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In order to sustain their competitive advantage in the current increasingly globalized 
and turbulent context, more and more firms are competing globally in alliances and 
networks that oblige them to adopt new managerial paradigms and tools. However, 
their strategic analyses rarely take into account the strategic implications of these 
alliances and networks, considering their global relational characteristics, admittedly 
because of a lack of adequate tools to do so. This paper contributes to research that 
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seeks to fill this gap by proposing the Global Strategic Network Analysis — SNA 
— framework. Its purpose is to help firms that compete globally in alliances and 
networks to carry out their strategic assessments and decision-making with a view 
to ensuring dynamic strategic fit from both a global and relational perspective.

Assegurando adequação estratégica de empresas que competem globalmente 
em alianças e redes: propondo o Arcabouço Global SNA (Strategic Network 
Analysis)
Com vistas a sustentar sua vantagem competitiva no contexto de globalização e 
mudanças crescentes, mais e mais empresas estão competindo globalmente por 
meio de alianças e redes que as obrigam de adotar novos paradigmas e ferramentas 
gerenciais. No entanto, suas análises estratégicas raramente levam em conta as 
implicações estratégicas dessas alianças e redes, considerando suas características 
globais e relacionais, aparentemente, por falta de ferramentas analíticas adequadas. 
Este artigo contribui para as pesquisas que buscam preencher esta lacuna, ao propor 
o “Global Strategic Network Analysis — SNA — framework”. O objetivo deste é de 
auxiliar empresas que competem globalmente em alianças e redes na condução das 
suas avaliações estratégicas e tomadas de decisão com vistas a assegurar uma ade-
quação estratégica dinâmica pela perspectiva ao mesmo tempo global e relacional.

1. Introduction

The increasing globalization of markets and industries has radically changed 
firms’ competitive conditions. It has stepped up foreign competition and the 
number of relationships between firms in different nations (Wiersema and 
Bowen, 2008), forming international and global networks of strategic linka-
ges. Note that networks of linkages are henceforth called simply networks. 
By linkages, we mean alliances, mergers and acquisitions, agreements and 
contracts (Nohria and Garcia-Pont, 1991).

Consequently, firms have been obliged to adopt new paradigms and 
analytical tools for their strategic management. Indeed, to ensure sustainable 
success in this context, firms in alliances and networks must consider, not just 
strategic relational implications, i.e. those pertinent to their alliances and ne-
tworks, in their strategic analyses, but also global relational ones.

However, leading firms rarely consider strategic relational implica-
tions, let alone global relational ones, admittedly, in many cases, due to a 
lack of adequate and user-friendly analytical tools and managerial proces-
ses (Pesquisa da PUC..., 2002; Tavares and Macedo-Soares, 2003). In this 
connection, it is relevant that Goerzen (2005) observed that the concept 
of alliance network management was only recently being viewed as an im-
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portant element of corporate strategy by the international firms’ executives 
interviewed in his study, who admitted that their firms had not yet devised 
formal organizational rules and best practices to manage their alliance ne-
tworks. Also, in a survey of 76 companies, Kale and Singh (2009) found that 
only 30% managed and regarded alliances as a portfolio (or network) when 
building their alliance strategy.

Thus, also at issue here is the crucial problem of managing strategic 
alliances and networks effectively. As Kale and Singh (2009) observed firms, 
on the one hand, are investing more and more in alliances and there is eviden-
ce that these indeed contribute to strengthening firms’ competitive position. 
On the other hand, however, studies have revealed that in many cases allian-
ces between firms have failed. As they put it (Kale and Singh, 2009:45):

Studies have shown that between 30% and 70% of alliances fail; in other wor-
ds, they neither meet the goals of their parent companies nor deliver on the 
operational or strategic benefits they purport to provide (Bamford, Gomes-Cas-
seres and Robinson, 2004). Alliance termination rates are reportedly over 50% 
(Lunnan and Hauglang, 2008), and in many cases forming such relationships 
has resulted in shareholder value destruction for the companies that engage in 
them (Kale, Dyer and Singh, 2002).

Note that with respect to the failure of international alliances and other 
linkages, Stonehouse at al. (2005) mention a rate of 20 to 50%. 

As Kale & Singh (2007) observed, alliances are difficult to manage. By 
emphasizing the importance for alliance success of developing alliance mana-
gement capabilities, they suggest that alliance failure is due to alliance mana-
gement deficiencies. 

In fact, in strategy research, only relatively recently — since the 1990s 
— has the importance of carrying out strategic analyses from a relational ne-
twork perspective, i.e. pertinent to relationships or linkages and the networks 
formed by them, been recognized (Dyer and Singh, 1998; Hoffmann, 2007) 
and various relational network characteristics of strategic significance identi-
fied (Anand and Khanna, 2000; Baum, Calabrese e Silverman, 2000; Dyer and 
Nobeoka, 2000; Galaskiewicz and Zaheer, 1999; Gulati, Nohria and Zaheer, 
2000; Koka and Prescott, 2008; Ozcan and Eisenhardt, 2009; Rowley, Behrens 
and Krackhardt, 2000).

As to strategy research on globalization and on international and global 
alliances and other linkages such as mergers and acquisitions — M & A —, 
the number of investigations has increased significantly over the last decade 
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(Garcia-Canal et al., 2002; Stonehouse et al., 2005; Wiersema and Bowen, 
2008), and the importance of adopting a network perspective has been stres-
sed in the international business literature (Coviello, 2006; Garcia-Pont and 
Nohria, 2002; Goerzen, 2005; Johanson and Vahlne, 2003 2009; Lazzarini, 
2007; 2008; Vapola, Paukku and Gabrielsson, 2010). For a summary of the li-
terature regarding network approaches to internationalization, see Loane and 
Bell (2006). See also Buckley and Casson’s (2009) review of the progress of 
international business research over the last 30 years.

In this connection, it is noteworthy that the important themes for fu-
ture research on international business identified in the literature by Griffith, 
Cavusgil and Xu (2008) included alliances and other linkages from a network 
perspective and globalization and issues related to the management of firms 
that operate globally.

It is moreover significant that, in 2011, the Strategic Management So-
ciety will be launching the Global Strategy Journal, specially oriented towards 
global strategy, with 10 themes, one of which is Global Strategy and Inter-Or-
ganizational Networks.

This paper purports to contribute to the above-mentioned investiga-
tions by proposing the Global SNA (Strategic Network Analysis) framework. 
The latter’s aim is to help firms that compete globally in alliances and ne-
tworks to carry out their strategic analyses and planning, with a view to 
ensuring dynamic strategic fit, from both a global and relational network 
perspective. When we use the expression “firms that… compete globally”, 
we refer to both “global” and “transnational” firms in accordance with Bar-
tlett and Ghoshal’s (1989, 1998) and Harzing’s (2000) typologies for multi-
national companies — MNCs.

The Global SNA framework is both a variation and an evolution of the 
generic SNA framework (Macedo-Soares, 2002; Macedo-Soares and Tauhata, 
2002), and its other variations (Bastos and Macedo-Soares, 2007; Leite and 
Macedo-Soares, 2005; Macedo-Soares, Tauhata and Freitas, 2004; Macedo-
Soares, Tauhata and Lima, 2005; Macedo-Soares and Figueira, 2007; Mace-
do-Soares and Schubsky, 2010; Macedo-Soares and Mendonça, 2010), in that 
it considers the global together with the network perspective. The point is to 
take into account all the strategically significant factors — relational, non-re-
lational, global and global relational — for accurate decision-making, in the 
case of firms that compete globally in alliances and networks. By framework 
we mean the conjunction of necessary analytical methodology, constructs, 
and model for carrying out strategic analyses.
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With respect to the relevance of the proposed analytical framework, it 
is noteworthy that methodological questions were highlighted among those 
identified by Griffith, Cavusgil and Xu (2008) as important for future inves-
tigations, especially the operationalization of key constructs for research into 
international business today, such as global strategy.

The remainder of this article is divided into the following five parts: 
research methods; results of the literature review; theoretical positioning; in-
troducing the Global SNA framework; discussion and concluding remarks.

2. Research methods

Regarding the development of the Global SNA framework, it is significant that 
its current design evolved from two other main frameworks. 

The first one, called the Generic Integrative — GI — framework was 
designed to help managers assess the adequateness of their firm´ s strategy, 
i.e. its strategic fit, by performing a comprehensive analysis of critical internal 
organizational variables in interaction with important macro-environmental 
and structural ones. The point was to identify the changes needed to improve 
strategic fit or to formulate a new adequate strategy and thus contribute to 
more effective strategic management. It built on the premises of the socio-
technical school (Cherns, 1976). Its original version was the result of a syn-
thesis of theoretical constructs identified in the literature with inputs from 
primary sources, such as case studies and surveys (Macedo-Soares and Lucas, 
1996). It was first tested in two multinationals (Macedo-Soares and Chamone, 
1994). As the research progressed it incorporated some of Austin’s (1990), 
Brandenburger and Nalebuff’s (1997), Porter’s (1980), and resource-based 
view (Wernerfelt, 1984; Rumelt, Schendel and Teece, 1991) constructs. Its 
more elaborate version was effectively applied to over 50 firms (e.g. Macedo-
Soares et al., 2005).

The second framework was called the Strategy Network Analysis — SNA 
framework which evolved from the GI one by incorporating relevant network 
constructs. It has already been applied to over 20 firms in different sectors 
(e.g. Macedo-Soares, Tauhata and Freitas, 2004). Because one of the main ob-
jectives of applying the framework in different firms was to contribute to the-
ory development, this was performed through case studies, as recommended 
by Eisenhardt (1989) and Eisenhardt and Graebner (2007). In keeping with 
these authors, theory was developed through pattern recognition building on 
the constructs identified in the literature. 
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Following the triangulation principle advocated by Yin (1994) for 
case studies, the necessary data for pattern recognition was collected from 
various sources, so as to ensure their consistency, using different means to 
mitigate the limitations inherent to each one. Generally three means were 
used: structured (Likert format) questionnaires based on the constructs 
from the framework’s reference lists; interviews; documental/telematic in-
vestigations. The case studies illustrated the framework’s application while 
providing inputs for validating and refining existing constructs as well as 
capturing elements that justified including new ones, thus contributing to 
theory building. 

In the case of the generic SNA framework, the importance of carrying 
out strategic analyses from a relational network perspective was made evi-
dent by following the steps of the SNA methodology and comparing the 
results of the analysis of the strategic implications of non-relational factors 
with those pertinent to relational ones. As the case studies eloquently sho-
wed, two different pictures emerged from this comparison. By the same 
token, it became evident that by contemplating both relational and non-
relational factors, managers of firms in alliances and networks would have 
a more complete and accurate picture upon which to base their strategic 
planning and decision-making. 

The Global SNA framework maintains the original design of the generic 
SNA framework, while adapting many of the latter´s constructs and inclu-
ding new ones pertinent to global strategic management and global alliances 
and networks. It differs from the generic one in that it was developed for the 
specific case of firms that compete globally in alliances and networks. The 
new constructs were selected on the basis of their potential for providing ap-
propriate measures to capture the necessary data for strategic fit assessments 
from a global relational network perspective.

The literature reviews that were undertaken to identify the necessary 
constructs for the frameworks´ development followed the three-stage method 
recommended by Villas, Macedo-Soares and Russo (2008), which emphasizes 
the use of multiple rankings in the literature selection process. In the case of 
the Global SNA framework, the study adopted the rankings of the Institute 
for Scientific Information (ISI) and the Qualis (Capes, Brazil). Although a 10-
year time-frame was chosen for the review, seminal texts as well as books 
and theses on global strategic management and global alliances were also 
considered.
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3. Results of the literature review

In the initial literature review that provided the theoretical underpinning for 
the generic SNA framework, the studies identified as relevant for this purpose 
were found to have been strongly influenced by the social network literature 
(e.g. Granovetter, 1973).

Dyer and Singh (1998) and Gulati, Nohria and Zaheer (2000) were 
considered to be especially important in that they emphasize the “relational” 
view of strategic management, “which expands the unit of analysis from an 
individual firm or a single dyadic relationship to include the focal firm and all 
its interorganizational relationships” (Hoffmann, 2007:829).

	 As to relational constructs and indicators for analyzing the strategic 
implications of alliances and other linkages from a network perspective using 
the generic SNA framework, Galaskiewicz and Zaheer (1999), Gulati, Nohria 
and Zaheer (2000), Kale, Singh and Perlmutter (2000) and Knoke (2001) 
provided the greatest contributions.

	 Galaskiewicz and Zaheer presented three key dimensions — network 
structure, network composition and network modalities — and several cha-
racteristics for analyzing the impact of networks at the corporate level by ex-
ploring some of the conditions for robust competitive advantage using each 
dimension.

	 Basing themselves on empirical investigations of several other scho-
lars in this field, Gulati, Nohria and Zaheer (2000) provided additional cha-
racteristics for the dimensions at issue and showed how they have strate-
gic implications, creating opportunities and threats at industry level, and 
strengths and weaknesses at corporate level. They also implicitly suggested 
that network management could be considered another key dimension, at 
the corporate level. Partner fit (strategic, cultural and organizational), es-
pecially in terms of compatibility and complementarity, was identified as 
a highly relevant construct in this dimension. They also stressed the dyna-
mic nature of most networks, especially in the current context of constant 
change, showing just how crucial it is to view strategic fit, in terms of what 
Zajac, Kraatz and Bresser (2000) called “dynamic” fit, when adopting a re-
lational perspective.

	 For operationalizing strategic network analysis, Knoke’s (2001) con-
cept of egocentric network inspired the concept of firm ‘ego net’: network for-
med by the focal firm and its main strategic partners and relationships within 
the context of its value net. Brandenburger and Nalebuff (1997) define the 
latter as a network that includes all strategic actors — both partners and non 
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partners — in its competitive arena, and their interdependencies, that con-
tribute to capturing and creating value that is significant for the competitive 
advantage of the focal firm.

Where relational analytical frameworks were concerned, only a few 
proposals were found in the literature, notably those developed by Contractor, 
Wasserman and Faust (2006), Gnyawali and Madhavan (2001), Madhavan, 
Koka and Prescott (1998) and McEvily and Zaheer (1999).

In spite of the unquestionable contribution of these frameworks to 
strategy network research, they were deemed too complex, theoretical and 
focused on specific aspects of networks. Moreover, they did not take into 
consideration both perspectives — relational and traditional (non-relatio-
nal). In other words, they did not contemplate organizational, structural, 
macro-environmental, and relational factors together within a systemic, in-
tegrative and dynamic approach as was the objective of the generic SNA 
framework.

Although the focus here is on the global dimension of alliances and 
networks, and therefore it is not deemed necessary to present a review of all 
the more recent works identified in the literature on alliances and networks 
that do not have this focus, a few that are pertinent to our proposal should be 
mentioned.

According to Ozcan and Eisenhardt (2009), there has recently been a 
greater variety of investigations on ‘portfolios’ of alliances. Considering the 
network dimension of our proposal it is relevant that these authors define 
portfolio as the set of direct ties (or linkages) of a focal firm (Das and Teng, 
2002), observing that it can also be considered an egocentric network.

Ozcan and Eisenhardt (2009:246) investigated how firms can deve-
lop “high-performing portfolios”. They present evidence derived from six 
case studies of entrepreneurial rivals in the wireless gaming industry, which 
suggests that executives are more likely to develop such portfolios “when 
they visualize (them) in the context of the entire industry as opposed to a 
series of single ties” and when ties are formed simultaneously with multiple 
partners. They propose a theoretical framework that “emphasizes agency 
and strategic action in contrast to a deterministic account of dyadic inter-
dependence and social embeddedness” (Ozcan and Eisenhardt, 2009:246). 
Their view confirms the importance of taking a broader strategic approach, 
when analyzing a firm´s network of alliances; an approach that includes 
structural industry and macroenvironmental factors together with the rela-
tional ones.
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Hoffmann (2007) draws attention to the fact that the firm has to know 
how to configure its portfolio of alliances, whose management should be 
goal-oriented. Based on a study of the evolution of alliance portfolios in a 
given business unit, he identifies 3 distinctive portfolio strategies “that allow 
firms to cope with a complex and changing environment”: i) shaping stra-
tegy — actively shaping the environmental development, according to firm 
strategy, by expanding and deepening the company´s resource endowment 
in a focused manner — supported by core exploration alliances; ii) adapting 
strategy — reactively adapting to the environment’s dynamics “to increase 
strategic flexibility by broadening the company´s resource endowment and 
generally improving the ability to learn and change” supported by probing 
or platform alliances; iii) stabilizing strategy to avoid organizational chan-
ge — “efficiently exploiting the existing resources and protecting competi-
tive advantages as much as possible” — supported by exploitation alliances 
to commercialize resources and capabilities acquired through exploration 
(Hoffmann, 2007:830-831). This classification of strategies and respective 
alliances is relevant to our proposal in that it was found to be useful for the 
analyses of portfolio management of strategic alliances from an internatio-
nal perspective (Vapola et al. 2010).

With regard to alliance portfolios, we should also mention Lavie’s 
(2007) empirical investigation of software firms and their alliances, whose 
results suggested that network resources´ contribution to firm value creation 
varies according to resource complementarity. The investigation also made 
evident how the intensity of competition among partners in the firm´s alliance 
portfolio can improve its market performance and how the partners´ relative 
bargaining power in the portfolio can affect the firm´s capacity to appropriate 
network resources. This is significant in that it refers to a key construct of the 
‘network membership’ dimension in the SNA framework which we believe 
could be of special importance in the case of firms that compete globally: glo-
bal focal firm´s and global partners´ access to global network resources (see 
table 1, items 2.6 and 2.7).

Kale and Singh (2009:52) argue that firms in alliances should not only 
have what they call a dedicated alliance function. They should also develop 
capabilities to manage alliance portfolios, which could be used for the “effec-
tive management of other interfirm relationships, including acquisitions”. 
Another success factor highlighted by these authors is the construction of 
portfolio alliance governance, especially during the alliance life-cycle’s de-
sign phase. This was found to be all the more important given that the “use 
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of (network) governance mechanisms” was already a key construct of the 
generic SNA framework.

In fact the literature review update revealed several authors who inves-
tigated alliance governance mechanisms, or so-called relational governance 
mechanisms, both formal and informal (Gulati and Nickerson, 2008; Hoetker 
and Mellewigt, 2009; Mitsuhashi, Shane and Sine, 2008; Nielsen, 2009; Pu-
runam and Vanneste, 2009; Teng and Das, 2008; Wang, He and Mahoney, 
2009; Yang, Lin and Lin, 2010). Provan and Kenis (2007) highlighted the fact 
that different forms of network governance can constitute either strengths or 
weaknesses depending on structural factors and relational contingencies, such 
as trust, size, goal consensus and task nature.

In keeping with our proposal’s global perspective, we now present the 
results of the literature review update that are specific to this perspective.

In the course of this review, it became evident that we first of all nee-
ded to understand what exactly is meant by globalization. Indeed, generally, 
globalization refers to a process “implying that countries over time become 
more similar to each other in terms of culture and institutional settings” 
(Johanson and Vahlne, 2003:98). On the other hand, Ghemawat observes 
that today one cannot as yet speak of globalization; it is necessary to think 
strategically in the context of “semi-globalization” (Ghemawat, 2007:10). 
However, from a process viewpoint, semi-globalization can be considered 
part of the globalization process, and as Buckley and Ghauri argue globa-
lization “is proceeding at a differential pace in different types of markets” 
(Buckley and Ghauri, 2004:82).

It is important to note, moreover, that globalization can be of econo-
mies, markets, industries and strategies (Stonehouse et al., 2005).

Where globalization of markets is concerned Buckley and Ghauri ob-
serve that this process is a deliberate one — “markets are globalized by 
the actions of MNEs” (Buckley and Ghauri, 2004:82) — whose main dri-
vers are multinationals´ localization and ownership strategies. Their view 
differs from that put forward by Vapola et al. (2010) who found that a 
multinational´s strategy can be driven by either the focal multinational or 
its partners. 

As to globalization of strategy, Stonehouse et al. (2005) define it as

[…] the extent to which an international business configures and co-ordinates 
its strategy globally. A global strategy will normally include a global brand 
name and products, presence in major markets throughout the world, produc-
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tive activities located so as to gain maximum advantage, and co-ordination of 
strategy and activities throughout the world” (Stonehouse et al., 2005:5).

With respect to the difference between global and international business 
they state that the latter “simply implies that an organization is operating in 
more than one country, or […] organizations from different countries are tra-
ding across their national boundaries” (Stonehouse et al., 2005:4). 

To distinguish between different international businesses, a classic re-
ference is Bartlett and Ghoshal´s (1989; 1998) typology of MNCs. Harzing 
(2000) confirmed the latter’s validity empirically through her study of 37 
MNCs in 9 different countries and 166 subsidiaries. The three basic types of 
MNCs were identified: Multi-domestic, Global and Transnational. In line with 
Bartlett and Ghoshal (1989, 1998), the strategic orientation of Multi-domestic 
firms was defined as responding to national differences, that of Global firms as 
“building cost advantages through realization of economies of scale (Bartlett 
and Ghoshal, apud Harzing, 2000:107), and that of Transnational ones as 
coping with both demands at the same time. Harzing (2000:108) notes that 
“competition takes place at a global level for both Global and Transnational 
companies”. This is why we consider both Global and Transnational compa-
nies as firms that compete globally.

Harzing also proposed an extension to this typology. Using Prahalad 
and Doz’s (1987) integration/responsiveness — I-R framework, her study 
found that for each type of MNC the subsidiaries differed in terms of interde-
pendence and local responsiveness. She thus verified that while Multi-domes-
tic companies combine low integration and high responsiveness, Global ones 
combine high integration with low responsiveness and Transnational firms 
display both high integration and high responsiveness.

Similarly to Bartlett and Ghoshal (1989; 1998) and Harzing (2000), 
Hitt, Ireland and Hoskisson (2009) distinguish between Multi-Domestic, Glo-
bal and Transnational strategies. They define the multi-domestic strategy 
as “an international strategy in which strategic and operating decisions are 
decentralized to the strategic business unit in each country so as to allow 
that unit to tailor products to the local market” (Hitt, Ireland and Hoskis-
son, 2009:220). The global one is considered to be “an international strategy 
through which the firm offers standardized products across country markets 
with competitive strategy being dictated by the home office” (Hitt, Ireland 
and Hoskisson, 2009:221), and the Transnational strategy is “an international 
strategy through which the firm seeks to achieve both global efficiency and 
local responsiveness” (Hitt, Ireland and Hoskisson, 2009:222). They note that 
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the latter is “becoming increasingly necessary to compete in international ma-
rkets” and therefore more and more firms are using a transnational strategy 
(Hitt, Ireland and Hoskisson, 2009:222).

	 Hitt, Ireland and Hoskisson (2009) also list different forms of entry into 
the international market — export, licensing, alliances, acquisitions and creation 
of new subsidiaries —, highlighting alliances and acquisitions as the ones most 
adopted in the current global scenario. Drawing on Nippa, Beechler and Klossek 
(2007), they observe that, recently, strategic alliances have become a “popular 
means of international expansion” (Nippa, Beechler and Klossek, 2007:226), 
because they enable firms to share the risks and resources needed for entering 
into foreign markets. They can also help develop new core competencies for 
ensuring the firm´s future competitiveness (Hitt et al., 2004).

With respect to acquisitions, Hitt, Ireland and Hoskisson (2009:227) 
explicitly say that: “…acquisitions often provide the fastest and the largest 
initial international expansion of any of the alternatives” (reference is made 
to Hitt and Pisano, 2003).

Regarding the firm´s internationalization process, Dunning and Lundan 
(2008:212-231) consider a series of phases, the last one of which could be 
considered that of competing globally: 1) “Exports and Foreign Sourcing”; 2) 
“Investment in Marketing and Distribution”; 3) “Foreign Production of Inter-
mediate Goods and Services”; 4) “Deepening and Widening of the Value-ad-
ded Network”, where foreign affiliates of multinationals control most stages of 
the value chain, but generally rely on R & D carried out in the home country; 
5) “The Integrated Network Multinational”, that is characterized by a distri-
bution of value-added activities between the home and foreign countries. “In 
this phase, the parent and the foreign affiliate produce different products, 
each of which is sold in world or regional markets. Part of the R & D for each 
product is also undertaken at the location of the subsequent stages of pro-
duction (Dunning and Lundan, 2008:228).” An important component of this 
phase is “strategic asset-seeking investment, which may take the form of both 
joint ventures and M&As. The authors observe, however, that the increasing 
complexity and new organizational configurations of international companies, 
such as “born globals” etc., have resulted in “phase jumping” (Dunning and 
Lundan, 2008:231): “…globally oriented MNEs are increasingly adopting a 
pluralistic and integrated approach to their modalities of entering new ma-
rkets, or responding to changes in the global economic environment” (Dun-
ning and Lundan, 2008:215).

Particularly relevant to our proposal here are Dunning and Lundan’s 
(2008) arguments in favor of the network approach when analyzing MNCs 
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and their web of cooperative agreements, considering the systemic and struc-
tural changes these have undergone with globalization. 

In the literature on globalization, as we saw above, alliances and other 
linkages, namely M&As, are stressed as key internationalization options in the 
current globalized context.

According to Doz and Hamel (1998), strategic alliances have become 
essential in the new competitive environment shaped by the globalization of 
the economy, the information age and the structural changes in existing ma-
rkets and industries, or what they call the “race for the future among the 
world´s fleetest competitors” (Doz and Hamel, 1998:2).

In this race, according to these authors, alliances have at least the 
three following purposes (Doz and Hamel, 1998:4-5): 1. Co-option — trans-
formation of potential rivals into allies and providers of the complementary 
goods/services for developing new businesses; 2) Co-specialization — part-
ners with unique and differentiated resources contribute to synergistic value 
creation; 3) Learning and Internalization — new skills (especially tacit skills) 
can be learnt through the alliance , and this learning can be used also for 
other activities. 

	 Lasserre (2003), who stresses the essential role of alliances in the 
current globalization context, presents Doz and Hamel’s three main purpo-
ses for alliances as three different types of global strategic alliances: coa-
litions, co-specializations, and learning alliances. He proposes a typology 
of international alliances, according to their geographic scope (global or 
local) and their object (market access or capabilities enhancing). In a local 
alliance — foreign investor with a local firm — the foreign company seeks 
to enter a local market (“alliance for market entry”, e.g. traditional joint 
ventures in emerging markets) or to have access to resources available in a 
particular country (“resource-based country alliance”, e.g. joint ventures in 
resource-rich countries). In a global alliance the company seeks to develop 
a global market presence through the alliance (“global reach alliance”) or to 
leverage the worldwide competitive capabilities of the firms in the alliance 
(“global leverage alliance” (Lasserre, 2003:99), e.g. R&D partnerships, co-
production alliances.

Similarly to most other researchers, García-Canal et al. (2002) viewed 
global alliances as a means to accelerate firms’ international expansion, be-
cause they not only provide access to several new markets, but also boost 
their international competitiveness by using their partners´ resources, even if 
they pose many challenges due to their complexity and need for high partner 
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flexibility. They proposed a typology of cooperative strategies where interna-
tional alliances were distinguished according to scope (local and global) and 
orientation. Where scope was concerned, they meant “not only the number of 
countries in which the partners agree to perform joint activities …, but also 
those which are affected by the coordination of the international activities and 
strategies of the partners” (García-Canal et al., 2002:94).

This typology, based on 11 case studies of multinational Spanish firms, 
contemplates the alliance’s orientation in terms of “exploitation” — (MNC 
exploits its proprietary assets in the foreign market through local or global 
partners) and “exploration” (MNC explores new ways of improving its compe-
tencies). Garcia-Canal et al. thus identified the four strategies listed below. In 
their research Strategies II, III and IV all referred to global alliances, but only 
Strategy IV had an exploration orientation.

Strategy I — Local alliances, i.e. alliances with local partners to enter 
into specific markets. From the MNC viewpoint, these have above all an ex-
ploitation orientation, i.e. to exploit its proprietary assets in the foreign ma-
rket by way of a local partner; 

Strategy II — One key global alliance for market access – implying a 
close coordination of all international alliances and activities;

Strategy III — Multiple regional-scope alliances for market access – mul-
ti-country alliances through multiple, independent alliances;

Strategy IV — Competence-building alliances for access to partner´s 
resources in order to compete with international rivals. 

With respect to alliance orientation in terms of the exploitation and ex-
ploration framework, as Lavie and Rosenkopf (2006:798) observed, the latter 
was first applied in the inter-organizational context by Koza and Lewin (1998) 
“who note that firms may form alliances to exploit existing knowledge or to 
explore new opportunities.” Lavie and Rosenkopf (2006) propose 3 separate 
domains of exploration/exploitation to describe an alliance: 1) function of the 
alliance in the value chain, whether knowledge generating (e.g. R&D alliance) 
— exploration, or knowledge leveraging (e.g. marketing/production alliance) 
— exploitation; structure — alliance with new partner — exploration, or for-
mer partner (recurrent alliance) — exploitation; attribute — partner profile 
in terms of having different attributes (exploration) or similar ones (exploita-
tion) to those of prior partners.

As to networks, as we saw above, the firm’s internationalization process 
has increasingly been viewed in the context of its networks of linkages, rather 
than as a lone action.
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Basing themselves on an extensive review of the international bu-
siness literature, Johanson and Vahlne (2003, 2009) observe that many 
studies in this field, emphasize the need to develop new models from a ne-
twork perspective, in order to provide a better explanation of firms’ rapid 
internationalization (Johanson and Vahlne, 2003, see references to Oviatt 
and McDougall, 1994; Bell, 1995; Coviello and Munro, 1997; Chetty and 
Blankenburg Holm, 2000). They propose the business network model whi-
ch is a synthesis of their earlier behavioral model, called the Uppsala or U 
Model, (Johanson and Vahlne, 1977), and inputs from recent research into 
business networks.

Johanson and Vahle’s new model (2003, 2009) combines the experien-
tial learning-commitment mechanism of the U Model with a similar one focu-
sed on business network relationships. Relationships are viewed as offering 
“potential for learning and for building trust and commitment, both of which 
are preconditions for internationalization.”( Johanson and Vahle, 2009:1412). 
Relationships should thus enable firms to enter new country markets where 
they can develop new relationships which become a platform to enter even 
more country markets.

Loane and Bell’s (2006) empirical research into networks of internatio-
nalizing firms in Australia, Canada, Ireland and New Zealand, made evident 
the importance of not just leveraging the resources of the existing network, 
but especially of developing new networks to accelerate the internationaliza-
tion process of entrepreneurial firms. They highlight the role of personal ties, 
notably “weak” ones (e.g. acquaintances) versus “strong” ones (e.g. family) 
at the beginning of this process, because they provide a greater diversity of 
knowledge. Their research suggests that such processes established on the 
basis of experience in different markets contribute to developing international 
networks during their initial stages. 

Investigating global firms in the automobile industry from the network 
perspective, Garcia-Pont and Nohria (2002) identified density of ties between 
members of the same strategic group as a critical factor for alliance formation 
in a strategic group. They thus verified that local mimetism — “firms mimic 
the behavior of those they view as strategically similar or as belonging to the 
same strategic group” (p. 308), rather than industry-wide or global mimetism, 
was the major driver of network formation in an industry.

Regarding global alliances from a network perspective, a significant 
contribution to the literature was made by Lazzarini (2007, 2008). Focusing 
on the global airline industry, he investigated how networks of informal ties 
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evolve towards formal networks of multilateral alliances (e.g. Star Alliance), 
according to their structural characteristics — density and centrality — and 
resource profile (diversity), and the latter´s implications for firm performan-
ce. He adopts the term “constellation” for multiple partner alliances, a concept 
originally proposed by Gomes-Casseres (1994, 1996), to refer to networks of 
alliances between multiple rival partners that form the basis of new units of 
competition. 

Lazzarini (2007) has also contributed to demarking the boundaries of cons-
tellations, showing that distinct patterns of membership — configuring explicit 
or implicit constellations - have different implications for firm performance. 

As to network management, special mention should be made of the 
following two authors: Goerzen (2005) and Vapola et al. (2010).

Goerzen (2005) highlights the importance of alliance network mana-
gement for network performance basing himself on a study of multinationals, 
many of which can be considered global firms. In this study he identifies the 
three basic categories of strategic intent in terms of value creation through 
alliance network management: i) reduction of organizational costs; ii) enhan-
cement of competitive position; iii) improvement of knowledge acquisition. 
His contribution lies in defining organizational structures and management 
processes for each category (in Goerzen, 2005, see Table 3, p. 99).

Drawing on the I-R framework (Prahalad and Doz, 1987), Vapola et 
al. (2010) show how and why global alliance portfolio management differs 
according to the MNCs international strategy and how the needs for local res-
ponsiveness or global integration influence the choice of partners and the level 
of partner integration. The MNC’s local responsiveness was found to have 
an impact through partner heterogeneity and the MNC integration through 
global partner integration. Thus a global strategy favoring global integration 
would have a high level of partner integration, while a transnational strategy 
that favors both local responsiveness and global integration would imply both 
high partner heterogeneity and integration.

Vapola et al. further contribute by showing how the I-R framework and 
its constructs for analyzing the organizational characteristics of the MNC’s ne-
twork of subsidiaries can be used to analyze the organizational characteristics 
of the wider network of global alliances, according to its strategic orientation. 
These constructs are: configuration of assets and capabilities across the ne-
twork; role of overseas partners; development and diffusion of knowledge 
(throughout the network); management mentality towards its (foreign) part-
ners; operational control; structure of network with (foreign) partners.
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In sum, there has been a significant increase in the number of in-
vestigations into alliances and networks in business strategy from a global 
perspective.

Yet, to date, we have not found strategic assessment tools similar to our 
proposal of a Global SNA framework, i. e. that aims at helping managers assess 
and ensure the strategic dynamic fit of firms that compete globally through an 
analysis that contemplates the strategic implications of global relational fac-
tors, together with non-relational global ones within an integrative dynamic 
network perspective. This proposal has the advantage of being consistent with 
the classic and friendly SWOT (strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and thre-
ats) paradigm that is widely used by practitioners in firms worldwide, which is 
not the case of the relational frameworks identified in the literature.

4. Theoretical positioning

Before introducing the Global SNA framework, we present the definitions 
adopted for its central concepts, the key typologies used, and the main as-
sumptions underlying our proposal.
Definitions, typologies and assumptions

To define the concepts of, respectively, global and transnational strategy, we 
draw on Hitt, Ireland and Hoskisson (2009), Lasserre (2003) and Stonehouse 
et al. (2005), as follows:

A global strategy is a strategy that the firm adopts with a view to competing in 
key markets in the world with standardized products, services and solutions, 
and that implies co-ordination of strategy, dictated by the head office, and of 
activities located throughout the world so as to gain maximum advantage.

A transnational strategy is a strategy that the firm adopts with a view to com-
peting in key markets in the world with differentiated and specialized products, 
services and solutions that are customized to meet local market requirements, 
and that implies both global efficiency and flexible coordination through an 
integrated network of partners, customers and suppliers.

We adopt here the typologies of Bartlett and Ghoshal (1989, 1998) Har-
zing (2000), and Hitt, Ireland and Hoskisson (2009) to distinguish between 
Multi-domestic, Global and Transnational strategies. In accordance with Har-
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zing (2000), that extends this typology using Prahalad and Doz’s (1987) I–R 
framework, we further characterize a global strategy as combining high inte-
gration with low responsiveness, and a transnational one as displaying both 
high global integration and efficiency and high local responsiveness.

To identify the global firm´s market strategy, we use Mintzberg’s (1995) 
typology — differentiation (in terms of price, image, support, quality and de-
sign), non-differentiation, and scope (broad/narrow), as we did in the case of 
the generic SNA framework.

To further characterize the global or transnational strategy´s content, 
we draw on Fahey and Randall’s (1998) constructs: scope — product/servi-
ce, customer, geographic (location — choice of countries — key, emerging, 
platform etc.), vertical and stakeholder, competitive differentiation or pos-
ture — product features emphasized, types of functionality provided, appro-
priate price structures — and goals in accordance with an explicit/implicit 
“vision”, “mission”, or “strategic intent”. Inspired by Buckley and Ghauri 
(2004), we also consider the ownership structures of the firm´s internatio-
nal operations.

As to Alliances, they are defined in accordance with Gulati (1998) as vo-
luntary arrangements among two or more independent firms, involving exchange, 
sharing or joint development or provision of technologies, products or services.

As we have already noted, alliances are also considered a type of linka-
ge, in keeping with Nohria and Garcia-Pont (1991). Drawing on the latter as 
well as Contractor and Lorange (1988), we adopt a typology of linkages that 
include alliances based on the degree of relationship intensity/interdependen-
ce. Linkages are thus classified running the following gamut from high to low 
ends: mergers & acquisitions — M&A, independent joint ventures, cross equity 
ownership, minority equity investment, joint Research and Development — R 
& D, production, or marketing, franchise alliances, know-how or patent licen-
sing, agreements (marketing, manufacturing, supply, services, distribution). 
Apart from M&A, the other linkages are considered to be alliances when they 
meet our definition of alliances based on Gulati (1998). Note that the linkages 
are considered strategic when they contribute directly to a firm’s competitive 
advantage (Macedo-Soares, 2002).

For classifying alliances of global or transnational firms, we adopt Doz 
and Hamel’s (1998) three basic categories that are also value propositions and 
that Lasserre (2003) considered to be alliance strategies: i) Coalition; ii) Co-
specialization; iii) Learning.
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We also draw on Lasserre’s (2003) typology of international/global 
alliances in terms of being a local alliance (alliance for market entry or re-
source-based country alliances) or global (global reach alliance or global 
leverage alliance), as well as Garcia-Canal et al.’s (2002) characterization of 
international/global alliances in terms of their scope and exploitation/explo-
ration dimensions. For an in-depth analysis of these alliances according to 
the latter dimensions, we adopt the 3 domains of exploration and exploita-
tion proposed by Lavie and Rosenkopf (2006): function, structure and attri-
bute. We also consider characterizing the alliances according to Hoffmann’s 
(2007) portfolio strategies.

As to the strategic network concept, we base ourselves on Gulati, Nohria 
and Zaheer (2000:203):

a firm’s set of relationships, both horizontal and vertical, with other organiza-
tions — be they suppliers, customers, competitors, or other entities, — inclu-
ding relationships across industries and countries. (It is) composed of inter-
organizational ties that are enduring, [...] of strategic significance for the firms 
entering them, and include strategic alliances.

A fundamental assumption of the Global SNA framework, as well as the 
previous frameworks, is that strategic management, — the interacting and 
overlapping processes of strategy development, implementation and evalua-
tion — implies a series of assessments (Van Der Heijden, 1996), in accordance 
with the principle of strategic fit: the importance for the strategy’s effecti-
veness of ensuring consistency between all the strategically significant fac-
tors at play (Andrews, 1971; Fiegenbaum, Hart and Schendel, 1996; Hofer 
and Schendel, 1978; Siggelkow, 2001). As mentioned earlier, because of ne-
tworks´ dynamic nature and the current turbulent context, we are especially 
concerned with dynamic strategic fit (Zajac, Kraatz and Bresser, 2000). We 
contend that the latter implies almost perfect, but not perfect fit, what we cal-
led positive imperfect fit (Macedo-Soares, 2002), whose assessment requires 
taking into account both potential and real strategic implications, at corporate 
and industry levels.

Considering the increasing importance of the global and relational pers-
pectives for effective global strategic management, it is contended, furthermore, 
that global relational variables should be included among the strategically signi-
ficant factors, in the case of firms that operate globally in alliances and networks. 
By the same token, from these perspectives and in the case of this type of firm, 
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dynamic strategic fit only exists, i.e. strategy can only be considered adequate 
when it capitalizes on the strengths constituted, not merely by the firm’s internal 
(real and potential) resources and necessary organizational conditions to harness 
these, but also by the (real and potential) resources provided by the network of 
global relationships, reducing (real and potential) weaknesses pertinent to both 
the firm and this network. The aim is to exploit both global macro-environmental 
(real and potential) opportunities and those offered by the network, minimizing 
(real and potential) threats posed by both the global macro-environment and the 
network. (Adapted from Barney’s (1997) concept of good strategy).

	 Another important assumption is that of the importance of conceptual 
tools, such as frameworks, for strategic assessments, given that inspiration 
and intuition are necessary but not sufficient for conducting the assessments 
in a systematic and comprehensive fashion.

	 As in the case of the generic SNA framework, the Global one contempla-
tes the three key dimensions — network structure, network composition and ne-
twork modalities — identified by Galaskiewicz & Zaheer (1999) and elaborated 
upon by Gulati, Nohria and Zaheer (2000) for analyzing relational implications 
from a network perspective, at both corporate and industry levels. Likewise, the 
Global SNA framework includes the alliance/network management dimension 
proposed by Gulati, Nohria and Zaheer (2000) at corporate level.

5. Introducing the Global SNA framework

The Global SNA framework has three main components: 1. A methodology to 
conduct the global strategic network analysis; 2. Reference lists to guide data 
collection; 3. A Global SNA model to help map the firm’s global ego net within 
its global value net.

5.1 The Global SNA Methodology

We describe the Global SNA methodology’s steps below.

1)	Characterize the competitive and market strategy of the focal firm that com-
petes globally, using the typologies and constructs adopted for this purpose: 
Bartlett and Ghoshal (1989, 1998); Buckley and Ghauri (2004); Harzing 
(2000); Hitt, Ireland and Hoskisson (2009); Lasserre (2003); Mintzberg 
(1995); Fahey and Randall (1998).
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2)	Identify and analyze the strategic implications of the global political, 
economic, socio-cultural and demographic macro-environmental factors 
(Austin, 1990), as well as those of the key global strategic actors/roles 
– rival, client, supplier, new entrant, substitute (Porter, 1980) and com-
plementor (Brandenburger and Nalebuff, 1997) of the focal firm’s global 
value net, in terms of constituting real and potential opportunities and/or 
threats. Make use of generic reference lists of indicators of global macro-
environmental factors´ and actors/roles´ strategic implications, adapted 
to the industry focused on.

3)	Identify and analyze the strategic implications of the organizational, te-
chnological, physical, financial, and human resources/competencies of the 
global firm, as well as that of the necessary organizational conditions to 
manage these, in terms of constituting real and potential strengths and we-
aknesses for implementing the global or transnational strategy, considering 
the latter´ s characteristics. Make use of reference lists of necessary and 
desirable attributes of these resources and organizational conditions for im-
plementing successfully such a strategy.

4)	Identify and classify the strategic global alliances and other significant glo-
bal linkages between partners that constitute the focal firm’s global ego-net, 
according to the typologies adopted (Contractor and Lorange, 1988; Doz 
and Hamel, 1998; Garcia-Canal et al., 2002; Gulati, 1998; Hitt, Ireland and 
Hoskisson, 2009; Hoffmann, 2007; Lasserre, 2003; Lavie and Rosenkopf, 
2006; Nohria and Garcia-Pont, 1991).

5)	Start mapping the strategic linkages of the focal firm’s global ego net within 
its global value net, with the help of the Global SNA model described in 
Section 5.3.

6)	Identify the relational characteristics of the focal firm’s global ego net, in 
terms of key network dimensions, making use of reference lists of global re-
lational constructs (see table 1 in Section 5.2). Add relevant characteristics 
to the global ego net model. With the help of the listed indicators, analyze 
these characteristics’ implications at industry and corporate levels, in terms 
of constituting respectively, (real and potential) opportunities and threats, 
strengths and weaknesses. 

7)	Capture data on the performance of the focal firm, in keeping with hard 
(quantitative) and soft (qualitative) measures and indicators in the follo-
wing dimensions when applicable: financial (e.g. cash flow; ROI, EBITDA), 
operational, customer satisfaction, head office employee satisfaction, over-
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seas employees’ satisfaction, global partners´ satisfaction, social responsibi-
lity, environmental responsibility.

8)	 Assess all strategically significant factors and pose the following question: 
“Does the global or transnational strategy, given its characteristics, have 
the potential to capitalize on the strengths constituted, not merely by the 
firm’s internal globally relevant (potential and real) resources and neces-
sary organizational conditions to harness these, but also by the resources 
provided by the network of global relationships, reducing weaknesses (po-
tential and real) pertinent to both the firm and the network, so as to exploit 
not only global macro-environmental opportunities (potential and real), 
but also those offered by the network, minimizing threats (potential and 
real) posed by both the global macro-environment and the network?”

9)	 Identify sources of inconsistencies. Verify whether they are due to a lack of es-
sential resources/conditions for the firm’s business on the global competitive 
scenario or if they stem from factors that may appear to be discrepant, at the 
time of the assessment, but that are critical for the future development of the 
necessary competencies for sustaining the firm’s competitive advantage (Aal-
tonen, 2007). Instead of being viewed as a weakness, an inconsistency related 
to the latter type of factors should be considered as a significant potential 
strength in that it accounts for the positive imperfect fit that enables dynamic 
fit and thus agile strategies (Doz and Kosonen, 2008).

	 One more step is suggested when the assessments reveal inadequate fit.

10)	On the basis of the assessment’s results regarding the type of inconsisten-
cies that account for weaknesses, consider changes in global and other 
organizational or relational features in order to enhance the firm’s chances 
of ensuring dynamic strategic fit. Assess their impact in terms of challen-
ging the firm’s global or transnational strategy. Make strategic decisions 
— adjustments or adoption of a new strategy — taking into account all 
stakeholders involved, and the importance of sustaining superior perfor-
mance as measured by both hard and soft indicators regarding the firm’s 
potential to create future value in its global competitive context.

5.2 Reference lists of global relational constructs

In order to carry out the strategic analysis in keeping with the steps outlined 
above in the previous section, it is fundamental to have reference lists of the 
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different categories of factors to be analyzed at each step. These lists indeed 
constitute the basis for designing tools, such as questionnaires for conduc-
ting surveys or for guiding documental investigations and interviews, through 
which the necessary data and information for carrying out the analysis are 
captured. They are also necessary as references in order to help interpret the 
data collected using these tools.

Thus, in the scope of the development of the Global SNA framework, 
new reference lists of the most relevant constructs of possible strategic im-
plications of globally pertinent relational/network factors had to be created 
to facilitate strategic assessments from a global relational perspective. They 
were adapted to the case of global strategic network analysis from the original 
generic SNA reference lists, incorporating the new constructs identified in the 
literature pertinent to the new global perspective.

As these lists are meant to be self-contained, construct definitions are 
included, as well as references, when available, of empirical investigations 
that provided evidence concerning the relational characteristics’ implications 
(in terms of strengths and weaknesses at corporate level, and opportunities 
and threats at industry level).

Table 1 is an abbreviated form of the reference lists for analyzing global 
relational factors (Step 6). The indicators for positive implications (strengths 
and opportunities) of relational factors are in bold type. Implications can so-
metimes be either negative or positive depending on the case. We use the term 
“tie” — synonym of linkage — in this table because it was the term used in 
the lists of the generic SNA framework, drawing on Gulati, Nohria and Zaheer 
(2000). When the term alliance portfolio is used it is because the author re-
ferenced uses this term. However, as already mentioned, it can be considered 
a synonym of network, precisely, ‘egocentric alliance network’ (Hoffmann, 
2007:828). Note that some of the authors referenced in table 1 are not men-
tioned in our literature review; this is because they were already included in 
the generic SNA framework’s reference lists.

It is important to clarify that as the proposal at issue here refers to work 
in progress, Table 1 includes several constructs and indicators that have not 
yet been tested. In many cases, especially with respect to global relational 
characteristics, we base ourselves on suppositions derived from exploratory 
investigations whose results have not yet been fully consolidated, where their 
global relational perspective is concerned. In these cases, we put the term 
‘global’ in brackets.
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In the next section we explain the third component of the Global SNA 
framework.

5.3 The Global SNA model

Similarly to the other components of the framework proposed here, the Global 
SNA Model is an evolution and variation of the generic SNA model in that it 
includes the global dimension (figure 1). As its objective is to help map the 
network of ties/linkages that are important to the firm’s operation in a global 
context, the model highlights the firm’s main global alliances and other global 
linkages, including those between partners, that constitute the focal firm’s glo-
bal ego net within its wider global value net. This explains why the actors in 
the firm’s value net with which it has not established strategic global alliances 
or other linkages are referred to as “other strategic actors”. Similarly the non 
relational organizational factors pertinent to strategic management of firms 
that compete globally are not explicitly named in the model, to avoid diverting 
attention from network dimensions. This does not mean that these factors do 
not count. This merely means that the model concentrates strategic analysis 
on the network characteristics that are identified as strategically significant for 
the firm´s operation in the global competitive scenario.

	 By using differences in size, shape and color (if applicable), the generic 
Global SNA model features a few of the essential constructs for each one of the 
three key network dimensions common to corporate and industry level analy-
sis: network structure, composition, and tie modalities. The network structure 
construct depicted is density. The network composition constructs shown are: i) 
member status — represented by the relatively larger size of the actor-member 
as compared with the others in its category (e.g. supplier firm A is a much more 
important (resource-rich) one for the focal firm than supplier firm B), and ii) 
identity — indicated explicitly in terms of the member’s role (e.g. supplier, cus-
tomer). The constructs shown for tie modalities are i) strengths of connections, 
the fuller the line the stronger (more binding) the connection, ii) nature of the 
tie indicated by the direction of the arrows, when it is collaborative or explora-
tive arrows appear at both ends of the tie, when opportunistic or exploitative 
merely an arrow is directed at the partner that is being taken advantage of. As 
an instrument for mapping the focal firm’s global ego net, the model should 
also indicate the types of global alliances that constitute this net, in terms of the 
criteria adopted for their classification. When colors can be used, the rainbow 
spectrum is recommended to characterize the alliances in terms of the intensity 
of the relationship, with red lines corresponding to the high end — merger/ac-
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quisition or joint venture, and violet to the low end — agreement. In the case of 
a black and white version, the spectrum goes from black line — global merger/
acquisition or global joint venture, to black dotted line — agreement between 
foreign partners. In between, different shades of gray can be adopted (e.g. very 
dark gray lines for cross-equity ownership, less dark for minority equity invest-
ment, light gray for joint R & D etc.). To characterize the type of alliance in ter-
ms of its scope and orientation, different patterns (e.g. full as opposed to scotch 
patterned or hatched lines) can be used.

F i g u r e  1
Global Strategic Network Analysis — SNA — model

Joint R & D
Franchise

License

Agreement

Cross-equity

Joint venture

Cus. = Customer; Sup. = Supplier; Riv. = Rival; N. Ent.= New Entrant; Co. = Complementor; Sub. = Substitute; 

Other S.A. = Other Strategic Actors. ⇔ = Collaborative/Explorative Alliance; ⇒ = Opportunistic/Exploitative Alliance. 

The fuller the line is, the stronger the tie. For type of tie, see caption.

6. Discussion and concluding remarks

As the Global SNA framework has not yet been consolidated or fully validated 
empirically, it should be viewed as a working framework. In fact, several ele-
ments of this framework have to be further developed. Namely, reference lists 
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for Steps 2 and 3 are still under construction and the reference list for Step 6 
has to be refined. For example, further distinctions regarding relevant factors 
and their implications for the specific cases of, respectively, global and trans-
national strategies should be detailed in all the reference lists.

In spite of these limitations inherent to work in progress, there are indi-
cations that our proposal has the potential to capture new insights regarding 
the strategic implications of global alliances and networks that could not be 
found by way of the generic SNA framework because it does not include global 
relational constructs.

For example, the results of a few exploratory case studies of firms that 
operate globally (Keil, 2009; Macedo-Soares and Mendonça, 2010; Pereira, 
2010), in whose scope some of our global relational constructs were tentati-
vely used, strongly suggested that because of their global network characte-
ristics, many of their global linkages could enhance the opportunities of non 
relational macro-environmental factors or even mitigate the latter´s threats. A 
case in point was the high density of ties and centrality within the network of 
global telecom infrastructure firms that contributed to mitigate the threat of 
global new entrants into the industry.

Thus, even at its current stage, it is believed that the Global SNA fra-
mework can benefit both practitioners of firms that compete globally in allian-
ces and networks and researchers that are investigating how to enhance the 
strategic management of these firms.

Regarding its applications in a research context, as we have already 
suggested, several measures have to be taken first of all to consolidate the 
Global SNA framework as a robust strategic analysis tool. After drawing up 
the missing reference lists, it is important to apply the framework, even in its 
draft form, in the scope of multiple case studies of firms that compete globally 
in alliances and networks, following Eisenhardt and Graebner’s (2007) recom-
mendations for theory building.

Given that firms are increasingly adopting transnational strategies, we 
recommend investigations focused on transnational firms in alliances and ne-
tworks. Our framework could be applied in the scope of multiple case studies 
of these firms with a view to identifying constructs pertinent to their relational 
peculiarities.

Also, a variation of the Global SNA framework could be designed for the 
case of strategic groups of respectively global and transnational firms, where a 
global macro ego-net would be contemplated in the scope of its global macro 
value net, drawing on similar variations for strategic groups of the generic 
SNA framework (e.g. Macedo-Soares and Mendonça, 2010).
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Where practitioners are concerned we believe that the Global SNA fra-
mework, even in its current form, can provide at least a starting point for 
devising the sort of formal organizational rules and best practices to manage 
alliances and networks that Goerzen (2005) found to be lacking also in global 
firms. It could thus pave the way for becoming a both friendly and robust stra-
tegic analysis and management tool for firms that compete globally in allian-
ces and networks, in keeping with the intention of our proposal.
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