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ARTICLE INFO ABSTRACT
Keywords: We argue and explain how the study of emerging market multinational companies can help enrich
Internationalization process our understanding of the internationalization process. Firms’ internationalization process is a

Emerging markets central and enduring theme in international business. However, most of the theoretical models

are built on the analysis of advanced economy multinationals. Emerging market multinationals
Outward foreign direct investment differ crucially in the role that the home country plays in their behavior, resulting in different
Resources and capabilities patterns of internationalization. We propose that the discussion of the applicability of extant
Transactions theory can be advanced by differentiating internationalization theories according to three
different ontological perspectives: resource oriented, transaction oriented, and process oriented.
We further suggest that the study of emerging market multinationals’ internationalization pro-
cesses reveals three contextual accelerators: government, catch-up, and global value chains. These
accelerators help adapt internationalization process models to new contextual realities.

Multinational companies
EMNCs

1. Introduction

Process explanations of internationalization, such as the incremental internationalization or Uppsala model and innovation-related
models (Andersen, 1993; Bilkey and Tesar, 1977; Johanson and Vahlne, 1977, 2009), are widely used approaches for analyzing the
dynamics of firms’ international expansion. The models suggest a sequential approach to internationalization, with firms gradually
expanding across countries as managers learn how to compete and operate abroad. The models have been rethought as technological
advances enabled the emergence of born-global firms that expand quickly across borders (Knight and Cavusgil, 2005; Madsen and
Servais, 1997; McDougall et al., 1994). However, the growing literature on emerging market multinational companies (EMNCs)
suggests that these firms internationalize differently from traditional models, for example, by expanding abroad faster, entering
countries very different from the home country, using high commitment entry modes without the requisite local experience, pur-
chasing firms in advanced economies to obtain technology and brands, and relying on support networks from the home country
(Cuervo-Cazurra, 2011; Gammeltoft et al., 2010b; Guillen and Garcia-Canal, 2009; Luo and Tung, 2007; Mathews, 2006; Ramamurti,
2012).

Hence, in this paper, we augment the understanding of the internationalization process by analyzing EMNCs. We argue that their
study provides novel insights on the dynamics of internationalization because they question the assumptions in current models of
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sophisticated firm capabilities and supportive home country conditions as prerequisites for foreign direct investment (FDI), helping
extend both theories and mechanisms. Specifically, we first propose that extant internationalization theories can meaningfully be
clustered according to three different underlying ontological perspectives: resource oriented, transaction oriented, and process ori-
ented. We then use this framework to clarify the insights that analyses of EMINCs have produced on the internationalization process
within each perspective.

Second, we distill and clarify the variety of arguments regarding the uniqueness of EMNCs to propose three accelerators of the
internationalization process: government, catch-up, and global value chain. First, in the government accelerator, emerging market
firms benefit from direct and indirect government support that speeds up internationalization by reducing risks leading to entry into
challenging countries and using large investments and commitments. Second, in the catch-up accelerator, emerging market firms seek
to upgrade capabilities via internationalization, leading them to enter many and highly diverse countries and use acquisitions
intensively. Third, in the global value chain accelerator, emerging markert firms use linkages within global value chains to learn the
nuances of foreign markets and internationalize, initially indirectly as suppliers and later directly as they become independent of
advanced economy lead firms and build their global value chains.

These ideas contribute to two streams of research: the theory of the multinational firm and its explanation of the internationali-
zation process, and the topic of emerging market multinationals. First, we help extend the theory of the multinational by introducing
additional modifications to its predictions on the internationalization process. Traditional models assume the relative importance of
differences and frictions in cross-border transactions that drive firms towards gradual internationalization. Technological advances
have reduced some of these frictions and distances by lowering costs of international transactions, e.g., in sales, finance, or recruit-
ment, speeding up internationalization (Banalieva and Dhanaraj, 2019; McDougall et al., 1994). This is what we call a technological
accelerator. The internationalization of emerging market multinationals offers additional extensions to our understanding of the
internationalization process. The underdevelopment of the home country modifies risk and knowledge development, speeding up
foreign expansion and revealing three novel accelerators: government, catch-up, and global value chains. These accelerators provide
an integrative framework that extends traditional models by incorporating insights from the internationalization of EMNCs.

Second, we provide a novel understanding of the analysis of emerging market multinationals and their internationalization. The
study of these firms has revealed new insight into the motives, country selection, and entry modes (see reviews in Cuervo-Cazurra
et al., 2020¢; Cui and Aulakh, 2019; Li and Shapiro, 2019; Luo and Zhang, 2016). Theoretically, however, most of the attention has
been devoted to understanding the sources of competitive advantage and the selection of operation mode in internationalization. In
contrast, the study of their internationalization process seems to be sidetracked despite its potential for extending theory (Cuervo-
Cazurra, 2008, 2011; Meyer and Thaijongrak, 2013). We focus on this area and explain how the conditions of the home country of
emerging market firms drive their internationalization process, helping gain a novel understanding of these increasingly important
global actors and contributing to advancing theory.

2. Trends in outward direct investment from emerging economies

There are prominent reasons why the internationalization of emerging market firms and their FDI has attracted not only persistent
but increasing attention from academia, government, and business. One reason is global realignments. Emerging economies, under-
stood here as low- and middle-income countries with rapid economic growth and in an institutional transition towards market-based
economies, were looked upon with great expectations from the turn of the millennium onwards. At a time of low growth in advanced
economies, emerging markets accounted for an increasing share of world gross domestic product, their stock markets were booming,
and they became attractive targets for both portfolio and direct foreign investments. Yet, expectations never quite came to fruition as
emerging economies suffered from the financial crisis, falling commodity prices, and productivity slowdown. Consequently, economic,
media, and to some extent, even scholarly interest in these countries diminished.

Nevertheless, emerging economies are still significant in terms of economic size, internationalization, innovation, and global
governance. While growth rates have receded, the 24 countries in the MSCI Emerging Markets Index made up fully half of the world
purchasing power parity gross domestic product by 2021, up from one third in 1991 (authors’ calculations), accounting for a larger
share of world output than the G7 countries. Emerging economies as a group comprise most of the world’s population, natural re-
sources, landmass, and biodiversity. They are also steadily advancing their science and technology capabilities as reflected in con-
ventional innovation indicators such as research and development (R&D) expenditure, science and technology personnel, patents, and
scientific publications. Through governance reforms, emerging economies are gaining more influence in multilateral institutions such
as the International Monetary Fund, the World Bank, and the World Trade Organization. Perhaps even more significantly, and to some
extent fueled by lackluster reforms of existing institutions, some emerging economies are forging new institutions of global gover-
nance, such as the Asian Infrastructure Investment Bank, the Contingency Reserve Arrangement, and the New Development Bank.

Another prominent reason for the persistent interest in EMNCs is the continued international advance of these companies. Outward
direct investment from emerging economies grew steadily in the 2000s in both absolute and relative terms. Constituting 8% of global



P. Gammeltoft and A. Cuervo-Cazurra Journal of International Management 27 (2021) 100884

outflows in 2000, outward FDI grew to 31% in 2019, peaking at 46% in 2018 (UNCTAD’s FDI database). Seven of the twenty countries
with the largest foreign direct investment (FDI) outflows in 2019 were emerging economies (UNCTAD, 2020b). The number of
emerging economy firms in the Fortune Global 500 reached 164 in 2017, up from 20 in 1995 (Luo and Tung, 2018). Yet, by the 2020s,
outward FDI flows had slowed down, as had global financial flows in general. Principal reasons were the paucity of economic growth
and lingering worldwide nationalist and protectionist tendencies triggered by the global financial crisis, compounded by the late 2010s
trade and technology wars and global pandemic. Global FDI flows declined by 49% in the first half of 2020 relative to the year before
(UNCTAD, 2020a). Outward FDI growth also subsided as many EMNCs moved into a consolidation phase of deepening rather than
broadening their international strategies and organizational structures and processes. Others have met with host-country barriers after
years of accelerated internationalization, sometimes selectively targeted at specific firms, other times laid down in new general and
more restrictive investment screening initiatives.

A third contributor to the sustained interest in EMNCs is the ascent of China. China has figured particularly prominently in the
recent discourse on outward FDI from emerging economies and has come to account for a considerable share of total outward FDI
volume, even if a significant part has gone to Hong Kong. Outflows from China have also been perceived as particularly promising due
to market access and financial investments, and particularly disconcerting for reasons such as intensity of competition, technology
misappropriation, and national security. Even though China has become a significant outward investor, it is a latecomer, and its
external drive began in earnest in 2000 with the ‘Go Out’ policy. Outflows from China proliferated from around 2005 and accelerated
in 2008, when Chinese outward FDI increased as part of a stimulus package associated with the global financial crisis. It constituted
29% of outflows from emerging economies in 2019, peaking at 45% in 2016. Being a latecomer, Chinese presence is much more modest
in terms of stocks, however. For example, non-European Union firms owned 35% of all firm assets in the European Union in 2016, yet
China, Hong Kong, and Macau accounted for only 1.6% (European Commission, 2019). Chinese outward stock was 6% of the global
outward stock in 2019, although a significant portion was in Hong Kong. After years of dramatic increase and the peak in 2016, China
introduced legislation to curb ‘irrational’ investments, and outflows dropped to a more moderate level. Outflows are not likely to
return to prior levels any time soon and overseas lending, e.g., associated with the Belt and Road Initiative, has also been scaled back
considerably. A more inward-looking ‘dual circulation’ national development strategy in the years to come is likely to curb outward
FDI growth. On the other hand, the conclusion of new international trade and investment agreements such as the Regional
Comprehensive Economic Partnership and, if ratified, the European Union-China investment agreement are likely to facilitate the
development of more dispersed and sophisticated supply chains and provide some boost to outward FDI growth.

Lingering nationalist and protectionist tendencies following the global financial crisis and subsequently the global pandemic,
fortified by recent trade wars, de-coupling rhetoric, and pandemic-related restructuring of supply chains, may lead to pronounced
changes in internationalization processes of multinational firms and EMNCs in particular. Nevertheless, preliminary evidence suggests
that changes may be less far-reaching than political rhetoric could lead one to expect, perhaps because the economic environments
firms are facing in terms of distribution of resources and relative costs and scarcities are less affected than expected. After all, mul-
tinationals are adept at devising strategies to adapt to new contextual changes and constraints underlying skepticism of globalization
(Cuervo-Cazurra et al., 2020a). For example, firms do not appear to reshore production or restructure their supply chains on a large
scale (AMCHAM, 2020; Beattie, 2020; USCBC, 2020), foreign purchases of Chinese government bonds are booming, US financial
institutions are expanding in China (Mitchell et al., 2020), and there have been many Chinese stock listings on the US stock exchanges
NYSE and NASDAQ over the last few of years (Lockett and Henderson, 2020). Supply chains are ‘sticky’ and rather than reshore on a
large scale, firms are more likely to diversify their supplier base and geographical footprint, increase their stock supplies, and deploy
other risk-mitigating techniques.

3. Major themes in the literature on emerging market multinationals

Outward FDI has evolved through three historical ‘waves” (Gammeltoft and Kokko, 2013). The last and current one evolved in the
2000s due to an increasingly liberal world economy (at least until recently), growing globally distributed multinational production and
innovation models, liberalization of home economies, increasingly liquid markets for corporate assets, and more advanced interna-
tional financial markets. Scholarly interest in direct investment outflows from emerging economies has evolved through the same three
waves, and even though the flows themselves have receded somewhat in recent years, the motives underpinning this interest,
scholarly, business-related, and policywise, have only become stronger. Hence, scholarly interest has continued unabated, and the
number of yearly publications on the subject is still increasing.”

The current wave of literature on EMNCs has become voluminous. Several journal special issues on EMNCs were published, e.g.,
Journal of International Business Studies (Luo and Tung, 2007), Journal of International Management (Aulakh, 2007; Gammeltoft et al.,
2010b; Kumar et al., 2013; Gammeltoft and Cuervo-Cazurra, this issue), International Journal of Technology and Globalisation (Gam-
meltoft, 2008), International Journal of Emerging Markets (Gammeltoft et al., 2010a), Global Strategy Journal (Cuervo-Cazurra, 2012),
European Management Journal (Gammeltoft et al., 2012), International Journal of Technology Management (Gammeltoft et al., 2017), Asia
Pacific Journal of Management (Hobdari et al., 2017), Journal of World Business (Aguilera et al., 2017), and Thunderbird International
Business Review (Wang et al., 2020). Edited books have also provided new insights (Cuervo-Cazurra and Ramamurti, 2014; Cuervo-

! This was loosely reconfirmed by a search in EBSCOhost on the terms “outward foreign direct investment” OR “multinationals from emerging
markets” OR “emerging market multinationals™ OR EMNEs, yielding the following publication counts: 31 in 1995-1999, 81 in 2000-2004, 203 in
2005-2009, 555 in 2010-2014, and 786 in 2015-2019.
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Cazurra et al., 2020b; Cuervo-Cazurra and Montoya, 2018; Grosse and Meyer, 2019; Demirbag and Yaprak, 2015; Merchant, 2016;
Ramamurti and Singh, 2009; Sauvant, 2009; Williamson et al., 2013). The literature on EMNCs has been the object of several reviews,
general (Cuervo-Cazurra et al., 2020¢; Cui and Aulakh, 2019; Li and Shapiro, 2019; Jormanainen and Koveshnikov, 2012; Yang, 2012;
Luo and Zhang, 2016; Paul and Benito, 2018) as well as region-specific (Alon et al., 2018; Deng, 2012; Igbal et al., 2018; Liuhto and
Majuri, 2014; Wang and Gao, 2019).

The early contributions in the EMNC literature tended to be more aggregate, aiming to identify macro-level characteristics, drivers,
and trends. In subsequent years, the literature diversified in both breadth and depth, analyzing a broader array of more specific topics
with increasing depth. Early on, there was a preponderance of studies focused on empirics; later contributions became more theorized.
Some applied a growing array of extant international business theory, others tested its applicability on EMNCs, and some endeavored
to develop new EMNC-centric theory. Today, the specialized EMNC literature has come to mirror virtually all themes analyzed in the
general international business literature.

Yet, several themes have become particularly prominent in the literature studying EMNCs: existence, motives, process, governance,
and impacts. First, the most basic one is perhaps the existence and growth of EMNCs, as emerging economies were assumed to be
capital importers and firms were assumed to have few firm-specific advantages that could be exploited across borders (Rugman, 2010).
Much of this literature engaged with the character of EMNC resources and capabilities and the nature of their competitive advantages.
Second, progressing from existence, another prominent theme has been the different types of EMNC internationalization motives, seen
from a pull (host) and a push (home) perspective. Here, much focus has been on asset augmentation strategies to catch up and compete
both abroad and at home. Incidentally, EMNCs efforts to acquire strategic assets abroad are not exclusive to the current wave of
outward FDI. Lall (1983), in the early work on Third World multinationals, as EMNCs were known then, noted that firms from Hong
Kong formed overseas joint ventures in established technology industries which were not well established or significant export in-
dustries at home. A third group of studies has focused on identifying patterns in the internationalization processes of EMNCs and how
they may differ from advanced economy multinationals. Among the themes analyzed here have been location patterns, entry stra-
tegies, speed, commitment, risk tolerance, and the role of inter and intra-firm networks. Fourth, studies have attempted to identify
regularities in organizational structures and governance forms in internationalized firms and the strategies pursued in establishing
them, including the role of business groups and family- and state-owned firms. Governance issues related to corruption, legal
compliance, and corporate social responsibility have also been analyzed. Finally, a set of contributions focused on the various types of
impacts accruing from EMNC activities, both in host and home countries. Among domains of impact considered have been global
competition, economic and social development, and national security, the latter having been scrutinized especially for Chinese and
Russian firms.

The one thing that all EMNCs share is that they originate from countries characterized as emerging, which affect their interna-
tionalization in ways that differ from the experience of advanced economy multinationals upon which much of the international
business literature is based. Thus, the study of the MNC requires going deeper into how particular conditions of the home country affect
how firms build their capabilities and internationalize (Cuervo-Cazurra et al., 2018). Central issues here have been the role of in-
stitutions, institutional voids and market deficiencies, capital market imperfections, and various forms of state activism. A specific
genre in this literature has been comparative studies, aiming to identify differences between EMNCs depending on their country of
origin.

4. Three perspectives on internationalization: resources, transactions, and processes

Firms’ internationalization process, perceived as the temporal and spatial evolution of firms’ distribution of resources and
governance structures across national borders, is one of the most scrutinized subjects in the international business literature. In a
sense, all international business theories are process-related since internationalization is never instantaneous but inherently in-
volves dynamics. Yet, theories differ categorically on whether they explicitly theorize this process, analyzing dynamics and se-
quences of actions, or leave it implicit and rather focus on discrete choices. In fact, most international business theory tends to do
the latter, with both theoretical predictions and empirical models focusing on the selection among multiple choices, be it of
countries, entry modes, or contractual arrangements, even though there has been a general tendency towards better accommo-
dating dynamics in recent years.

One of the most vigorously debated and perhaps most important issues in the recent literature on EMNCs is the applicability of
extant international business theory to the characteristics and behavior of EMNCs. This debate was not prominent in the early work on
EMNCs (e.g., Kumar and McLeod, 1981; Lall, 1983; Lecraw, 1977; Wells, 1977, 1983), which emphasized the differences between
EMNCs and multinationals from advanced countries, including differences analyzed today, such as the lack of proprietary advantages,
latecomer status, and unsupportive home country conditions. It also argued that the international competitive advantage of EMNCs
tended to be based on low production costs, partly due to the ability to import technology and on their experience with operating in
emerging markets. At the same time, however, it assumed that the received theories on foreign investment and internationalization,
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such as the product life cycle (Vernon, 1966), incremental internationalization model (Johanson and Vahlne, 1977), and ownership,
location, internalization paradigm (Dunning, 1977), remained applicable to EMNCs, despite being developed on the experiences of
advanced economy multinationals. Later contributions applied a more dynamic process perspective and focused on organizational
learning and technological catch-up (e.g., Cantwell and Tolentino, 1990; Lecraw, 1993; Vernon-Wortzel and Wortzel, 1988).

The contemporary debate on the applicability of the extant theory is often approached in terms of three positions (Cuervo-
Cazurra, 2012; Gammeltoft et al., 2010b): those that suggest that entirely new theories should be developed for the study of EMNCs
(Child and Rodrigues, 2005; Guillen and Garcia-Canal, 2009; Luo and Tung, 2007; Mathews, 2006), those that propose that their
study reconfirms the applicability of existing theory (Narula, 2012; Rugman, 2010; Verbeke and Kano, 2015), and those that argue
that existing theories should be modified or extended (Cuervo-Cazurra and Genc, 2008; Gammeltoft et al., 2010b; Hennart, 2012;
Ramamurti, 2009, 2012).

Part of the debate seems to be driven by whether authors consider how the conditions of the home country influence the ad-
vantages and global strategy of EMNCs, or whether they abstract from such conditions and instead focus their attention only on the
firms and their actions. The first case, which is the view that we follow, results in a better understanding of companies by
contextualizing their strategies, helping understand the assumptions of existing theories, and identifying new insights that advance
their development. The second case leads to a restatement of general principles that apply to all companies regardless of contextual
conditions. This seems to undermine the essence of international business as a subject matter that highlights the importance of
context in business decisions.

Even though there has been some convergence between major international business theories in recent years (e.g., ownership,
location, internalization paradigm (Dunning, 1977); incremental internationalization model (Johanson and Vahlne, 1977); inter-
nalization theory (Buckley and Casson, 1976); dynamic capabilities (Teece, 2014); and knowledge-based view (Kogut and Zander,
1993)), they remain distinct in their underlying paradigmatic assumptions as well as in their declarative scope, and hence deal with
different subject matters based on different premises. Thus, whether international business theory should be revised to accommodate
EMNCs, and if so how, is contingent on the theory considered.

We conjecture that international business theories have commonalities that allow discussion to be conducted per theory group
rather than for each theory individually. For the purpose of discussing the theoretical implications of EMNCs as we do later, theories of
the multinational company can meaningfully be clustered into three ontologically separable groups, which are distinet in terms of their
scope and what they purport to explain (explanandum), the main explanatory factors they invoke (explanans) and their underlying
assumptions (ontology). In other words, we suggest that international business scholars tend to perceive the internationalization
process in different yet regularized ways.” We dub these three groups resource-, transaction-, and process-oriented, respectively.
Table 1 summarizes and contrasts these three ontological perspectives.

In the resource-oriented group, the basic perception of multinational firms is as bundles of resources and capabilities. Firms’ re-
sources and capabilities constitute both prerequisites and rationales for their internationalization. On the one hand, resources and
capabilities offset the liabilities firms face abroad. On the other hand, the possession of unique or rare resources motivates firms to
exploit and possibly augment these in foreign markets. Firm-specific resources are traditionally assumed to be intangibles, especially
technology and brands. In addition to product and process-related resources, theories tend to also consider firm capabilities for
governing international operations as a particular resource class.

Table 1
Three ontological perspectives on the internationalization process.

Resource oriented

Transaction oriented

Process oriented

Explanans Exploitation and augmentation of firm Economic efficiency; market Firm-market interplay; learning; risk reduction;
resources; firm growth imperfections; incentive alignment opportunity discovery and generation; firm growth
Explanandum Spatial resource distribution; operation Firm governance forms; corporate Firm internationalization process; drivers, processes,
modes governance; market vs. hierarchy; consequences
operation modes
Ontology
e Firm Resource and revenue growth; profit Efficiency Organizational growth and learning
maximization
e Agency Bounded rationality; asymmetric Bounded rationality; uncertainty; Bounded rationality; uncertainty
information asymmetric information; moral
hazard, opportunism
Theories OLI paradigm; resource-based view/ Transaction cost economics; Incremental internationalization model; product life

Examples of
analyses

knowledge-based view; ownership
advantages; resource dependence theory;
springboard model

Cui et al., 2011; Deng, 2009; Gubbi et al.,
2010; Liang et al., 2012; Sun et al., 2012

internalization theory; agency theory;

capital market theory

Bhaumik et al., 2010; Buckley et al.,
2007; Filatotchev et al., 2007;
Panicker et al., 2019; Verbeke and
Kano, 2015

cycle; flying geese model; global value chains;
learning, linkage, leverage model; dynamic
capabilities; process school; contingency theory
Cuervo-Cazurra, 2008; Hertenstein et al., 2017; Liu
et al., 2008; Yang et al., 2009; Zhong et al., 2013

2 We consider here only theories that focus on firm internationalization and not theories which operate only at the aggregate industry or

geographic level (e.g. gravity theory, investment-development path, cluster theory, and macro-institutional approaches).
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In the transaction-oriented group, the basic view of multinational firms is as governance forms. Theories in this group are
characterized by a micro-economic focus on transactions in markets between agents. Markets are the natural state, and firms and
their governance emerge as efficient solutions to market imperfections. Internationalization in specific results from the internali-
zation of market deficiencies across borders. The adopted governance form derives from the features of the specific markets and
assets involved. Firm-internal governance depends on transactions between owners and managers, where incentives can be aligned
through contracts. Internalization theory purports to explain and predict multinational firms’ international governance as the
mechanism for developing and exploiting sources of advantages. While internalization theory was traditionally mainly static, ‘new
internalization theory’ focuses on the dynamics of this governance over time and how value creation hinges on knowledge
recombination and governance choices.

Finally, in the process-aoriented group, the basic perception of the multinational firms is as institutions that evolve through
internationalization. The internationalization process itself is seen as the defining feature of multinational firms, and these theories
aspire to understand the dynamics of the process over time. They also tend not to consider firm-specific advantages a prerequisite of
internationalization (e.g., Forsgren and Johanson, 2010) but instead consider internationalization driven by the continuous interplay
between a firm and its markets, primarily product burt also input markets. Internationalization is perceived as a mainly progressive
process of firms’ temporal and spatial commitment of assets.

The theories share certain commonalities. The most pronounced focus of the theories is on motives, location, and operation mode
and, sometimes, how this evolves over time. Theories also tend to provide relatively firm-centric explanations and pay less attention to
how the environment and broader institutional context influence motives, strategies, structures, and performance of multinational
firms. The theories are somewhat converging. For example, the ‘new internalization theory’ extends traditional internalization theory
with a more dynamic and process-oriented perspective and argues for cross-fertilization with business history. However, it still focuses
mainly on cost rather than value creation.

5. Emerging market multinationals and the three perspectives on internationalization: resource-, transaction-, and
process-oriented

Building on this framework, we now explain how the study of EMNCs has generated new insights in each of the three categories of
internationalization theories. This summarizes previous studies of EMNCs and clarifies their arguments within a holistic view.

5.1. EMNCs and resource-oriented theories

Numerous studies analyze and debate the extent to which EMNCs possess firm-specific advantages, their character, and how they
are exploited and augmented. The notion that firms internationalize based on preexisting firm advantages is deeply ingrained in extant
international business theory. These advantages typically relate to intangibles such as proprietary technology, strong brands, or
managerial and organizational advantages, including advantages of common governance.

The study of firm-specific advantages in the internationalization of EMNCs has resulted in three alternative approaches. First, some
argue that most EMNCs lack significant advantages altogether, with the implication that internationalization is unwise or unsus-
tainable (Rugman and Li, 2007). A second set of scholars argue that EMNCs internationalize to obtain them (Mathews, 2002a, 2002b;
Luo and Tung, 2007, 2018). A third group proposes that EMNCs have advantages, but they are different from the conventional ones
(Cuervo-Cazurra and Genc, 2008; Elango and Pattnaik, 2007; Guillen and Garcia-Canal, 2009).

The use of internationalization as a mechanism for building firm-specific advantages by EMNCs has resulted in new insights. Over
the last four decades, successful emerging economies have pursued outward-oriented development strategies harnessing export market
learning and various modalities of foreign technology acquisition (Hobday, 1995; Luo and Tung, 2007, 2018; Mathews, 2006). Hence,
learning from abroad, whether through across- or behind-the-border linkages, has been comparatively more important in capability
building in emerging than in advanced economies, where many advanced-country multinational firms built up their capabilities based
on the domestic market before internationalization. Resource exploration is often cited as an internationalization motive to developed
markets, and often these investments are intended less to grow markets abroad than to be able to compete at home (Williamson and
Raman, 2011). Shifting focus from domestic innovation to international learning as the primary modality of advantage formation has
interesting implications for theory.

The study of the usual sources of advantage for EMNCs has led to the identification of multiple alternatives: frugal innovation,
process efficiency, preferential factor access, institutional flexibility, and government support. One advantage is a superior ability to
understand needs and wants in emerging markets and engage in frugal innovation and produce ‘good enough’ products to match them
(Peng, 2012; Ramamurti, 2012; Williamson and Wan, 2018). These products are typically attractive in other emerging markets but can
also find niches in developed markets (Govindarajan and Ramamurti, 2011). A second type of unusual source of advantage in EMNCs is
process efficiency and cost innovation — the ability to build and manage efficient production and supply chain systems. These ad-
vantages can be based on cheap inputs, the ability to adapt to or better exploit relative local factor availability and costs, combined
with late mover advantages, and access to the latest technologies without sunk costs. A third type of advantage of EMNCs relates to
differential access to location advantages, i.e., that EMNCs can enjoy preferential access to home-country factors, such as low-cost
labor, natural resources, subsidies, markets, regulation, etc. This can be particularly pronounced for state-owned and government-
connected firms, which are prevalent in many emerging economies (Lebedev et al., 2021; Ma et al., 2016). A fourth type is a supe-
rior ability to navigate thin or outright adverse institutional and infrastructural environments. To succeed, emerging economy firms
need to overcome constraints related to the physical infrastructure, ‘institutional voids’ in labor, product, and capital markets, and the
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supporting institutional infrastructure, e.g., weaknesses of regulators and intermediaries (Khanna and Palepu, 2010; Friel, 2021). This
is an ability typically honed during their home-country genesis but exploitable in the markets of other emerging economies (Cuervo-
Cazurra and Gene, 2008). Relatedly, but still distinet, it has been suggested that EMNCs often develop compensating strengths in
institutional flexibility and networking capability in the face of contextual adversity, both locally and, as in the case of overseas di-
asporas, abroad. A fifth type is government support. EMNCs are seen as the beneficiaries of active government encouragement and, in
some cases, financial and diplomatic support (Aggarwal and Agmon, 1990; Li et al., 2018). The ability to establish and benefit from
government relationships and support is often highlighted as a potential contributor to EMNC competitiveness (Lebedev et al., this
issue).

The literature on EMNCs has extended the understanding of the character and role of location advantages and their interplay with
firm advantages. Given the lower level of economic and formal institutional development that characterizes emerging economies,
EMNC competitiveness tends to be more reliant on location advantages such as access to natural resources, low-cost labor, particular
types of skilled labor, or other production factors. However, location advantages are usually not internationally transferable, and thus
competitive advantage built on location advantages is typically taken to be less supportive of internationalization (Rugman and Li,
2007). It is also considered less sustainable since location advantages are typically considered accessible by all firms, including foreign
investors. This results in firm advantages that depend on location advantages being subject to imitation and erosion by competitors.
While there is some truth to this argument when location advantages are contrasted with firm advantages, insightful analyses suggest
that firms’ access to location advantages can be highly differential and hence support firm advantages more sustainably than tradi-
tionally assumed (Hennart, 2012; Narula, 2014).

EMNCs’ formation of their resources and capabilities are fundamentally conditioned by home country characteristics. While an-
alyses of host-country effects are more prevalent in the mainstream international business literature, the EMNC literature contributes
to a more differentiated understanding of home-country effects. While extant international business theory assumes that multinational
firms internationalize out of home country strengths, the potential effects of home country conditions are more ambidextrous in
emerging markets. On the one hand, as in the case, for example, of privileged access to government financial and non-financial support
and other location advantages, they can be supportive (Han et al., 2018; Hennart, 2012; Luo et al., 2010). On the other hand, as in the
case of institutional voids, they can constrain and even induce escape response (Child and Rodrigues, 2005; Cuervo-Cazurra, 2011;
Stoian and Mohr, 2016; Witt and Lewin, 2007). Yet again, scarcities often discipline firms to innovate, and familiarity with adverse
institutional conditions and capabilities in navigating them enables some EMNCs to develop untraditional advantages, which can ease
their entry into other less developed economies and their competitive position vis-a-vis advanced economy multinational firms, e.g.,
skills in e-commerce or new business models for hard-to-reach rural customers (Luo and Wang, 2012; Wang et al., 2012). Conse-
quently, EMNCs have a higher propensity than advanced economy multinational firms to invest in less developed countries with
weaker institutional environments, and they have a more favorable competitive position in those markets (Cuervo-Cazurra and Genc,
2008; Morck et al., 2008).

5.2. EMNCs and transaction-oriented theories

Analyses related to governance and agency issues in EMNCs are less numerous than those on resources and capabilities. This is
probably in part because analyses of this type are more specialized and in part because they involve dynamics and generalized
principles that tend to abstract from the conditions of the country. This results in EMNCs being subject to similar predictions to those
derived from the study of advanced economy multinational firms.

Despite this, several governance dimensions are highlighted in the EMNC literature, particularly corporate and international
governance, governance discretion, M&A strategy, and technology-market bundling: First and foremost, perhaps, is the overall
governance structure of the firm and, in particular, the influence of business groups and family and state-owned firms and the role they
play in EMNC internationalization. While in developed countries the theoretical orthodoxy has long been a focus on core business
operations, in emerging economies business groups are prevalent (Khanna and Yafeh, 2007; Tan and Meyer, 2019). This is often an
outcome of weakly developed markets and institutionally ‘thin’ environments, which induce the internalization of transactions.
Possession of scarce managerial and organizational capabilities incentivizes firms to exploit them in multiple business areas, and
diversification can serve to manage risk in uncertain environments. The learning gained from the internationalization of affiliates to
business groups can support the foreign expansion of other affiliates (Guillen, 2000). However, such business group advantages may
not be reproducible in units abroad in locations, which already have high-quality institutions (Gaur and Kumar, 2009).

Second, EMNCs can represent certain untraditional advantages of discretion in governance. For example, there is a higher prev-
alence of state-owned and other non-publicly owned firms, of state or family influence among publicly-owned firms, and of business
groups with cross-shareholdings among companies operating in a wide diversity of industries (Colli and Colpan, 2016; Khanna and
Yafeh, 2007). Additionally, in many emerging economies, firms are subject to less public scrutiny and controls than in advanced
economies. For these reasons, firms can sometimes operate with fewer governance constraints, more managerial discretion, and less
stringent short-term efficiency requirements and apply non-traditional strategies in their internationalization (Bhaumik et al., 2010).

A third topic is the different use of M&As by EMNCs in their foreign expansion. EMNCs frequently deploy M&As in their inter-
nationalization, which involves agency-related challenges in headquarter-subsidiary relationships. EMNCs have been found to deploy
often a ‘light-touch’ integration approach, where the acquired entity is maintained largely intact, and a long-term and gradualist
approach to its integration is adopted (Kumar, 2009; Cogman and Tan, 2010; Liu and Woywode, 2013; Wang et al., 2012). This
contrasts with mainstream practice among multinationals from advanced economies, which tend to integrate quickly and compre-
hensively to either realize synergies or consolidate. The motivation and capabilities of EMNCs contribute to explaining this difference:
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EMNCs often conduct ‘upmarket’ strategic asset-seeking M&As, where the acquisition target is more technologically and organiza-
tionally advanced than the acquirer and embedded in a home environment in which the acquirer often has limited insight. Preserving
the acquired unit relatively intact and autonomous reduces risks of ‘killing the golden goose.” Where capabilities are concerned,
EMNCs are often less experienced with international M&As, particularly in cases where M&As are enabled more by government in-
centives than internal capabilities, and this can lead them to adopt a more gradual approach to capture more gains from learning.

A fourth area where EMNC research has contributed to extending and deepening the analysis of transactions in internationalization
is related to the bundling of advantages with locational assets. Much international business literature implicitly perceives interna-
tionalization as a vector moving from technology to markets; from invention over product development and production to sales. This
led to a conceptual and analytical (over) emphasis on internationalization to capitalize on technological assets abroad. The frequent
foreign strategic asset acquisitions by EMNCs with favorable market access and strong process skills have exposed a loser coupling
between technologies and markets: firms may equally well integrate backward from markets and process skills to technological assets.
Whether or not one or the other modality prevails when intangibles held by a developed market firm are bundled with complementary
local resources held by an emerging market firm is not given a priori but is contingent on the market transaction costs and comple-
mentary assets controlled by host-country economic actors (Hennart, 2012).

5.3. EMNCs and process-oriented theories

While the resource-oriented and the transaction-oriented approaches also concern the internationalization process in a broad sense,
the process-based approaches are distinguished by several features. The resource and transaction-oriented approaches tend to be very
parsimonious, highlight a particular mechanism of internationalization at the expense of others, and be relatively static. In contrast,
the process-oriented approaches are first and foremost characterized by emphasizing the dynamic and sometimes accumulative and
evolutionary nature of internationalization. They also tend to apply a broader perspective and incorporate more factors as both
explanans and explanandum, at the expense of parsimony. An exception is the Uppsala model, in its varying specifications over time
(Johanson and Vahlne, 1977, 2003, 2009; Vahlne, 2020; Vahlne and Johanson, 2017), which has largely preserved its parsimony
around firm-based learning processes in market expanding activities.

With respect to process, one of the most frequent observations is that EMNCs have a propensity to be more aggressive in their
internationalization than extant theory suggests, e.g., investing over longer distances, more rapidly, with higher commitment modes
and assuming more risks (Aybar and Ficici, 2009; Deng, 2009; Li, 2010; Luo and Tung, 2007; Morck et al., 2008; Ramasamy et al.,
2012; Satta et al., 2014). Leaving aside cultural and institutional explanations, a few reasons have been suggested for this behavior:
home-country learning, competitive pressures, latecomer characteristics, and government incentives. One reason is that even though
they may have limited direct internationalization experience, some EMNCs have substantial indirect experience, e.g., having traversed
substantial learning processes by linking up to foreign multinationals, e.g., through joint ventures, alliances, or subcontracting re-
lationships, before progressing to investing abroad themselves (Luo and Wang, 2012; Mathews, 2006; Thomas et al., 2007), or by
gaining experience from industry and regional diversification at home (Li et al., 2021; Lu et al., 2014), such as by operating across
regional boundaries within continental-size economies (Patinaik et al., 2021). A second explanation is that competitive forces in both
the international and the domestic market may pressure EMNCs to internationalize more rapidly. Internationally, markets may already
be relatively saturated and the ‘low-hanging fruits’ in terms of investment opportunities already picked. Domestically, EMNCs are
often exposed to more intense competition than advanced economy multinational firms were exposed to in their home market at the
time of their genesis. A third driver of EMNC tendencies to internationalize more aggressively is the existence of both advantages and
drawbacks of being latecomers. On the one hand, attempts to compensate for the relative weakness of experience and capabilities can
force a stronger entrepreneurial orientation and pursuit of unorthodox approaches (Liu et al., 2008). On the other hand, traditional
latecomer advantages, such as knowledge leverage and less sunk costs, may also contribute to accelerated internationalization
(Bonaglia et al., 2007). Finally, a characteristic of EMNC internationalization processes that is often highlighted as a manifestation of
‘aggressiveness’ is a tendency to assume more risks than received literature and orthodoxy would suggest (Buckley et al., 2007;
Duanmu, 2012; Quer et al., 2012), even though this claim is not uncontested (Alon et al., 2014; Blomkvist and Drogendijk, 2016). The
higher risk tolerance of EMNCs may result from financial, institutional, policy, or other forms of government support (Han et al., 2018;
Luo et al., 2010; Nuruzzaman et al., 2020) or, as mentioned above, from strategies devised to compensate for being latecomers.
Taxonomies of EMNC internationalization patterns help separate distinctive trajectories from more conventional ones (Ricard et al.,
2021; Ayden et al., 2021).

A second theme on the process followed by EMNCs is the differences in decisions in comparison to advanced economy counterparts
as a result of the underdevelopment of the home markets. These differences take several forms: host country distances; learning-driven
investments; home-host arbitrage; strategic intent, and network support. Much received internationalization theory is, largely
implicitly, based on advanced economy multinationals that seek outlets for their products in markets, which are economically and
institutionally relatively similar to their home markets and therefore also often geographically proximate. However, this is not the case
for EMNCs, which may internationalize both ‘laterally,” ‘downwards” and, as opposed to AMNCs, ‘upwards.” Consequently, they often
expand towards countries that are different from rather than similar to their home country (Barnard, 2021; Cuervo-Cazurra, 2011). For
companies originating from poorer economies, the relevant and attractive markets may be advanced economies that, by definition,
represent larger geographic, psychic, and other distances to reach (Cuervo-Cazurra, 2011). Another difference is that while most
outward FDI is motivated by foreign market access and building-up of overseas trading networks (Ramasamy et al., 2012), EMNCs
often pursue international learning through M&As to compensate for the weakness of the systems of innovation in the home country
(Nayyar, 2008; Madhok and Keyhani, 2012). As EMNCs seek technology from advanced economies with a more supportive innovation



P. Gammeltoft and A. Cuervo-Cazurra Journal of International Management 27 (2021) 100884

system, these investment projects are often done with higher speed, over longer distances, and higher commitment modes than
‘traditional” greenfield investments. The third characteristic is that EMNCs are often internationalizing to exploit differences rather
than similarities between home and host locations, e.g., when investing upstream in the value chain or for strategic assets or natural
resources. In some economies, state-owned or state-supported companies benefit from market and non-market support mechanisms,
allowing them to pursue strategies that would not be viable on purely commercial terms. Fourth, in some cases, EMNCs may delib-
erately deviate from orthodoxy by ‘strategic intent’ and pursue strategies that stretch beyond their resources and capabilities as part of
their upgrading. The Chinese appliance manufacturer Haier is an illustrative case. The company pursued a deliberate strategy of ‘hard
first, easy later’, aiming to maximize learning and brand-building through investments in developed economies before internation-
alizing more broadly (Xu et al., 2006). Fourth, EMNCs have been found to often rely heavily on networks in their internationalization.
The international business literature, in general, has come to increasingly recognize the role of networks in internationalization
(Johanson and Vahlne, 2003). With relatively weaker traditional firm-specific advantages and emerging from institutionally weaker
environments, EMNCs are particularly reliant on various types of networks for access to complementary resources. For example,
studies have analyzed intern-firm networks (Manolova et al., 2010), intra-firm networks (Elango and Pattnaik, 2007), networks with
home-country government officials and MNE partners (Kotabe et al., 2010), and alliance networks (Thomas et al., 2007).

6. Enriching internationalization process theory with insights on emerging market multinationals: government, catch-up,
and global value chain accelerators

Theorizing involves a balance between parsimony and comprehensiveness. The most authoritative and widely applied theories in
international business are highly parsimonious and often distill the effects of one specific mechanism upon firm internationalization.
Even though the same mechanisms are essential for emerging market firms, they may be less central in relative terms and result in less
accurate depictions of internationalization. We argue that some parsimony should be sacrificed when theorizing about EMNCs:
incorporating a set of characteristics of emerging economies and their firms can produce more useful multi-level and contextualized
models, frameworks, and theories.

Specifically, we argue that three mechanisms, which we call accelerators, should be more explicitly integrated into studies of EMNC
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internationalization: government, catch-up processes, and global value chains. Fig. 1 illustrates how these mechanisms operate within
a contextualized view of EMNCs, where the EMNC is embedded in multiple contextual dimensions that span several domestic and
international levels.

In addition to providing a better understanding of the resources, transactions, and processes underlying theories of the multina-
tional we discussed above, the study of EMNCs provides new insights on the dynamics of the internationalization process, specifically
the existence of new accelerators. Internationalization process theory has been refined by incorporating what we could call a tech-
nological accelerator, i.e., how technological advances, especially in information and transportation technologies, have enabled
companies to internationalize faster and wider than was expected from theory. This has given rise to the so-called born global firms, or
companies that internationalize early on in their corporate life (McDougall et al., 1994). We complement this approach by discussing
additional accelerators that the analysis of EMNCs reveals. Similar to how the technological accelerator relaxes the assumption of a
challenging transfer of knowledge and products across countries, the government, catch-up, and global value chain accelerators relax
assumptions regarding the risk and commitment in the internationalization process and the learning and knowledge difficulties. In so
doing, we integrate previous models that have introduced some factors behind differences in the internationalization of EMNCs, e.g.,
learning, leverage, linkage (Mathews, 2006) and springboard (Luo and Tung, 2007), into a complete model of their the interna-
tionalization process.

6.1. Government accelerator

Governments support the economy in their territory, including the development of national firms. While all governments support
and facilitate through regulatory, administrative, and financial means, the goals, techniques, and outcomes differ widely. Emerging
market countries tend to be characterized by having more proactive and interventionist governments. This is driven in most by a desire
to speed up economic development, and in some, also by a desire to establish control.

In emerging economies, government support for outward direct investment is a relatively recent phenomenon: emerging and
developing economies have traditionally been scarce on capital and abundant on labor, and efforts have focused on attracting inward
capital flows and the technology and knowledge they bring rather than encourage outward flows. In India, for example, foreign direct
investment was severely restricted until 1992. Project proposals were evaluated by the government on a case-by-case basis, primarily
based on their foreign exchange earning capacity, and unless the foreign government and foreign party desired otherwise, investments
could only take the form of minority-owned joint ventures (Athukorala, 2009). However, with an increasingly liberalized world
economy, progress in communication and transport technologies, and all the other changes we tend to refer to with the shorthand of
globalization, orthodoxy has changed. Emerging economy governments have come to perceive firm internationalization as important
to national development, not just through exports but also through foreign direct investment. To maintain competitiveness at home
and abroad, national firms increasingly require market share, brands, technology, and distribution networks in global markets.
Nevertheless, government support for foreign direct investment is fraught with controversies, including risks of crowding out domestic
investments, and state ownership sometimes constrains internationalization (Cuervo-Cazurra and Li, 2021; Kalasin et al., 2020).

A common assumption of the incremental internationalization model is that managers are risk averse. This leads them to select
countries that are similar to the country of origin, where they can understand better how to compete and operate. It also induces them
to use low commitment entry modes at the beginning of the expansion within the country to limit exposure. In contrast, as a result of
the government accelerator, EMNCs can choose countries that appear very different from the home country and thus risky, as well as
countries that have conditions that will deter foreign investment. In the government accelerator, the direct and indirect government
support of emerging market firms enables them to reduce risks of foreign expansion and thus speed up their entry into challenging
countries and using large investments and commitments. The government’s direct support enables EMNC managers to take risks that
the private sector might not be able to finance. Indirect government support enables EMNC managers to defend their foreign in-
vestments when confronted with challenges in the host country. Although government support for foreign direct investment that
accelerates internationalization is more likely to happen in state-owned companies (Benito et al., 2016; Cuervo-Cazurra and Ram-
amurti, 2014), it also happens in private companies (Driffield et al., 2021), sometimes via bank loans (Lazzarini et al., 2015). The
government’s portfolio of support techniques is highly idiosyncratic, as the literature on comparative institutionalism vividly dem-
onstrates (e.g., Hall and Soskice, 2001; Whitley, 2014). Typical government instruments supporting internationalization include
regulation, plans and strategies, extension and advisory services, financial support, direct government ownership, overseas projects
(including aid), and diplomacy and soft power. These ideas integrate the literature that has discussed how some emerging-market
governments provide support for their companies to become multinationals (Lazzarini et al., 2015; Musacchio and Lazzarini, 2014.
Luo et al., 2010).

6.2. Catch-up accelerator

While being a laggard is not generally associated with an international competitive advantage, it does represent specific rent-
creating opportunities. The ability to import knowledge and technology from more advanced nations enables accelerated industrial
expansion through imitation and fast followership (Gerschenkron, 1962). Latecomers have access to the latest technologies and can
apply them without incurring the costs and risks of their initial development. They are also unrestrained by sunk costs in legacy
technology systems and the inertia of existing institutional arrangements and can shape new institutional systems specifically for the
new technologies, which can be introduced rapidly and at a larger scale (Surdu et al., 2021, argue relatedly at the firm level that
EMNCs may operate with less strategic and operational inertia). While Gerschenkron (1962) analyzed processes of late
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industrialization of countries, the concept of latecomer advantages has been applied at the firm level in international business (e.g.,
Bonaglia et al., 2007; Mathews, 2002a; Ray et al., 2017), innovation management (e.g., Ernst et al., 2014; Hobday, 1995), and strategic
management (e.g., Cho et al., 1998; Li and Kozhikode, 2008). As the latecomer firm is usually a follower, it benefits from less un-
certainty in terms of its future development trajectory and from potentials for more clear strategic goals and metrics and benchmarks
for approaching them. Latecomer advantages are also associated with contracting or licensing arrangements in global value chains.
This includes downstream market access channels and export market learning, mechanisms not emphasized by Gerschenkron (1962)
(as opposed to technological learning) but central in later analyses (Hobday, 1995; Mathews, 2002a).

The typical assumption of the incremental internationalization process theory is that companies expand abroad to sell, using re-
sources and capabilities they have already developed in the home country. Some of the development of these resources and capabilities
is facilitated by a supportive innovation system. After all, the incremental internationalization model and its subsequent refinements
were commonly based on the analysis of companies from developed countries. Thus, the model tended to assume that companies
already had developed the competitive capabilities that enabled them to achieve an advantage abroad.

The catch-up accelerator relaxes this assumption by discussing how some emerging market companies use internationalization to
compensate for the deficiencies in the home country and their company’s competitive capabilities. In the catch-up accelerator, an
important driver is compensating for the limitations of the home country’s technological and innovation systems by obtaining
advanced technologies and marketing capabilities from more advanced countries (Luo and Tung, 2007, 2018; Madhok and Keyhani,
2012; Mathews, 2006). In the search for new technologies to compensate for the home country’s technological weaknesses, EMNCs
become local partners to multinationals from advanced economies in their home countries. They also enter many and highly diverse
host countries, using acquisitions intensively. In this way, it integrates the notion of springboard internationalization (Luo and Tung,
2007; Enderwick and Buckley, 2021) within a set of alternative accelerators. Thus, companies will invest in countries that are very
different from the home country because those nations have a sophisticated innovation system they lack at home (Luo et al., 2021).
EMNCs will also engage in high-commitment entry modes because these enable firms to control the capabilities they need to upgrade
home-country operations.

6.3. Global value chain accelerator

Positioning in established global value chains of leading multinational firms is a crucial upgrading strategy for EMNCs. Whether
serving as a subcontractor in the international supply chains of lead firms abroad or engaging domestically with foreign subsidiaries to
supply the home market, insertion into global value chains offers latecomer firms a range of essential advantages through both passive
spillovers and deliberate joint activities (Pananond et al., 2020). Global value chains comprise all activities involved in the production
of an end product and include an input-output value-adding structure, geographic territoriality, and a governance structure (Gereffi,
1994).

Global value chains assume different basic architectures, representing alternative opportunities for learning and upgrading for
nodal firms. In the broad distinction between buyer-driven and producer-driven chains, the former tend to be perceived as offering
more favorable conditions for upgrading. However, opportunities vary across the five types of value chain governance (Gereffi et al.,
2005): market, modular, relational, captive, and hierarchy.

The extent and modality of participation in global value chains and the outcomes that they yield are typically taken to be strongly
influenced by the local institutional context, including government policies (World Bank, 2020). Emerging markets are also charac-
terized by lower levels of sophistication in the skills and capabilities of labor. Although the lower level of employees’ skills is associated
with lower costs, which help the companies export, it also constrains companies’ ability to become multinationals and have highly
competitive operations at home and transfer that knowledge to other countries. However, the global value chain accelerator reflects
the idea that connections within global value chains enable emerging market firms to learn the nuances of foreign markets and
internationalize indirectly through the global value chains of lead companies from advanced economies. As a result, emerging-market
firms obtain knowledge about foreign countries and how to serve foreign customers to speed up their internationalization.

The traditional internationalization process argues that one of the constraints of internationalization is the lack of knowledge about
other markets. Thus, managers will tend to select countries that are similar to their home country where they can use much of their
existing expertise. Managers will also use low commitment entry modes because they can rely on local partners’ knowledge to facilitate
entry into the host country.

The global value chain accelerator enables emerging market companies to learn at home about how to serve customers in foreign
countries and how to deal with competitors there. This indirect learning by being integrated within the global value chains of advanced
economy companies brings them the knowledge that helps them internationalize faster and wider. Thus, emerging market companies
can learn how to serve customers there indirectly by being part of global value chains. They can move quickly into high commitment
entry modes because they have the knowledge of the needs and preferences of host country consumers and the characteristics of the
products of competitors from their indirect learning in the global value chains. This global value chain accelerator brings the ideas
from the linkage, leverage, learning model (Mathews, 2006) within the internationalization process by explaining how the integration
of emerging market companies in global value chains accelerates their internationalization process.

7. Conclusion

Analyzing EMNCs is likely to continue challenging and enriching our understanding of the internationalization process. With all the
requisite reservations towards advancing general claims at high levels of aggregation, the internationalization process of EMNCs
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should be looked upon differently than that of advanced economy multinational firms and deviances stretch beyond what can be
explained by differences in company lifetime, historical period of internationalization, and industry specializations. Differences in the
institutional environment of EMNCs and their economie, political, and technological context induce different firm behavior. These
differences encompass but are not confined to internationalization speed, risk-taking, and sequencing of commitment levels. With a
few exceptions, existing theoretical approaches, whether resource, transaction, or process oriented, tend to not capture these di-
mensions very well; their strengths have traditionally resided more in their parsimony. However, for analyses of EMNCs, richer
multilevel and contextualized models are advantageous, especially those that provide for enhanced analysis of government, global
value chain, and catch-up dynamics.

At the same time, with the maturation of EMNCs, and the related scholarly literature along with them, the research agenda is likely
to converge more with that on advanced economy multinational firms. Early work on EMINCs was particularly focused on identifying
and analyzing the specific traits that set them apart from advanced economy multinational firms. While this work remains important,
increasingly, studies on EMNCs can contribute to advancing the same research agendas as studies on advanced economy multinational
firms with additional depth.

7.1. Contributions

The arguments presented in this paper contribute to two streams of literature: internationalization process theory, and the study of
EMNCs. First, we contribute to a better understanding of internationalization process theory by identifying and discussing three
ontological perspectives on how the process is perceived in extant international business theory: resource oriented, transaction ori-
ented and process oriented. As ontologies, these perspectives condition what emerges for scholars as visible and relevant and assign
relative significance to factors and mechanisms when observing firm internationalization. As new empirical phenomena arise, extant
international business theories’ underlying assumptions and delimitations may be more or less useful when applied in a new context.

We proceeded to use these three perspectives to distill characteristics of the EMNC internationalization process from prior liter-
ature. In this way, we identified a number of areas where EMNCs challenge extant theory and relate differently to resources, trans-
actions, and processes, respectively. For resource-oriented approaches, these included frugal innovation, process efficiency,
preferential factor access, institutional flexibility, and government support. For transaction-oriented approaches, they included
corporate and international governance, governance discretion, M&A strategy, and technology-market bundling. Finally, for process-
oriented approaches, they included home-country learning, competitive pressures, latecomer characteristics, government incentives,
host country distances, learning-driven investments, home-host arbitrage, strategic intent, and network support.

We further discussed how to advance our understanding of the internationalization process by revealing some of the assumptions
behind previous models and relaxing those assumptions in the face of the behavior of EMNCs. Based on insights from the analysis of
EMNCs and by relaxing the assumption of risk aversion and learning, we extended the internationalization process models by pro-
posing three mechanisms that accelerate the expansion of companies across markets: the government accelerator, the catch-up
accelerator, and the global value chain accelerator.

The traditional explanations of the internationalization process tend to assume the importance of differences and frictions in cross-
border transactions that lead firms towards incremental internationalization. A relaxation of assumptions is revealed by the study of
the internationalization of EMNCs. Their study highlights the importance of the conditions of the home country in altering the role of
risk and knowledge in the internationalization of companies. The proposed accelerators (government, catch-up, and global value
chain) reflect how emerging market companies may enjoy lower risk and knowledge costs that lead them to have a faster and wider
internationalization. In so doing, we integrate previous insights on the internationalization of emerging market firms such as the
linkage, leverage, learning model (Mathews, 2006), and springboard model (Luo and Tung, 2007) within a single theoretical
framework.

The analysis of the accelerators has additional implications beyond the study of EMNCs. First is the renewed activism of gov-
ernments in the economy and their support for domestic firms to become multinationals. Through multiple mechanisms, from heavy-
handed subsidies to subtle diplomacy, governments play a more important role in the internationalization of EMNCs than when
advanced economy multinational firms were historically at a similar stage of development. Today, government as an institution is
generally stronger and the social technologies it deploys more sophisticated. In emerging economies, government activism compen-
sates for weak markets and institutions, and in some countries, ideologies and development strategies assign a more central role to the
state (Gammmeltoft and Zedtwitz, 2021). Thus, the study of the role of government institutions, policies, and strategies should be even
further accentuated in EMNC analyses. Moreover, advanced economies are also seeing increasingly active governments that have
aimed to nudge or mandate firms to improve their competitiveness and counter foreign competitors. This opens the door for new
studies on the role of government in internationalization in general and comparison across countries of government activism.

Second is how upgrading through internationalization points to new subtle insights. EMNCs are simultaneously privileged and
challenged by an environment characterized by the concurrent presence of much more developed competitors, markets, and tech-
nologies. The drawbacks of being latecomers are numerous, including but by no means confined to deficiencies in financial systems
and entrepreneurial base, as Gerschenkron emphasized. Nevertheless, there are also advantages, especially accelerated learning from
modalities of technology acquisition and absorption, export market learning, and different forms of global value chain participation.
Latecomer effects are not exclusive to but particularly distinctive for EMNCs, and EMNC-related analytical frameworks would benefit
from more explicitly addressing these effects.

Third is the importance that global value chains have gained and the way in which they have altered how EMNCs and advanced
economy firms operate. Reflective of the advanced state of the modern global economy, in terms especially of transport, information
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and communication technologies, market-supporting institutions, and advanced organizational and managerial techniques, global
value chains have become ‘fine sliced” to a historically unprecedented extent. Despite the rhetoric of skepticism of globalization
(Cuervo-Cazurra et al., 2020a), recent global challenges are not likely to revert this trend. In fact, they might propel it forward towards
even more advanced configurations. For example, as Industry 4.0 technologies and institutions further mature and diffuse, even more
fine-grained recombination of multinational firms’ business areas, value chain functions, and geographic footprints will likely emerge.
The integration into global value chains represents unique resources to EMNCs that were historically not a similar force for advanced
economy multinational firms.

The second stream of literature to which this paper contributes is the study of EMNCs and their internationalization. EMNCs have
been presented as challenging some of the previous arguments on theories of the multinational (Guillen and Garcia-Canal, 2009; Luo
and Tung, 2007). We propose that EMNCs can be used to extend and refine previous theories by relaxing the assumptions upon which
those theories were built. The reason is that although much of the theoretical arguments can be used to explain the behavior of
multinationals as organizations, the same theoretical arguments in many cases have remained silent on the conditions of the home
country and their role in international expansion. We revealed how the underdevelopment of emerging markets affects not only the
decision to internationalize and the selection of countries and entry modes of EMNCs, but also helps explain better the internation-
alization process. The same underdevelopment drives EMNCs towards particular sequences of international expansion that companies
coming from countries with more supportive conditions are less likely to follow. In this way, we complement the current focus of much
of the literature on EMNCs on their sources of advantage and selection of countries and entry modes with a needed reflection on the
particularities of their processes of internationalization and the role that the government, catch-up, and global value chain accelerators
play in it.

7.2. Future research

There are promising potentials in expanding the focus of EMNC research both inwards and outwards to gain new theoretical in-
sights. Inwards, even though it is often not explicitly addressed, internationalization is undergirded by entrepreneurship and entre-
preneurial processes. Future research could better unravel the entrepreneurial microfoundations of EMNC internationalization and,
specifically, address how entrepreneurial processes hinge on and are shaped by specificities of institutional contexts in emerging
econoniies.

Outwards, the critical role of context in shaping EMNC strategies and processes can be understood and specified further. This can be
achieved by taking the three ontological perspectives identified in this paper and bringing in the role of the context more explicitly as a
driver of resources, transactions, and processes. This could even result in a fourth and as yet weakly developed class of international
business theory particularly applicable to EMNCs, viz. theories that more explicitly theorize the institutional context and its interplay
with EMNC evolution, including the role of politics and non-market activities more broadly. This requires not only more contextualized
but also multilevel studies, consistent with recent calls in the international business literature (Buckley et al., 2017; Cheng, 2007;
Meyer, 2006; Nielsen and Nielsen, 2010; Tsui, 2007). At the same time, theories are abstractions that serve to distinguish the essential
from the incidental. They typically identify core entities and propose their relationships and serve as devices of complexity reduction.
Hence, a high level of parsimony is preferable if it can be achieved without sacrificing expressive power.

Another way to bring better in the importance of context is by addressing grand challenges in the study of EMNCs (Buckley et al.,
2017; George et al., 2016). Three examples come to mind: climate change and sustainability issues in general; the new emerging bi-, or
perhaps tri-, polar world order and the repercussions of the balancing of commercial competition, partnering, and systemic rivalry; and
rapid technological change in areas such as artificial intelligence, robotics, additive manufacturing, big data, and enhanced connec-
tivity. In all these instances, addressing the causality chain from grand challenge to home country conditions to multinational behavior
is likely to help yield new insights not considered in existing models of the multinational firm.

References

Aggarwal, R., Agmon, T., 1990. The international success of developing country firms: role of government-directed comparative advantage. Manag. Int. Rev. 163-180.

Aguilera, R., Ciravegna, L., Cuervo-Cazurra, A., Gonzalez-Perez, M.A., 2017. Multilatinas and the internationalization of Latin American firms. J. World Bus. 52 (4),
447-460.

Alon, L, Wang, H., Shen, J., Zhang, W., 2014. Chinese state-owned enterprises go global. J. Bus. Strateg. 35 (6), 3-18.

Alon, L, Anderson, J., Munim, Z.H., Ho, A., 2018. A review of the internationalization of Chinese enterprises. Asia Pac. J. Manag. 35 (3), 573-605.

AMCHAM, 2020. China business report 2020, the American chamber of commerce in Shanghai. https://www.pwecen.com/en/consulting/china-business-report-
sep2020.pdf.

Andersen, O., 1993. On the internationalization process of firms: a critical analysis. J. Int. Bus. Stud. 24 (2), 209-231.

Athukorala, P.C., 2009. Outward foreign direct investment from India. Asian Dev. Rev. 26 (2), 125-153.

Aulakh, P.S., 2007. Emerging multinationals from developing economies: motivations, paths and performance. J. Int. Manag. 3 (13), 235-240.

Aybar, B., Ficici, A., 2009. Cross-border acquisitions and firm value: an analysis of emerging market multinationals. J. Int. Bus. Stud. 40 (8), 1317-1338.

Ayden, Yuksel, Tatoglu, Ekrem, Glaister, Keith W., Demirbag, Mehmet, 2021. Exploring the internationalization strategies of Turkish multinationals: A multi-
perspective analysis. J. Int. Manag.

Banalieva, E.R., Dhanaraj, C., 2019. Internalization theory for the digital economy. J. Int. Bus. Stud. 50 (8), 1372-1387.

Barnard, Helena, 2021. Host countries” level of development and internationalization from emerging markets: A typology of firm strategies. J. Int. Manag.

Beattie, A., 2020. Coronavirus-induced ‘reshoring’ is not happening. Financial Times, 20 September.

Benito, G.R., Rygh, A., Lunnan, R., 2016. The benefits of internationalization for state-owned enterprises. Glob. Strateg. J. 6 (4), 269-288.

Bhaumik, S.K., Driffield, N., Pal, S., 2010. Does ownership structure of emerging-market firms affect their outward FDI? The case of the Indian automotive and
pharmaceutical sectors. J. Int. Bus. Stud. 41 (3), 437-450.

Bilkey, W.J., Tesar, G., 1977. The export behavior of smaller-sized Wisconsin manufacturing firms. J. Int. Bus. Stud. 8 (1), 93-98.

Blomkvist, K., Drogendijk, R., 2016. Chinese outward foreign direct investments in Europe. Eur. J. Int. Manag. 10 (3), 343.

13



P. Gammeltoft and A. Cuervo-Cazurra Journal of International Management 27 (2021) 100884

Bonaglia, F., Goldstein, A., Mathews, J.A., 2007. Accelerated internationalization by emerging markets’ multinationals: the case of the white goods sector. J. World
Bus. 42 (4), 369-383.

Buckley, P.J., Casson, M., 1976. The future of the multinational enterprise. Palgrave Macmillan, London.

Buckley, P.J., Clegg, L.J., Cross, A.R., Liu, X., Voss, H., Zheng, P., 2007. The determinants of Chinese outward foreign direct investment. J. Int. Bus. Stud. 38 (4),
499-518.

Buckley, P.J., Doh, J.P., Benischke, M.H., 2017. Towards a renaissance in international business research? Big questions, grand challenges, and the future of IB
scholarship. J. Int. Bus. Stud. 48 (9), 1045-1064.

Cantwell, J., Tolentino, P.E.E., 1990. Technological Accumulation and Third World Multinationals, University of Reading Discussion Papers in International Investment
and Business Studies, 139, May. University of Reading, Department of Economics, Reading, UK.

Cheng, J.L., 2007. Critical issues in international management research: an agenda for future advancement. Eur. J. Manag. 1 (1-2), 23-38.

Child, J., Rodrigues, §.B., 2005. The internationalization of Chinese firms: a case for theoretical extension? Manag. Organ. Rev. 1 (3), 381-410.

Cho, D.S., Kim, D.J., Rhee, D.K., 1998. Latecomer strategies: evidence from the semiconductor industry in Japan and Korea. Organ. Sci. 9 (4), 489-505.

Cogman, D., Tan, J., 2010. A lighter touch for postmerger integration. McKinsey Q. 34 (2), 21-23.

Colli, A., Colpan, A.M., 2016. Business groups and corporate governance: review, synthesis, and extension. Corp. Gov. Int. Rev. 24 (3), 274-302.

Cuervo-Cazurra, A., 2008. The multinationalization of developing country MNEs: the case of multilatinas. J. Int. Manag. 14 (2), 138-154.

Cuervo-Cazurra, A., 2011. Selecting the country in which to start internationalization: the non-sequential internationalization argument. J. World Bus. 46 (4),
426-437.

Cuervo-Cazurra, A., 2012. Extending theory by analyzing developing country multinational companies: solving the goldilocks debate. Glob. Strateg. J. 2 (3), 153-167.

Cuervo-Cazurra, A., Genc, M., 2008. Transforming disadvantages into advantages: developing-country MNEs in the least developed countries. J. Int. Bus. Stud. 39 (6),
957-979.

Cuervo-Cazurra, A., Li, C., 2021. State ownership and internationalization: The advantage and disadvantage of stateness. J. World Bus. 56 (1), 101112.

Cuervo-Cazurra, A., Montoya, M. (Eds.), 2018. Mexican Multinationals: Building Multinationals in Emerging Markets. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, UK.

Cuervo-Cazurra, A., Ramamurti, R. (Eds.), 2014. Understanding Multinationals from Emerging Markets. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, UK.

Cuervo-Cazurra, A., Luo, Y., Ramamurti, R., Ang, S.H., 2018. The impact of the home country on internationalization. J. World Bus. 53 (5), 593-604.

Cuervo-Cazurra, A., Doz, Y., Gaur, A., 2020a. Skepticism on globalization and global strategy: increasing regulations and countervailing strategies. Glob. Strateg. J. 10
(1), 1-20.

Cuervo-Cazurra, A., Newburry, W., Park, S., 2020b. Building Strategic Capabilities in Emerging Markets. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, UK.

Cuervo-Cazurra, A., Rodriguez, A., Un, A., 2020c. Internationalization of emerging markets multinationals. In: Mellahi, K., Meyer, K., Narula, R., Surdu, L. (Eds.),
Internationalisation of Firms: Entry, Growth, Exit, and Re-entry. Oxford University Press, Oxford.

Cui, L., Aulakh, P.S., 2019. Emerging economy multinationals in advanced economies. In: Grosse, R., Meyer, K. (Eds.), Oxford Handbook of Management in Emerging
Markets. Oxford University Press, pp. 1-26.

Cui, L., Jiang, F., Stening, B., 2011. The entry-mode decision of Chinese outward FDI: firm resources, industry conditions, and institutional forces. Thunderbird Int.
Bus. Rev. 53 (4), 483-499.

Demirbag, M., Yaprak, A. (Eds.), 2015. Handbook of Emerging Market Multinationals. Edward Elgar.

Deng, P., 2009. Why do Chinese firms tend to acquire strategic assets in international expansion? J. World Bus. 44 (1), 74-84.

Deng, P., 2012. The internationalization of Chinese firms: a critical review and future research. Int. J. Manag. Rev. 14 (4), 408-427.

Driffield, Nigel, Jun, Du, Song, Meng, 2021. Internationalization pathways of Chinese private firms: A closer look at firm-specific advantages. J. Int. Manag.

Duanmu, J.L., 2012. Firm heterogeneity and location choice of Chinese multinational enterprises (MNEs). J. World Bus. 47 (1), 64-72.

Dunning, J.H., 1977. Trade, location of economic activity and the MNE: A search for an eclectic approach. In: The International Allocation of Economic Activity.
Palgrave Macmillan, London, pp. 395-418.

Elango, B., Pattnaik, C., 2007. Building capabilities for international operations through networks: a study of Indian firms. J. Int. Bus. Stud. 38 (4), 541-555.

Enderwick, Peter, Buckley, Peter J., 2021. The role of springboarding in economic catch-up: A theoretical perspective. J. Int. Manag.

Ernst, D., Lee, H., Kwak, J., 2014, Standards, innovation, and latecomer economic development: conceptual issues and policy challenges. Telecommun. Policy 38 (10),
853-862.

European Commission, 2019. Commission staff working document on foreign direct investment in the EU. In: SWD (2019) 108 Final, 13 March, Brussels.

Filatotchev, 1., Strange, R., Piesse, J., Lien, Y.-C., 2007. FDI by firms from newly industrialized economies in emerging markets: corporate governance, entry mode and
location. J. Int. Bus. Stud. 38 (4), 556-572.

Forsgren, M., Johanson, J., 2010. A dialogue about the Uppsala model of internationalization. In: Andersson, U., Holm, U., Kappen, P. (Eds.), Managing the
Contemporary Multinational: The Role of Headquarters, Chapter 13. Edward Elgar Publishing, Cheltenham, pp. 283-304.

Friel, Daniel, 2021. Breaking the looking glass: Understanding how emerging market multinationals develop unique firm-specific advantages. J. Int. Manag.

Gammeltoft, P., 2008. Emerging multinationals: outward FDI from the BRICS countries. Int. J. Technol. Glob. 4 (1), 5-22.

Gammeltoft, P. Cuervo-Cazurra, A. Enriching internationalization process theory: insights from the study of emerging market multinationals. J. Int. Manag.

Gammeltoft, P., Kokko, A., 2013. Outward foreign direct investment from emerging economies and national development strategies: three regimes. Int. J. Technol.
Learn. Innov. Dev. 6 (1-2), 1-20.

Gammeltoft, P., Pradhan, J.P., Goldstein, A., 2010a. Emerging multinationals: home and host country determinants and outcomes. Int. J. Emerg. Mark. 5 (3/4),
254-265.

Gammeltoft, P., Barnard, H., Madhok, A., 2010b. Emerging multinationals, emerging theory: macro-and micro-level perspectives. J. Int. Manag. 16 (2), 95-101.

Gammeltoft, P., Filatotchev, 1., Hobdari, B., 2012. Emerging multinational companies and strategic fit: A contingency framework and future research agenda. Eur.
Manag. J. 30 (3), 175-188.

Gammeltoft, P., Hobdari, B., von Zedwitz, M., 2017. Emerging market multinationals, international knowledge flows and innovation, special issue. Int. J. Technol.
Manag. 74 (1-4), 1-22.

Gammmeltoft, P., von Zedtwitz, M., 2021. The political economy of China’s R& D internationalization: Policy-led innovation and changes in China’s growth model.
In: Cahen, F., Casanova, L., Miroux, A. (Eds.), Innovation from Emerging Markets: From Gopycats to Leaders. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge,
pp. 185-221.

Gaur, A.S., Kumar, V., 2009. International diversification, business group affiliation and firm performance: empirical evidence from India. Br. J. Manag. 20 (2),
172-186.

George, G., Howard-Grenville, J., Joshi, A., Tihanyi, L., 2016. Understanding and tackling societal grand challenges through management research. Acad. Manag. J.
59 (6), 1880-1895.

Gereffi, G., 1994. The organization of buyer-driven global commodity chains: How U.S. retailers shape overseas production networks. In: Gereffi, G., Korzeniewicz, M.
(Eds.), Commodity Chains and Global Capitalism. Praeger, Westport, CT, pp. 95-122.

Gereffi, G., Humphrey, J., Sturgeon, T., 2005. The governance of global value chains. Rev. Int. Polit. Econ. 12 (1), 78-104.

Gerschenkron, A., 1962. Economic backwardness in historical perspective (1962). In: The Political Economy Reader: Markets as Institutions, pp. 211-228.

Govindarajan, V., Ramamurti, R., 2011. Reverse innovation, emerging markets, and global strategy. Glob. Strateg. J. 1 (3-4), 191-205.

Grosse, R., Meyer, K.E. (Eds.), 2019. The Oxford Handbook of Management in Emerging Markets. Oxford University Press.

Gubbi, S.R., Aulakh, P.S., Ray, S., Sarkar, M.B., Chittoor, R., 2010. Do international acquisitions by emerging-economy firms create shareholder value? The case of
Indian firms. J. Int. Bus. Stud. 41 (3), 397-418.

Guillen, M.F., 2000. Business groups in emerging economies: a resource-based view. Acad. Manag. J. 43 (3), 362-380.

Guillen, M.F., Garcia-Canal, E., 2009. The American model of the multinational firm and the “new” multinationals from emerging economies. Acad. Manag. Perspect.
23 (2), 23-35.

14



P. Gammeltoft and A. Cuervo-Cazurra Journal of International Management 27 (2021) 100884

Hall, P.A., Soskice, D. (Eds.), 2001. Varieties of Capitalism: The Institutional Foundations of Comparative Advantage. OUP Oxford.

Han, X., Liu, X., Xia, T., Gao, L., 2018. Home-country government support, interstate relations and the subsidiary performance of emerging market multinational
enterprises. J. Bus. Res. 93, 160-172.

Hennart, J.-F., 2012. Emerging market multinationals and the theory of the multinational enterprise. Glob. Strateg. J. 2 (3), 168-187.

Hertenstein, P., Sutherland, D., Anderson, J., 2017. Internationalization within networks: exploring the relationship between inward and outward FDI in China’s auto
components industry. Asia Pac. J. Manag. 34 (1), 69-96.

Hobdari, B., Gammeltoft, P., Li, J., Meyer, K., 2017. The home country of the MNE: the case of emerging economy firms. Asia Pac. J. Manag. 34 (1), 1-17.

Hobday, M., 1995. East Asian latecomer firms: learning the technology of electronics. World Dev. 23 (7), 1171-1193.

Igbal, B.A., Turay, A., Hasan, M., Yusuf, N., 2018. India’s outward foreign direct investment: emerging trends and issues. Trans.l Corp. Rev. 10 (1), 98-107.

Johanson, J., Vahlne, J.-E., 1977. The internationalization process of the firm — a model of knowledge development and increasing foreign market commitments.
J. Int. Bus. Stud. 8 (1), 23-32.

Johanson, J., Vahlne, J.E., 2003. Business relationship learning and commitment in the internationalization process. J. Int. Entrep. 1 (1), 83-101.

Johanson, J., Vahlne, J.-E., 2009. The Uppsala internationalization process model revisited: from liability of foreignness to liability of outsidership. J. Int. Bus. Stud.
40 (9), 1411-1431.

Jormanainen, 1., Koveshnikov, A., 2012. International activities of emerging market firms: a critical assessment of research in top international management journals.
Manag. Int. Rev. 52 (5), 691-725.

Kalasin, K., Cuervo-Cazurra, A., Ramamurti, R., 2020. State ownership and international expansion: the S-curve relationship. Glob. Strateg. J. 10 (2), 386-418.

Khanna, T., Palepu, K.G., 2010. Winning in Emerging Markets: A Road Map for Strategy and Execution. Harvard Business Press.

Khanna, T., Yafeh, Y., 2007. Business groups in emerging markets: paragon or parasites? J. Econ. Lit. 65, 331-372.

Knight, G.A., Cavusgil, S.T., 2005. A taxonomy of born-global firms. MIR: Manag. Int. Rev. 15-35.

Kogut, B., Zander, U., 1993. Knowledge of the firm and the evolutionary theory of the multinational corporation. J. Int. Bus. Stud. 24 (4), 625-645.

Kotabe, M., Jiang, C.X., Murray, J.Y., 2010. Managerial ties, knowledge acquisition, realized absorptive capacity and new product market performance of emerging
multinational companies: a case of China. J. World Bus. 46 (2), 166-176.

Kumar, N., 2009. How emerging giants are rewriting the rules of M& A. Harv. Bus. Rev. 87 (5), 115.

Kumar, K., McLeod, M., 1981. Multinationals from Developing Countries. Lexington Books, Lexington, MA.

Kumar, V., Mudambi, R., Gray, S., 2013. Internationalization, innovation and institutions: the 3 I’s underpinning the competitiveness of emerging market firms. J. Int.
Manag. 19 (3), 203-206.

Lall, S., 1983. The New Multinationals: The Spread of Third World Enterprises. Wiley, Chichester.

Lazzarini, S.G., Musacchio, A., Bandeira-de-Mello, R., Marcon, R., 2015. What do state-owned development banks do? Evidence from BNDES, 2002-09. World Dev.
66, 237-253.

Lebedev, Sergey, Sun, Sunny Li, Markéczy, Livia, Peng, Mike W., 2021. Board political ties and firm internationalization. J. Int. Manag.

Lecraw, D.T., 1977. Direct investment by firms from less developed countries. Oxf. Econ. Pap. 29 (3), 442-457.

Lecraw, D.T., 1993. Outward direct investment by Indonesian firms: motivations and effects. J. Int. Bus. Stud. 24 (3), 589-600.

Li, P.P., 2010. Toward a learning-based view of internationalization: the accelerated trajectories of cross-border learning for latecomers. J. Int. Manag. 16 (1), 43-59.

Li, J., Kozhikode, R.K., 2008. Knowledge management and innovation strategy: the challenge for latecomers in emerging economies. Asia Pac. J. Manag. 25 (3),
429-450.

Li, J., Shapiro, D., 2019. Investments by emerging-market multinationals in other emerging markets. In: Grosse, R., Meyer, K. (Eds.), Oxford Handbook of
Management in Emerging Markets. Oxford University Press, pp. 1-26.

Li, J., Meyer, K.E., Zhang, H., Ding, Y., 2018. Diplomatic and corporate networks: bridges to foreign locations. J. Int. Bus. Stud. 49 (6), 659-683.

Li, W.H., Guo, B., De Sisto, M., 2021. Untangling the commonalities and differences between domestic cross-regional experience and international experience in
shaping speed of internationalization. J. Int. Manag. 27 (2), 100852.

Liang, X., Lu, X., Wang, L., 2012. Outward internationalization of private enterprises in China: the effect of competitive advantages and disadvantages compared to
home market rivals. J. World Bus. 47 (1), 134-144.

Liu, Y., Woywode, M., 2013. Light-touch integration of Chinese Cross-Border M&A: the influences of culture and absorptive capacity. Thunderbird Int. Bus. Rev. 55
(4), 469-483.

Liu, X., Xiao, W., Huang, X., 2008. Bounded entrepreneurship and internationalisation of indigenous private-owned firms. Int. Bus. Rev. 17 (4), 488-508.

Liuhto, K.T., Majuri, S.S., 2014. Outward foreign direct investment from Russia: a literature review. J. East-West Bus. 20 (4), 198-224.

Lockett, H., Henderson, R., 2020. China stock listings on wall street accelerate under trump. Financial Times, 11 October.

Lu, J., Liu, X., Filatotchev, L., Wright, M., 2014. The impact of domestic diversification and top management teams on the international diversification of Chinese
firms. Int. Bus. Rev. 23, 455-467.

Luo, Y., Tung, R.L., 2007. International expansion of emerging market enterprises: a springboard perspective. J. Int. Bus. Stud. 38 (4), 481-498.

Luo, Y., Tung, R.L., 2018. A general theory of springboard MNEs. J. Int. Bus. Stud. 49 (2), 129-152.

Luo, Y., Wang, S.L., 2012. Foreign direct investment strategies by developing country multinationals: a diagnostic model for home country effects. Glob. Strateg. J. 2
(3), 244-261.

Luo, Y., Zhang, H., 2016. Emerging Market MNEs: qualitative review and theoretical directions. J. Int. Manag. 22 (4), 333-350.

Luo, Y., Xue, Q., Han, B., 2010. How emerging market governments promote outward FDI: experience from China. J. World Bus. 45 (1), 68-79.

Luo, Yadong, Maksimov, Vladislav, Juan, Bu., 2021. Making Geographic Dispersion Work for Emerging Market MNEs. J. Int. Manag.

Ma, X., Ding, Z., Yuan, L., 2016. Subnational institutions, political capital, and the internationalization of entrepreneurial firms in emerging economies. J. World Bus.
51 (5), 843-854.

Madhok, A., Keyhani, M., 2012. Acquisitions as entrepreneurship: asymmetries, opportunities, and the internationalization of multinationals from emerging
economies. Glob. Strateg. J. 2 (1), 26-40.

Madsen, T.K., Servais, P., 1997. The internationalization of born globals: an evolutionary process? Int. Bus. Rev. 6 (6), 561-583.

Manolova, T.S., Manev, I.M., Gyoshev, B.S., 2010. In good company: the role of personal and inter-firm networks for new-venture internationalization in a transition
economy. J. World Bus. 45 (3), 257-265.

Mathews, J.A., 2002a. Dragon Multinational: A New Model for Global Growth. Oxford University Press, New York.

Mathews, J.A., 2002b. Competitive advantages of the latecomer firm: a resource-based account of industrial catch-up strategies. Asia Pac. J. Manag. 19 (4), 467-488.

Mathews, J.A., 2006. Dragon multinationals: new players in 21 st century globalization. Asia Pac. J. Manag. 23 (1), 5-27.

McDougall, P.P., Shane, S., Oviatt, B.M., 1994. Explaining the formation of international new ventures: The limits of theories from international business research.
J. Bus. Ventur. 9 (6), 469-487.

Merchant, H. (Ed.), 2016. Handbook of Contemporary Research on Emerging Markets. Edward Elgar, Northampton, MA.

Meyer, K.E., 2006. Asian management research needs more self-confidence. Asia Pac. J. Manag. 23 (2), 119-137.

Meyer, K., Thaijongrak, O., 2013. The dynamics of emerging economy MNEs: how the internationalization process model can guide future research. Asia Pac. J.
Manag. 30 (4), 1125-1153.

Mitchell, T., Hale, T., Lockett, H., 2020. Beijing and wall street deepen ties despite geopolitical rivalry. Financial Times, 27 October.

Morck, R., Yeung, B., Zhao, M., 2008, Perspectives on China’s outward foreign direct investment. J. Int. Bus. Stud. 39 (3), 337-350.

Musacchio, A., Lazzarini, S.G., 2014. Reinventing State Capitalism: Leviathan in Business, Brazil and Beyond. Harvard University Press.

Narula, R., 2012. Do we need different frameworks to explain infant MNEs from developing countries? Glob. Strateg. J. 2 (3), 188-204.

Narula, R., 2014. The limits of ‘new’ multinational enterprises: institutions, systems, and ‘members-only’ location advantages. In: Cuervo-Cazurra, A., Ramamurti, R.
(Eds.), Understanding Multinationals from Emerging Markets. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge.

15



P. Gammeltoft and A. Cuervo-Cazurra Journal of International Management 27 (2021) 100884

Nayyar, D., 2008. The internationalization of firms from India: investment, mergers, and acquisitions. Oxf. Dev. Stud. 36 (1), 111-131.

Nielsen, B.B., Nielsen, S., 2010. A multilevel approach to understanding the multinationality—performance relationship. In: The Past, Present and Future of
International Business & Management.

Nuruzzaman, N., Singh, D., Gaur, A.S., 2020. Institutional support, hazards, and internationalization of emerging market firms. Glob. Strateg. J. 10 (2), 361-385.

Pananond, P., Gereffi, G., Pedersen, T., 2020. An integrative typology of global strategy and global value chains: the management and organization of cross-border
activities. Glob. Strateg. J. 10 (3), 421-443.

Panicker, V.S., Mitra, S., Upadhyayula, R.S., 2019. Institutional investors and international investments in emerging economy firms: a behavioral risk perspective.
J. World Bus. 54 (4), 322-334.

Pattnaik, Chinmay, Singh, Deeksha, Gaur, Ajai S., 2021. Home country learning and international expansion of emerging market multinationals. J. Int. Manag.

Paul, J., Benito, G.R.G., 2018. A review of research on outward foreign direct investment from emerging countries, including China: what do we know, how do we
know and where should we be heading? Asia Pacific Bus. Rev. 24 (1), 90-115.

Peng, M.W., 2012. The global strategy of emerging multinationals from China. Glob. Strateg. J. 2 (2), 97-107.

Quer, D., Claver, E., Rienda, L., 2012. Political risk, cultural distance, and outward foreign direct investment: empirical evidence from large Chinese firms. Asia Pac. J.
Manag. 29 (4), 1089-1104,

Ramamurti, R., 2009. What have we learned about emerging-market MNEs? In: Ramamurti, R., Singh, J.V. (Eds.), Emerging Multinationals in Emerging Markets.
Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, U.K.

Ramamurti, R., 2012. What is really different about emerging market multinationals? Glob. Strateg. J. 2 (1), 41-47.

Ramamurti, R., Singh, J.V. (Eds.), 2009. Emerging Multinationals in Emerging Markets. Cambridge University Press.

Ramasamy, B., Yeung, M., Laforet, S., 2012. China’s outward foreign direct investment: location choice and firm ownership. J. World Bus. 47 (1), 17-25.

Ray, P.K., Ray, S., Kumar, V., 2017. Internationalization of latecomer firms from emerging economies—the role of resultant and autonomous learning. Asia Pac. J.
Manag. 34 (4), 851-873.

Ricard, Antonin, Shimizu, Katsuhiko, Vieu, Marion, 2021. Deepening the timing dimension of emerging market multinational companies’ internationalization — An
exploratory perspective. J. Int. Manag.

Rugman, A.M., Sauvant, K.P., Maschek, W.A., McAllister, G.A., 2010. Do we need a new theory to explain emerging market multinationals?. In: Foreign Direct
Investments from Emerging Markets: The Challenges Ahead. Palgrave Macmillan, New York.

Rugman, A., Li, J., 2007. Will China’s multinationals succeed globally or regionally? Eur. Manag. J. 25 (5), 333-343.

Satta, G., Parola, F., Persico, L., 2014. Temporal and spatial constructs in service firms’ internationalization patterns: the determinants of the accelerated growth of
emerging MNEs. J. Int. Manag. 20 (4), 421-435.

Sauvant, K.P. (Ed.), 2009. The Rise of Transnational Corporations from Emerging Markets: Threat or Opportunity?. Edward Elgar Publishing.

Stoian, C., Mohr, A., 2016. Outward foreign direct investment from emerging economies: escaping home country regulative voids. Int. Bus. Rev. 25 (5), 1124-1135.

Sun, S.L., Peng, M.W., Ren, B., Yan, D., 2012. A comparative ownership advantage framework for cross-border M&As: the rise of Chinese and Indian MNEs. J. World
Bus. 47 (1), 4-16.

Surdu, Irina, Narula, Rajneesh, 2021. Organizational learning, unlearning and re-internationalization timing: Differences between emerging- versus developed-market
MNEs. J. Int. Manag.

Tan, D., Meyer, K.E., 2019. Context-bridging and context-embedded experience: growth drivers of emerging economy business groups. Asia Pac. J. Manag. 1-34.

Teece, D.J., 2014. A dynamic capabilities-based entrepreneurial theory of the multinational enterprise. J. Int. Bus. Stud. 45 (1), 8-37.

Thomas, D.E., Eden, L., Hitt, M.A., Miller, S.R., 2007. Experience of emerging market firms: the role of cognitive bias in developed market entry and survival. Manag.
Int. Rev. 47 (6), 845-867.

Tsui, A., 2007. From homogenization to pluralism: international management research in the academy and beyond. Acad. Manag. J. 50 (6), 1353-1364.

UNCTAD, 2020a. Investment Trends Monitor. October, Issue 36.

UNCTAD, 2020b. World Investment Report 2020: International Production beyond the Pandemic. United Nations Publications, New York.

USCBC, 2020. Member Survey 2020. US-China Business Council. https://www.uschina.org/sites/default/files/uscbe member survey 2020.pdf.

Vahlne, J.E., 2020. Development of the Uppsala model of internationalization process: from internationalization to evolution. Glob. Strateg. J. 10 (2), 239-250.

Vahlne, J.E., Johanson, J., 2017. From internationalization to evolution: the Uppsala model at 40 years. J. Int. Bus. Stud. 48 (9), 1087-1102.

Verbeke, A., Kano, L., 2015. The new internalization theory and multinational enterprises from emerging economies: a business history perspective. Bus. Hist. Rev. 89
(3), 415-445.

Vernon, R., 1966. International investment and international trade in the product cycle. Q. J. Econ. 80 (2), 190-207.

Vernon-Wortzel, H., Wortzel, L.H., 1988. Globalizing strategies for multinationals from developing countries. Columbia J. World Bus. 23 (1), 27-35.

Wang, B., Gao, K., 2019. Forty years development of China’s outward foreign direct investment: retrospect and the challenges ahead. China World Econ. 27 (3), 1-24.

Wang, C., Hong, J., Kafouros, M., Boateng, A., 2012. What drives outward FDI of Chinese firms? Testing the explanatory power of three theoretical frameworks. Int.
Bus. Rev. 21 (3), 425-438.

Wang, L., Yan, H., Yang, X., Ciabuschi, F., Wei, W.X., 2020. Assets of origin? Chinese multinational enterprises amidst the belt and road initiative. Thunderbird Int.
Bus. Rev. 62 (3), 233-238.

Wells, L.T., 1977. The internationalisation of firms from developing countries. In: Agmon, T., Kindleberger, C.P. (Eds.), Multinationals from Small Countries. MIT
Press, Cambridge, MA.

Wells, L.T., 1983. Third World Multinationals: The Rise of Foreign Investments from Developing Countries. MIT Press Books.

Whitley, R., 2014. Change and continuity in east Asian business systems. In: The Oxford Handbook of Asian Business Systems, pp. 633-664.

Williamson, P.J., Raman, A.P., 2011. How China reset its acquisition agenda. Harv. Bus. Rev. 89 (4), 109-114.

Williamson, P., Wan, F., 2018. Emerging market multinationals and the concept of ownership advantages. Int. J. Emerg. Mark. 13 (3), 557-567.

Williamson, P.J., Ramamurti, R., Fleury, A., Fleury, M.T.L., 2013. The Competitive Advantage of Emerging Market Multinationals. Cambridge University Press.

Witt, M.A., Lewin, A.Y., 2007. Perspective: outward foreign direct investment as escape response to home country institutional constraints. J. Int. Bus. Stud. 38 (4),
579-594.

World Bank, 2020. World Development Report 2020: Trading for Development in the Age of Global Value Chains. The World Bank, Washington, DC.

Xu, Q.R., Zhu, L., Zheng, G., Wang, F.R., 2006. Haier’s Tao of innovation: a case study of the emerging Total innovation management model. J. Technol. Transf. 32
(1-2), 27-47.

Yang, M., 2012. Outward foreign direct investment activities and strategies by firms from emerging markets: management literature review from 2005-2010’. Curr.
Top. Manag. 16, 143-166.

Yang, X., Jiang, Y., Kang, R., Ke, Y., 2009. A comparative analysis of the internationalization of Chinese and Japanese firms. Asia Pac. J. Manag. 26 (1), 141-162.

Zhong, W., Peng, J., Liu, C., 2013. Internationalization performance of Chinese multinational companies in the developed markets. J. Bus. Res. 66 (12), 2479-2484.

16



