Research Policy. 15:285-305.

272



University of Pretoria etd — Sawers, J L (2007)

Teece, D. 1987. Profiting from technological innovation: implications for integration,

collaboration, licensing and public policy”, in Teece, D. (ed.), The competitive challenge,
Ballinger Publishing, Cambridge, MA. 185-219.

Teece, D.J. May 1990. Competition, cooperation, and innovation. Organizational

arrangements for regimes of rapid technological progress. Journal of Economic Behavior

and Organization. 18: 1-25.

Teece, D.J. 1992. Competition, cooperation, and innovation. Journal of Economic

Behavior and organization. 18: 1-25.

Teece, D.J., Pisano, G. and Shuen, A. 1990. Firm capabilities, resources, and the

concept of strategy. Working Paper 90-99. Center for Research in Management,

University of California at Berkeley.

Thiart, C., Bonham-Carter, G.F., Agterberg F.P., Cheng, Q. and Panahi A. 2004. An

Application of the New Omnibus Test for Conditional Independence in Weights-of-

evidence Modeling. In, Harris, J. (ed.), Special Volume on GIS Applications in the Earth

Sciences, Geological Association of Canada. 131-141

Timm, S. and Terblanche, B. November 2005. David and Goliath battle proves too much,

as Foot bails out. BigNews, Pietermaritzburg: The Natal Witness Printing and Publishing
Company (Pty) Ltd.

Tidd, J., Bessant, J., and Pavitt, K. 2001. Managing Innovation. Integrating

technological, market and organizational change. 2" ed. New York: John Wiley & Sons,
Ltd.

Timmons, J.A. 1998. America’s entrepreneurial revolution: the demise of Brontosaurus

capitalism. Babson College, F.W. Olin Graduate School of Business.

Toffler, A. 1981. The Third Wave. First edition. Pan Books Ltd. London SW10 9PG:

Cavaye Place.

Tracey, P. and Clark, G.L. Winter 2003. Alliances, networks and competitive strategy:

rethinking clusters of innovation. Growth and Change. 34(1): 1-16.

273



University of Pretoria etd — Sawers, J L (2007)

Utterback, J.M. 1993. Mastering the dynamics of innovation. Boston: Harvard Business

School Press.

Uzzi, B. 1996. The sources and consequences of embeddedness for the economic

performance or organizations: the network effect. American Sociological Review. 61:
674-698.

Uzzi, B. 1997. Social structure and competition in interfirm networks: the paradox of

embeddedness. Administrative Science Quarterly. 42: 35-67.

Van de Ven, A.H. 1976. On the nature, formation and maintenance of relations among

organizations. Academy of Management Review. 1: 24-36.

Van de Ven, A.H. May 1986. Central problems in the management of innovation.

Management Science: 590-601.

Van de Ven, A.H., Polley, D.E., Garud, R. and Venkataraman, S. 1999. The innovation
journey. New York, NY: Oxford University Press.

Van Maanen, J. and Schein, E.H. 1979. Towards a theory of organizational socialization.

Research in Organizational Behavior. 1: 209-264.

Wernerfelt, B. 1984. A resource-based view of the firm. Strategic Management Journal.
5:171-180.

Whitley, R. 2002. Developing innovative competences: the role of institutional

frameworks. Industrial and Corporate Change. 11(3): 497-528.

Williamson, O. 1975. Markets and hierarchies: antitrust analysis and implications. New
York, NY: The Free Press.

Williamson, O. 1985. The economic institutions of capitalism. New York, NY: The Free

Press.

Williamson, E.E. 1991. Comparative economic organization: the analysis of discrete

structural alternatives. Administrative Science Quarterly. 36:269-296.

274



University of Pretoria etd — Sawers, J L (2007)

Williamson, O.E. 1994. Transaction cost economics and organization theory. In,

Smelser, N.J. and Swedberg, R. (eds.), The handbook of economic sociology: Princeton,
NJ: Princeton University Press. 77 — 107.

Winter, S. 1964. Economic “natural selection” and the theory of the firm. Yale Economic
Essays. 4: 225-272.

Yin, R.K. 2003. Case study research design and methods. Applied Social Research

Methods Series Volume 5. Third edition. London: Sage Publications

Zaheer, A. and Venkatraman, N. 1995. Relational governance as an interorganisational

strategy. An_empirical test of the role of trust in _economic exchange. Strategic
Management Journal. 16: 373-392.

Zajac, E.J. and Olsen, C.P. Jan 1993. From transaction cost to transactional value

analysis: implications for the study of interorganizational strategies. The Journal of
Management Studies. Oxford. 30, Iss. 1: 131-146.

Zucker, L.G.l, Darby, M.R., and Armstrong, J. 1998a. Geographically localised

knowledge: spillovers or markets? Economic Inquiry. 36: 65-86.

Zucker, L.G., Darby, M.R., and Brewer, M. 1998b. Intellectual human capital and the

birth of US biotechnology enterprises. American Economic Review. 88: 290-306.

275



University of Pretoria etd — Sawers, J L (2007)

APPENDIX 1
SURVEY FOR SMALL AND MEDIUM SIZED
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Tactics for small or medium sized enterprises (SMEs) in the
technologically innovative sector, that will constrain
opportunistic behaviour by large companies in a merger/sell-out

Contact person:

Jill Sawers

Tel (012) 349-0382
Cell no: 0822145915

e-mail: jsawers@thennovationhub com

This information will be treated as confidential.

SURVEY FOR SMALL AND MEDIUM SIZED
ENTERPRISES (SMEs)

PERSONAL PARTICULARS For Office Use
Respondent no:

1) Title, Name and Surname: —
w1 I 1-3

2) Name of company:
w2l Il 1l lag

3) Your job title or pesition (e.g., Managing Director, Financial Director, Technical

Manager, etc.)
V3 [[T—E

4) Office Telephone: {including area code)

5) Approximate number of full time employees in your firm on

31 March 2003 (please select only one answer):
1 2 3 4 5
<=5 <=20 <=4D <=200 . 200 valls
6) Annual turnover of your firm on 31 March
2003 (please select only one answer):
1 2 3 4 5 |:
WsL 110
==R0,15 <=R4 million ==R10 <=R40 million >R40 million
millian million
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For Office Use

T) Total gross asset value (excluding fixed property) (please select only one

answer):
1 2 3 4 ]
‘\-’5[11
==R0,10 million | ==R1.5 million | ==R3,75 million ==R15 million =R 15 million
8) Are you a local subsidiary of a foreign Yes No
company? {1} {2} ‘-."?[12

CHECK POINT 1: Should your company comply with at least two of the below-mentioned criteria (i.e. you are a
large company), please do not fill in any further details, but return this questionnaire to us

1. more than 200 employees
2. an annual turnover of more than R40 million

3. total gross asset value of mare than R15 million

Definitions:-

(a) Industrial Cluster: groups of companies (eg. multiple suppliers and institutions) from a
specific industrial sector

(b} Intellectual Property (IP): IP entails ownership of at least one of the following:

Patents
Software

New products
New processes

(c) Innovation: a new or greatly improved product/service/process introduced to the market, or the
introduction within your arganisation of a new or greatly improved product/service/process. The innovation
is & result of new technological developments, new combinations of existing technology or utilisation of
knowledge acquired by your company.

(d) Joint Venture (JV): A partnership between two or more companies where there is shared
ownership of the new entity, substantial sharing of resources and long term commitment.

(e) Large Company (LCO): As per the Mational Small Business Act, 19956, a LCO is defined as
having more than 200 full-time employees, an annual turnover in excess of R40 million, and total gross
assets — excluding fixed property, of over R15 million (see definition below).

(f) Small and medium size enterprise (SME): As per the National Small Business Act, 1995, an
SME is defined as having 200 or fewer full-time employees, an annual tumover of R40 million or less, and
total gross assets — excluding fixed property, of R15 million or less (see definition below).

Size FulHime employess | Annual Turnowver Total gross asset
value (fixed property
excluded)

Medium 200 R40 million R 15 million

Small 40 R0 million R 3,75 million

Wery small 20 R 4 million R 1.5 milion

Micro 5 R150 000 R100 000
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All the questions below require a yes (1) or no (2) response:-

Yes | No
(1 | (2)
. Has your company developed proprietary information during the 1 2
period 1995 — 20037 (This intellectual property may include
patents, software, new products and/or new processes.)
B. If yes, has this intellectual property (IP) been patentad? 1 2

patents that were registered:

1995; number of patents..........................
1996; number of patents................ooll
1997 number of patents........................
1998: number of patents.......................
1999 number of patents...................... ...
2000: number of patents........................
2001 number of patents........._..._._...... .
2002: number of patents...........................
2003: number of patents...........................

If you did register at least one patent, please indicate for each year, the number of

Yes | No
(1) | (2)
(G If you did register at least one patent, your reasons for patenting are
because you (more than one answer possible):
1) Wish to commercialise the patent 1 2
2) Wish to retain your option to commercialise the patent 1 2
3) Wish to extend the coverage of a particular patent 1 2
4) Wish to prevent a competiter from developing this technology 1 2
5) Wish to sell the patent 1 2

6) Other reasons (specify)

For Office
Use

WBL 13

WaL_14

W1 3; :| 15-18
W11 — :| 17-18
W12 — :| 19-20
W1 3: :|21 -22
W1 -i: :|23-24
W1 E-: :|25-26
W1 E: :| 27-28
WITL— :|25-30

W1 5:131-32

vigl a3
V20 :
v21L_l3s
vzzl_l36
vaal_la7
vzl l3mag
V25 : :a:-an
V26 : :dE--'-tEu
”"r: :aa-45
vl || 4547
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For Office Use

Yes | No
(1) [ (2)
D. If you did NOT register a patent, WHY not (more than one answer
possible) ?
1) Desire to keep the intellectual property confidential 1 2 ‘»*"»9[45
2) Patenting is not worth the investment / time spant 1 2 . -'3"_49
3) Indecision by company to patent or not 1 2 a1 :SD
4} Patenting was unaffordable 1 2 ”3"_51
5) Insufficient resources to defend the patent 1 2 ”33:?
G) Other reasons (please specify) _
W34 —— 5354
‘»"35: — 55-56
W36 —— 57-58
WITLIL 5560
Yes | No
(1 | (2
E. Have you during the period 1990 — 2003 cooperated and/or —
partnered with a large company (LCQ)? 1 2 v3sL_Is1
If yes, on what basis? (lf no, go to question F)
1) Joint venture (A partnership between two or more companies
where there is shared ownership of the new entity, substantial 1 2 1]
sharing of resources and long term commitment) e
2) Technology development sub-contract 1 2 o s
3) Licensing 1 2 VM_M
4) Beta test site 1 2 va"«_55
5) Distribution agreement 1 2 VAB_EB
&) Assembly agreement 1 2 vaa_s?
7} A joint project 1 2 VdE-_EE.
8) Other type of cooperation (please specify) —r—
v4eL 1l 169-70
‘-."-iT: — 71-72
V4aL 1L T3-74
V491l T5-76
F. Have you, during the period 1990 — 2003, been Number of
acquired or been partially acquired by a large Yes | Mo LCOs
company (LCO)? (1) (2) | acquiring this
Specify the shareholding percentage the LCO percentage of
acquired (where 0% will indicate that you have not shareholding
sold any shares to a LCO): o
1) 0% 1 2 vsol_lvs1L L l77-79
2) 1-25% 1 2 vea | vsa_| lsnao
3) 26-50% 1| 2 vsal | vesl [ Jasas
4) 51-39% 1 2 vss_| vsrl_I[ lsess
5) 100% 1 2 vsa_| vsa|_I[ lsg.or
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[Check point 2: Should you not have been in a partnership with a large AUl
company as per questions E and/or F above, please do not complete the
emaining questions.
For the remaining questions, if you have been in more than one
artnership arrangement, please relate the remaining questions to the
OST IMPORTANT partnership, and please indicate below which type it
was (i.e. your selection in E):
ARBRE;
= migeis
G. Did your company perceive the partnership/acquisition to be 1 2 3 .
a success? ve0L_l92
H. What were the main reasons for the partnership being I
successfullunsuccessfullpartially successful? (please specify) VE1_L_93-94
"v"62: — 95-96
WE3L_L_197-98
"f"64: — g9-100
wasL_L_1101-102
|. Did you use quantitative measures to determine whether the
partnership was successfullunsuccessful/partially successful? If yes, please -
specify the type of measure used (e.g. increased profitability). veEL_ 103104
WarL_L_1105-106
"\-"GS: — 107-108
"v"ﬁEIZ — 109-110
VIO L 111-112
J. Was your technological offering complementary to the LCO's (Yes) | (Ma) 1
core business? 1 2 VT1L_113
K. What was your level of trust in the large company priortothe | — 2| _ | - =
partnership? g T2 T8 M
5| | vizlJ1a
L. What was vour level of trust in the large company with whom =zl sclas
you partnered after the partnership? g =z <2 _
3| | wral 115
M. Would you consider partnering with this large company again? | (Yes) | (Ma) . ?4_ .
1 2 Vgl
Why? (please specify)
"f'?5: :11?—1 18
"f'TE: — 119-120
"\-'??: — 121-122
"f'?S: — 123-124
VoL L 125126

281



University of Pretoria etd — Sawers, J L (2007)

Reason Expectation
MN. What do you believe were the MAIN REASONS O =
FOR THE LARGE COMPANY TO PARTNER o 2| @
WITH ¥ OU (consider list of reasons below, please E = :
mark yes (1) / no (2))? - al 2
- —| =
Please also indicate whether their initial - = E
expectations later proved to be correct (1) or Yes | No =
incorrect (2 =2
- M | @
1) To acquire the brand 1 2 1 210
2) To acquire the expertise 1 2 1 210
3) To acquire the patent 1 2 1 210
4) To access a source of innovation 1 1 1 110
4) To acquire the technology 1 2 1 210
5) To acquire the product 1 2 1 210
6) To access new market segments 1 2 1 210
T) To access your network and relationships 1 2 1 210
8) To acquire your assets 1 2 1 210
9) To take advantage of financial synergies 1 2 1 210
e.q. high growth potential of the SME, but
cash strapped
10) To downsize the company by outsourcing 1 2 1 210
11) To challenge and change the dominant logic 1 2 1 2
of the large company
12) To increase sales 1 2 1 210
13) To pursue market dominance 1 2 1 210
14) To acquire a competitor 1 2 1 2|0
15) To create a barrier to entry 1 2 1 210
16) Not to miss a trend, which could result in 1 2 1 210
falling behind other competitors
17) Ta benefit from your company’s black 1 2 1 [(2]0
economic empowerment initiatives
18) To form a technological alliance with a view 1 2 1 210
to an eventual acquisition
19) To protect cwn brand 1 2 1 210
20) To develop a shallow relationship (i.e. buy 1 2 1 210
a non-controllable share andfor get a seat
on the Board,.and/or create an option to buy
remainder of equity)
21) To develop a deep relationship with many co-| 1 2 1 210
operative activities (viz: cross ownership with
reciprocal positions on the Boards of
Directors, equally balanced joint ventures,
multiple smaller projects that do not involve
equity positions)

For Office Use

veol_lva1l_l127-128
vazl_lvaal l129.130
vedl_vasl 131132
vasl_varl 133134
vasl_vasl_135.138
vagl_varl 137138
vzl lvaal l139.140
vadlvos| 141-142
vasl_lvarl 143144
vasl_vosl 145145
vioo_vio1l_l147-148
wi102_vio3l_l149-150
v104_v10s_l151-152
w108 vio7_l153-154
w108_v10sL_l155-158
vito_vi11_l157-158
v112_vi13l 159180
v114_vi1s_l181-182
w118_v117_l183-184
v118_vi1el_l185-188
vi20_viz1l_l167-188
w122 viz3l_l189-170
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Yes

(1)

No
2)

{1 wawuosn

[£4]

T2aLadu|

(o) mouy
10U ag

22) To develop a ‘quick win’ that has a high
probability of success and will probably
produce an immediate pay-off

23) To satisfy managerial motives such as:

(1) Marketing economies of scale

2} Increasing profitability

3) Spreading of risk factors

5) Technical economies of scale

(2)
(3)
i4) Reducing costs
(5)
(6)

§) Reccgnition of management
expertise for proposing cooperation

[T I S I N [ N [ N B

[T I S I S I o (R S R LN
o o o ol @ @

24 Other reasons (specify)

Yes

(1)

No
(2)

Do not
know

(0)

(0. Did the large company (LCO) have a technology strategy?

P. If “"yes”, did it's technology strategy:

1) explain or specify how each technology should be

used for competitive advantage?

2) specify whether certain technology should be

developed in-house?

3) specify whether a given technology should preferably

be procured from a foreign (i.e. non-South African)

country?

4} specify who, in the company, was responsible for

technology management decisions?

). Does your large company partner source innovative fechnolo

1) SMEs specifically?

2) LCOs specifically?

)
3) Research institutions specifically?
)

43 A combination of the above

o o) o O

For Office Use

W14 V1250 171172
V126 V1271173174
Wi28L V1290 1175176
VI VI3 L FF-178
W12 V133178180
W14 V135 _181-182
V136 V137183184
W13 1L 185186
Widel_1L 187188
w140 1L _1189-190
Wid41 1L 191192
W42l 1L _1183-194
W143_1193
W144_1196

W43l 1197
W146_1193
W147L_1199
W148_1200

W148L_1201

W150L_1202
W1s1L_1203
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5) Other sources (please specify) For office use
wWis2l 1L 1204-205
w1531l 208207
wis4l || 208209
wvissL 1L 210211
WiseL 1L 1212-213
B) If yes to one of the above, why? (please specify) I
wisTL 1L 214215
WisBL L _216-217
W1sgL 1L 218-219
wvis0L L 1220221
wvig1LlL 222223
Yes| No
(1| (2)
R. Did your large company partner task one of its employees _
to be the interface/champion between them and your company? 1 5 V12274
1. Was_; a representative from the LCO the project 1 9 vigal_loas
champion? -
2. \."uas_;a representative from your company the project 1 9 =
champion?
5. Were you aware of the internal politics of your large company ' .
1 2 viesL_1227
partner?
IT. Did you have an adequate understanding of the strengths and » .:_
weaknesses of your large company partner? 1 9 AL
1. Was your offering complementary to the LCOs SWOT? 1 2 V1671229
IJ. When sourcing innovative technologies, your large company Do
partner sources: Yes | No | Not
Know
1 2
M | @ | B
1) disruptive technology i.e. technology that will viesl_l23o
radically change the way you do business 1 2 0 e
2) incremental technology 1.e. technology that will ™
resultin improved processes and/or products 1 2 0 V1esL 1231
V. Is the sectoral environment in which your company operates one of:
1) occasional changes which the company manages 1 2 0
{incremental innovation) —
wvi7oL_1232
2) occasionally dealing with a once-off change 1 2 0 _
(spasmodic innovation) viTi_l233
3) freguent change of a recurring nature (repetitive 1 2 0 o
innovation) VT3 934
4) fast & furious changes coming from all directions 1 2 0 —
{incessant innavation) viT3l_l23s
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Do
Yes | No | Not
K
M (@ "oy
W. When sourcing a technology, the preferred strategy of your large
company partner is:
1) To wholly acquire the technology 1 2 0
2) To enter into one of the following partnership arrangements with an
SME:
2.1) A joint venture (A partnership between two or
more companies where there is shared ownership of
the new entity, substantial sharing of resources and
long term commitment)
1 2 0
2.2) Alicense 1 2 0
3.3) Becoming a “reseller of the technology” 1 2 0
3) To enter into one of the following partnership
arrangements with a large company:
3.1) A joint venture 1 2 0
3.2) Alicense 1 2 0
3.3) Becoming a “reseller of the technology” 1 2 0
3.4) Other methods of sourcing (please specify)
Yes [ No
(1) | (2)
*. Do you have a documented process for monitoring:
1) Quality contral of your products? 1 2
2) Reliable delivery?
1 2
3) Reliable product support 7 1 5
Y. Do you segment your potential market using, inter alia, the following
categories of potential clients: early innovators, early adopters,
early majority, late majority, and laggards? 1 5
7. |s the worth of your company based on:
1) your sales turmover? 1 2
2) your number of customers? 1 2
3) an analysis of your financial statements (ratios, profitability, etc)? | 1 2

For Office Use
V1741238
V1751237

VATEL 1238
V177239
V178240
W17al_241
V180|242
vigilL_1243.244
w182l L_245.245
w183 L_247-248
vi1s4l_|L_|249.250
w185 __251.252
W186__253

Y187 254
V188255
V180258
w190l 257
w191_l258
w192__1259
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Yes | No
(1) | (2)
4} a high customer:sales ratio 1 2
5) the longevity of your average customer account? 1 2
&) your reputation in the market place? 1 2
7) projected growth of profits? 1 2
5) Other (please specify)
ZA. Do you think that the large company gathered information on your
company by:
1) Scanning relevant technological magazines? 1 2
2) Formal business appointment(s) with the owner(s) and/or
staff of your company? 1 3
3) Informal meetings/lunches with the owner(s) and/or staff of your
company? 1] 2
4) Word of mouth? 1
5) Relationship building at networking eventis)? 1
5) Other methods (please specify)

ZB. What was the main motivation for your company to partner o g
with the large company? ves|No E E
Did this prove to be correct (1) or incorrect (2) (1) |{2) é é

1) Gaining access to new markets or larger share of current

market 1121212
2) Impreving/adding to your management skills 112912
3) Easing pressure from investors 112912
4) Obtaining financial support 112912
5 Optimising entrepreneurship value (“cashing in”) 112912
6) “Piggy backing” on the LCO's technical infrastructure and

expertise 112912

For Office Use

W193_1260
w184 :251
w1835 :252
visl_l263
V19T — :.?54-255
198 — :EEG-EET
V199 1 268-269
vai — :ET':I-E?1
VAL 272273
V2021274
V2031275
Wal — 276
V2051277
V2061278
WaOT L 279-280
W20 — :.?51-282
W20 — :I -284
w210 — :EBS-EEE
V211 _287-288
w2121 1289-290
W13 291-292
Y214 — :.?93-254
w215 — :E%-EEE
W216 —— 257-298
W27 L 289-300
w218 L_301-302
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Yes

(1)

No
(2)

(1] a0

(z) yoano(})

8) Your company had moved into a mature phase and no
longer provided challenges for management

o]

9) Other reasons (please specify)

Yes

(1)

No
(2)

Z0. Can you quantify the approximate cost for the large company to
switch to/acquire your technology?

ZE. Is the cost influenced by?

1) Equipment being made obsolete

2) Acquisition and/cr development of new equipment and/or systems| 1

3) Staff retrenchment

4} Cost of employing new staff and new competencies

5) The loss of customers

[ B S B LT Y (N I L

ZF. As part of the negotiation process, did you, with your partnering
large company:

1) Establish a long-term strategic intent?

2) Develop a short-term joint intent?

3) Identify and create project teams?

5) Obtain stakeholder support?

)
)
)
4) Widely communicate the joint intent?
)
)

6) Establish an implementation plan?

7) Develop an exit strategy for the SME?

(RS0 I ST U] B SO B S Y )

ZG. During negotiations with the large company, was a substantial equity

stake in your company held by:

1) A venture capital company

2) Another company viz:
a) Another SME

b) A large company (more than 200 employees, with a turnover
exceeding R40 million)

3) An angel investor (a high net worth individual who takes equity
in exchange for investing in the company)

For Office Use

v213__1303
v220_| L_|304-305
vaz21|L_|306-307
vzzzl_|L_|308-309
vazalL_I310311
vz24l || [312-313
v22sl_|314
V226315
V2271316
vazel_317
vazel_|315
v23n_319
vza1l_320
vzazl_l321
v23al_l3z2
vaaal_|323
V235|324
v23B_325
v2a7_l326
v2asl_327
v2as__|328
v240__329
v241L_330
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Yes [No
(1 |(2)
4} An incubator (a facility offering shared facilities and mentorship to
start-up companies) 1 5
5) A bank 1 |2
Other (please specify)
ZH. Are you recognized as an impertant player in your industrial
cluster? 1
iZI. Did any key strategic individuals in your company leave within a 12 1
month period of the partnership with the large company?
1) If "yes”, did they leave because of cultural differences? 1 2
2) If they left, did this create a problematic capacity gap? 1 2
ZJ. |s your company dependant on complementary assets of the large
company partner (such as new product development, branding, 1 2
expertise, etc)?
7K. Is the large company partner dependent on the complementary
assets of your company? 1 12
ZL. Did (or would) one of the below-mentioned factors strengthen (1) or
weaken (2) your position when negotiating with the LCO?
1) a substantial equity stake in your company was held by
another company/investor 112
2) you are an important player in your industrial cluster 1 2
3) your company is dependent on the complementary assets of
the large company 1 5

If yes, why? (please specify)

ascribes:

ZM. Please list the main core values to which your large company partner

For Office Use

V2421 1331
V2431 1332
Vad4[ 1333
V243 1334
V24611335
V2471336
V2481 1337
V249l 1338
V2501335
V2511340
V2520 1341
V253 1342
V254343
V255344
V256345
W25TL_IL_1346-347
W25aL L _1348-349
wasal JL_1350-351
W2B0_L_1352-353
V261 JL_1354-355
WV2ezl_IL_1356-357
V283 _1358-359
Wv2e4L_1360-381
WV2BsL L _1362-383
V286 I 1364-385
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Yes

(1

No
(2)

ZM. Would you describe your large company partner as being an

opportunistic company viz: seeking self-interest with guile? 1 2
£0. What evidence would vou look for to conclude whether the LCO was

an opportunistic company?
“P. Was your large company pariner a South African company? 1 9

20, In your opinion, which tactics should be aveoided by large companies to ensure

a successful partnership?

I“R. Please list the main core values to which your company ascribes.

For Office Use

W2ET L1366

Wa2e8L_1L_1367-365
Wagal_IL_1369-370
WaroL_1L_J371-372
WaT1L1L_J373-374
War2l 1L _375-376
WaT3L 1377

WaT4l_IL_I378-379
W2TsL_1L_1380-381
Warel_1L_1382-383
WaTTL_1L_1384-385
wWaral_1L_1386-387
wWaral_IL_1385-389
W280L_1L_13590-391
Wae 1L 1352-393
Wag2l 1L _1354-395
w283l 1L _1396-397

Thank you for your assistance in completing this questionnaire.
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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:

e patents already secured the first customers to used their service
e 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
0 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.)
e 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. SMEZ2

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. SMEZ2 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 CEQ’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 SMEZ2, 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. SMEZ2 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.

294



University of Pretoria etd — Sawers, J L (2007)

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 LCOZ2, 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.

301



University of Pretoria etd — Sawers, J L (2007)

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 Discipline Capabilities/ Weak/strong
capabilities/ specific/multidisciplinary competencies Safeguards
competencies
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 Discipline Capabilities/ Weak/strong
capabilities/ specific/multidisciplinary competencies Safeguards
competencies
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 Discipline Capabilities/ Weak/strong
capabilities/ specific/multidisciplinary competencies Safeguards
competencies
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 Discipline Capabilities/ Weak/strong
capabilities/ specific/multidisciplinary competencies Safeguards
competencies
SME1 4 1 1 2
SME2 2 3 2 1
SME3 3 2 3 3
SME4 1 4 4 4
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