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Abstract 

This paper provides a counterpoint to Buckley and Hashai’s paper “Is competitive advantage 

a necessary condition for the emergence of the Multinational Enterprise?”. We agree with 

their conclusion that it is, in fact, not a necessary condition, but argue that the theoretical 

reasons behind this are different and more diverse than the ones they propose. We suggest that 

much extant economic theory is in fact consistent with their view that firms may 

internationalize without owning or achieving competitive advantages, and model various 

other ways in which imperfections can drive their overall result. We strongly applaud Buckley 

and Hashai’s attempt to add more rigor to International Business theory and call for future 

work to extend this debate.  
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INTRODUCTION 

We are grateful for this opportunity to comment on Peter Buckley and Niron Hashai’s (BH) paper, 

“Is competitive advantage a necessary condition for the emergence of the Multinational 

Enterprise?” (this issue), which partly summarizes and partly extends their earlier article (Buckley 

& Hashai, 2009).  Overall, we are fully sympathetic towards attempts to add more rigorous 

reasoning to our field, both in terms of making assumptions and deductive chains fully explicit, and 

in terms of adopting a formal (mathematical) approach. We are particularly sympathetic of such 

exercises when they show that deeply ingrained ideas are special cases or not correct at all. We 

therefore certainly applaud the aim of BH. Nevertheless, management research inherently deals 

with highly complex phenomena (Hayek, 1964) and management researchers are typically less 

patient with the often heroic assumptions that characterize much of economics (Foss & Hallberg, 

2014). In this commentary we bring this discord to the forefront of the debate about the emergence 

of MNCs, and at the same time present some challenges to the specific form of the modeling effort 

of BH, including some of the assumptions they make as part of this effort. We describe these in 

some detail in the following and discuss some ways in which their model can be taken a bit further. 

However, we begin by discussing the motivating assumptions or claims in the BH paper.  

 

EXTANT RESEARCH ON COMPETITIVE ADVANTAGE  

AND THE EXISTENCE OF THE MNC 

The motivation for BH (2014: 1) is that the “view that the possession of a competitive advantage is 

a necessary condition for the emergence of the multinational enterprise (MNE) is a cornerstone of 

the international business and international strategy literatures,” which they also characterize as an 

“axiom for international business and international strategy scholars.” Indeed, as we will explain 

below, we agree with BH than MNCs can, and do, arise independently of competitive advantages. 

In fact, we would even argue that, while many MNC scholars may indeed hold this view, they do so 

against what should be their better knowledge. The MNC arises when a national firm takes 

ownership of productive asset in a foreign country for the purpose of setting up production (broadly 

defined) in that country while still operating in the domestic country,and extant literature suggests 

that this may happen for a number of reasons.  

First, internationalizing firms may seek to secure advantages by means of asset ownership that 

they currently do not have, and which are not available at functioning markets at reasonable cost. 
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Markets may not exist for the relevant advantages (e.g., firms establishing subsidiaries to benefit 

from positive technological externalities in a geographical cluster); or, firms may face monopolist 

suppliers (so that setting up production becomes a means of circumventing the exercise of market 

power); or, the market may be fraught with transaction costs.  Such “asset-seeking” motives for 

foreign direct investment do not presuppose the possession of a competitive advantage, in fact, quite 

the contrary. As BH acknowledge, the possibility of asset-seeking FDI is by now a well-established 

component of the “competitive advantage” view of MNCs. We would add to that by suggesting that 

the counterexamples they evoke—in particular, the rise of emerging market MNCs—might in fact 

be explained by such motives
1
.  

Second (and more critically), linking competitive advantage and the existence of the 

multinational corporation virtually always involves horizontal integration or diversification across 

national borders.  Typically, the firm is argued to possess some knowledge that while perhaps tacit 

and complex nevertheless is “fungible” within the MNC; thus, given the scalable nature of this 

asset, the direct resource costs of utilizing it as an asset that underpins a foreign direct investment 

are small. Moreover, given the characteristics of the relevant knowledge, it is often the case that 

integration across borders is preferable to capturing rents from the knowledge by means of, for 

example, licensing arrangements (e.g., Teece, 1986).  However, this story mainly accounts for the 

boundaries (across borders) in the horizontal dimension, and firms also have boundaries in the 

vertical dimension. Thus, it is entirely conceivable (and for empirical evidence, see, e.g., Gatignon 

& Anderson, 1988; Hanson et al., 2005) that firms may integrate vertically across national borders 

in order to reduce ex post haggling costs with foreign suppliers or customers (Williamson, 1985) or 

cope with problems of inefficient ex ante investments (Grossman & Hart, 1986).   None of these 

motives for forming a vertically integrated multinational corporation necessitate the possession of 

competitive advantage. In fact, our dominant theories of firm boundaries are entirely silent about 

such advantage.  

Third, it is quite possible that MNCs can arise not as a result of competitive advantage but as 

a result of specialization in certain market segments that can be served globally. As described by 

New Trade Theory (Krugman, 1979), this type of specialization is a likely outcome when the 

industry structure is characterized by monopolistic competition and production technology by high 

                                                           
1
 To be precise, one may ask two seemingly similar but fundamentally different questions: (1) “Is a pre-existing 

competitive advantage a necessary condition for a domestic firm to become multinational?” and (2) “Is a competitive 

advantage a necessary condition for the existence of a Multinational Enterprise?”. Asset-seeking motives imply that the 

answer to (1) is “No”, but does not say much about (2). We argue below that the answer to (2) is also “No”, for different 

reasons. 
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economies of scale. Paul Krugman won the Nobel Prize in 2008 for this and other insights, but 

scholars of the MNC have so far been surprisingly reluctant to pick up on it and draw out the full 

implications of this model for the theory of the MNC. Yet, if global market servicing requires 

horizontal FDI, perhaps because of prohibitive transportation costs (Helpman, Melitz, & Yeaple, 

2004)
2
 or transaction costs that necessitate geographical proximity to customers (Cannon & 

Homburg, 2001), intra-industry trade may be translated into intra-firm trade as well and thus lead to 

the emergence of the MNC. Admittedly, fusing these results with the idea of competitive advantage 

is difficult due to a broader lack of integration that still exists between the economics literature in 

which rivalry is defined by industry structure (monopoly, oligopoly, monopolistic competition, and 

perfect competition) and the RBV in which it is defined by resource positions (competitive 

advantage and disadvantage). Hence, in a monopolistic competition setup, can a firm that addresses 

a particular global market segment be said to have a competitive advantage? Which other firms 

constitute the benchmark for such an advantage? If the benchmark consists of the non-existent firms 

that could potentially have served the same market segment, one might indeed argue that a 

competitive advantage (or at least an absence of competitive disadvantage) is necessary for the 

firm’s internationalization and in fact for its existence. However, if the benchmark is the firm’s 

(imperfect) competitors in its broadly defined industry, then the MNC need have no competitive 

advantage, and may in fact have a disadvantage in the form of higher costs: it will still be able to 

serve its global segment because it is protected from the other firms by the horizontal differentiation 

in the market. 

Fourth, and finally, we contend that the whole debate about the conditions that lead to the 

emergence of the MNC may have taken place at a too high level of abstraction, because it lumps 

together two vastly different ways in which firms internationalize, namely through greenfield 

investments and through acquisitions. It can be argued, as we will show below, that greenfield 

investments in foreign countries where superior competitors exist is an uphill battle and that this 

would indeed prevent MNCs without competitive advantage from arising. However, the examples 

that BH initially evoke are not greenfield investments, but mergers and acquisitions between 

developed and emerging market firms. Buying a foreign firm in a horizontal acquisition has two 

performance-enhancing effects: it eliminates a competitor, which tends to increase profits for all 

remaining firms in the industry (Kim & Singal, 1993), and it allows the resulting merged firm to 

                                                           
2
 Interestingly, in the model of Helpman et al. (2004), if transportation costs are low enough it will only be the most 

productive firms that engage in FDI. This suggests that, while competitive advantage is not a necessary condition for 

the emergence of a MNC, it might make it more likely. 
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lower its average costs by integrating fixed costs and achieving economies of scale (Krugman, 

1979).  These two effects may offset the costs of internationalizing without a competitive 

advantage.  

 

EXTENDING BUCKLEY AND HASHAI:  

TAKING TRANSACTION COSTS INTO ACCOUNT  

Implicit and Explicit Assumptions 

Because their approach is formal, BH make most of their assumptions explicit. Yet, we would 

argue that as always a few of these assumptions remain implicit, in particular assumptions about 

transaction costs. Thus, BH argue that considerations of maximizing total utility across 

entrepreneurs and workers show that multinational firms may be the utility maximizing alternative. 

However, a utility maximizing organizational alternative will only be chosen if the relevant parties 

can bargain and transfer utility among them at zero or low cost (Milgrom & Roberts, 1990).  

Otherwise, transaction costs will block utility-increasing “Coasian” trade (Coase, 1960).  Given that 

BH adopt total utility maximization (and do not say that this is net of transaction costs) as the 

relevant criterion, one might infer that they must assume that transaction costs in general are zero. 

However, this is at variance with their explicit assumption of high transaction costs in the markets 

for knowledge. Thus, their assumptions about transaction costs are not only somewhat implicit, but 

also “asymmetrical” (Foss & Hallberg, 2014).  

Introducing imperfections selectively in an otherwise “perfect” model (e.g., perfect 

competition) is, of course, conventional in the context of formal modeling, particularly in 

information economics, contract theory and similar fields of applied microeconomics, and has the 

advantage of highlighting the specific “imperfection” or “friction” (aka transaction costs) that drive 

a given result.  In the specific context of BH’s model, their assumption that markets for knowledge 

are fraught with imperfections is necessary to their result. However, as we demonstrate in the 

following, other imperfections, notably imperfections in product markets, can also do the job. We 

first build a simple model of perfect product markets and show that the “conventional wisdom” that 

BH criticize hold true under these conditions, but that imperfections in such markets is another way 

to generate the overall result of BH, namely that national firms without a competitive advantage can 

gain from internationalizing.  

Perfect Product Markets  
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We extend BH’s reasoning by considering greenfield investments which seem to be left out of 

BH’s theory (they seem to rather consider cross-border M&As). Consider first a potential greenfield 

investment by a firm (firm 2) that possesses a competitive disadvantage relative to a competitor 

(firm 1) in the foreign country. Suppose that the degree of product market rivalry between these two 

firms is very intense if they are exposed to each other. A very simple way to model this is using the 

Value-Price-Cost framework (Hoopes, Madsen, & Walker, 2003) and applying Bertrand-style 

competition; that is, all consumers always choose the best value proposition  V P . Suppose that 

the two firms have costs 
1C  and 2C , respectively, with 

1 2C C . Suppose that both firms have 

identical values V in their respective home countries. However, due to a liability of foreignness 

(Zaheer, 1995) they only have 1V L  and 2V L  (L > 0), respectively, as soon as they enter a 

foreign market. Finally, we assume that exports are prohibitively costly for the reasons mentioned 

in the introduction, and that there is a (possibly very small) fixed entry cost of F.  

Will it ever be in the interest of the competitively disadvantaged firm (2) to internationalize by 

forming a MNC? To answer this, we first need a solution concept for the model. The general result 

given the type of competition assumed here is that the firm with the highest V C  span wins, 

because it can offer a slightly higher value proposition to consumers than the other firm can, taking 

the entire market, while still retaining positive margins and thus making a profit. With this 

condition, firm 2 is competitive in firm 1’s market if 2 2 1 2 1 2V L C V C L C C       . Clearly, 

this is impossible given the specification of the parameters, so the competitively disadvantaged firm 

cannot internationalize since it would not be able to recoup even an infinitesimally small entry cost 

(F). Not even asymmetric liabilities of foreignness (e.g. 1 2L L ) change this fact: as long as 2L  is 

non-negative, the condition above can never be fulfilled and so the firm will remain a domestic one 

(and in fact the other firm’s liability of foreignness will not matter for that decision at all).  

The competitively advantaged firm, on the other hand, may internationalize if it can win over 

the other firm in the foreign market: 1 1 2 2 1 1V L C V C C C L       —a formal expression of 

the well-known tenet that the size of the internationalizing firm’s competitive advantage needs to be 

larger than the liability of foreignness for which it must compensate. If this inequality is satisfied, 

the firm sets a price in the foreign market of  1 2 2 1V L V C C L        , where  is a very 

small amount. For 0  , it has margins of      2 1 1 2 1 1P C C L C C C L       , thus earning 
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profits proportional to the gap between its competitive advantage and the offsetting liability of 

foreignness (before paying the fixed entry cost). 

These results largely reflect what BH call the conventional wisdom in IB. Yet, the 

formalization of them provides the benefit that it brings the implicit assumptions to the surface, and 

they turn out to be strong ones indeed, as they limit the outcome to greenfield investments under 

conditions similar to perfect competition. As soon as we relax any one of those two assumptions, 

the conventional wisdom falls on its face. 

Competitive Imperfections: Transaction Costs in Product Markets 

One way to relax the assumption of extreme rivalry is to introduce what Chatain and Zemsky 

(2011) call “frictions” in the product market. These are various kinds of transaction costs that may 

hinder mutually beneficial trade from taking place, illustrating our earlier point that transaction 

costs are key to the reasoning of BH. Whereas they introduce transaction costs in markets for 

knowledge to drive their results, we show that similar results can result from introducing transaction 

costs in product markets; thus, given transaction costs or “frictions” in product markets, firms that 

do not possess a competitive advantage may still find it profitable to establish a MNC.  

Following Chatain & Zemsky (2011) we construe the market as a situation of free-form 

bargaining between consumers and sellers, and assume that each supplier fails to make it to the 

negotiation table with probability f. We normalize the size of each market to 1 and further assume 

that, when there is a surplus to be bargained over, the firm has all the bargaining strength vis-à-vis 

the consumers. With these assumptions, firm 2 would earn expected profits of 

  2 21f f V L C F     from entering the market of firm 1 (whereas firm 1 would earn 

      
2

1 1 2 1 11 1f f V L C f C C L F         entering firm 2’s home market). It can quickly be 

verified that the perfectly competitive model described above is a special case of this model with 

0f  . More importantly, with frictions 0f   it is possible that the competitively disadvantaged 

firm can make a profit entering the market of its superior competitor. For example, with 10V  , 

1 2 2L L  , 1 4C  , 2 6C  , and 3
8

F  , this firm’s entry profit becomes    3
8

1 2f f  , which is 

positive at moderate levels of friction 31
4 4
,f   . Hence, competitive imperfections allow 

competitively disadvantaged firms to internationalize into the markets of superior rivals. The 

parallel to New Trade Theory is obvious, since the horizontal differentiation in the monopolistic 

competition model is just another way to model competitive imperfections. 

Mergers and Acquisitions: Hymerian Reasons for the Existence of the MNC 
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Even (and especially) if the degree of competition between the firms is extremely high, 

internationalization by acquisition is an altogether different value proposition compared to the 

greenfield expansion option. Suppose that the two firms in the original example merge. If the 

competitive advantage of the strong firm is based on technological knowledge which is both 

fungible (Teece, 1986), scale-free (Levinthal & Wu, 2010) and transferable within the firm, the 

resulting MNC will create more value than the two individual firms could, evoking the theory of the 

MNC as a vehicle for knowledge transfer (Teece, 1986; Kogut & Zander, 1993). However, even if 

this knowledge is completely “sticky” within the firm (Szulanski, 1996)—for example, because it is 

tacit or causally ambiguous (Lippman & Rumelt, 1982) or because of resistance towards the 

knowledge in the recipient unit, there are strong competitive motivations for the firms to merge.  

Thus, the resulting MNC would be a monopolist in both markets, and be able to set a price just 

below V, earning 1V C  and 2V C  in the two markets, respectively. While this is no different 

from the situation before the two firms had an opportunity to internationalize, it may be better than 

the situation that would arise if firm 1 internationalized into firm 2’s market, in which case it would 

earn 2 1 1C C L   in that market. Hence, if 2 2 1 1V C C C L    —essentially, if there is enough 

consumer value to appropriate—the merged firm would be more valuable than the sum of the two 

individual firms, not because of synergies but because the merger prevents ‘organic’ 

internationalization and the associated increase in rivalry. This example, while admittedly highly 

stylized, comes uncomfortably close to the Hymerian notion that the MNC arises, not as a vehicle 

for exploiting or creating competitive advantages, but as an “instrument of restraining competition 

between firms from different nations” (Hymer, 1970: 443). 

Which Firm is Internationalizing?  

The question is which firm is internationalizing here? Arguably both are, but the tendency is to 

see the acquiring firm as the internationalizing one. BH motivates their paper in part with examples 

of emerging market firms acquiring firms that have superior technological and marketing assets, 

suggesting perhaps that these are internationalizing firms without competitive advantages and thus 

warrant a theoretical explanation. Yet the strategy literature offers relatively few predictions about 

“who buys whom”, the most salient one emerging from property rights theory (Grossman & Hart, 

1986). According to this perspective, it is actually not the relative competitive (dis)advantage of the 

two firms, but, given incomplete contracts, rather the relative incentive effects on their owner-

entrepreneurs in terms of investment behaviors, that determine the direction of the acquisition. 

Thus, if firm 1 integrates firm 2, this strengthens the incentives of the owner-entrepreneurs of firm 2 
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(they can now appropriate the surplus from investing in the combined operation) while it weakens 

those of the owner-entrepreneurs of firm 1 (they are now salaried managers). We began by 

assuming that 
1 2C C . It seems natural to assume that the competitive advantaged firm should 

integrate the disadvantaged one. However, this may not be the case, as it is entirely conceivable that 

strengthening the incentives of the entrepreneur-owners of firm 2 matter more to the profitability 

than strengthening the incentives of the entrepreneur-owners of firm 1. For example, it may be 

easier to reduce costs in firm 2 (where they are high) than in firm 1 (where they are already low).  

Also, realistically, capital market imperfections may add to that story since the financial 

capacity of firms from rapidly growing emerging markets may exceed that of credit-crunched 

Western firms during the financial crisis. Capital market imperfections, like the incomplete 

contracts that drive the above property rights reasoning, are results of transaction costs. Therefore, 

these examples reinforce our earlier point that being explicit about what exactly is assumed about 

transaction costs is necessary to a clear discourse in the MNC field, a point forcefully made by 

David Teece (1986) almost three decades ago.  

 

CONCLUSIONS 

In sum, BH have done us all a great service by challenging what may be an ingrained assertion in 

large parts of the IB research community that competitive advantage is a necessary condition for the 

emergence of MNCs. We concur with their overall position, but also argue that the theoretical 

mechanisms behind this fact are more diverse and nuanced than what they suggest, and that a fuller 

integration of economics into the strategy literature than what currently exists would have made that 

more salient. We hope that future work, by extending the approach of BH or drawing on the 

perspectives we have evoked in this commentary, can shed further light on the boundary conditions 

for the internationalization of firms. 

 

REFERENCES 

Buckley PJ, Hashai N. 2009. Formalizing internationalization in the eclectic paradigm. Journal of 

International Business Studies, 40(1): 58-70. 

Cannon JP, Homburg C. 2001. Buyer–supplier relationships and customer firm costs. Journal of 

Marketing, 65(1): 29−44. 

Chatain O, Zemsky P. 2011. Value Creation and Value Capture with Frictions. Strategic 

Management Journal, 32 (11): 1206-1231. 



10 
 

Coase RH. 1960. The problem of social cost. Journal of Law and Economics, 3: 1-44.  

Foss NJ, Hallberg N. 2014. How symmetrical assumptions facilitate theoretical advance in strategic 

management: the case of the resource-based view.” Strategic Management Journal 

(forthcoming). 

Gatignon H, Anderson E. 1988. The multinational corporation's degree of control over foreign 

subsidiaries: An empirical test of a transaction cost explanation. Journal of Law, Economics, 

and Organization, 4: 305-326. 

Grossman SJ, Hart O. 1986. The costs and benefits of ownership: A theory of vertical and lateral 

integration. Journal of Political Economy, 94: 691-719. 

Hanson GH, Mataloni RJ, Slaughter MJ. 2005. Vertical Production Networks in Multinational 

Firms. Review of Economics and Statistics, 87: 664-678. 

Hayek FAv. 1964. The theory of complex phenomena. In idem. 1967. Studies in Politics, 

Philosophy and Economics. London: Routledge and Kegan Paul.  

Helpman E, Melitz MJ, Yeaple SR. 2004. Export Versus FDI with Heterogeneous Firms. American 

Economic Review 94, 300-316. 

Hoopes DG, Madsen TL, Walker G. 2003. Guest Editors’ Introduction to the Special Issue: Why is 

There a Resource-Based View? Toward a Theory of Competitive Heterogeneity. Strategic 

Management Journal, 24: 889–902. 

Hymer S. 1970. The efficiency (contradictions) of multinational corporations. American Economic 

Review, 60(2): 441-448. 

Kim EH, Singal V. 1993. Mergers and market power: Evidence from the airline industry. American 

Economic Review, 83: 549–569. 

Kogut B, Zander U. 1993. Knowledge of the firm and the evolutionary theory of the multinational 

corporation. Journal of International Business Studies, 24: 625-645. 

Krugman PR. 1970. Increasing Returns, Monopolistic Competition, and International Trade. 

Journal of International Economics, 9: 469-79.  

Levinthal DA, Wu B. 2010. Opportunity costs and non‐scale free capabilities: profit maximization, 

corporate scope, and profit margins. Strategic Management Journal 31(7): 780-801. 

Lippman SA, Rumelt RP. 1982. Uncertain Imitability: An Analysis of Interfirm Differences in 

Efficiency under Competition. The Bell Journal of Economics 13(2): 418-438.  

Milgrom P, Roberts J. 1990. Bargaining cost, influence cost, and the organization of economic 

activity. In Alt, J, Shepsle K, eds. Perspectives on Positive Political Economy. Cambridge: 

Cambridge University Press. 



11 
 

Szulanski G. 1996. Exploring internal stickiness: Impediments to the transfer of best practice within 

the firm. Strategic Management Journal, 17: 27-43. 

Teece, D.J. 1986. Transaction Cost Economics and the Multinational Enterprise: An Assessment. 

Journal of Economic Behavior and Organization, 7: 21-45. 

Williamson, OE. 1985. The Economic Institutions of Capitalism. New York: Free Press. 

Zaheer, S. 1995. Overcoming the liability of foreignness. Academy of Management Journal, 38(2): 

341–363. 

 



SMG – Working Papers 
www.cbs.dk/smg 

 

2003 

2003-1: Nicolai J. Foss, Kenneth Husted, Snejina Michailova, and Torben Pedersen: 
Governing Knowledge Processes: Theoretical Foundations and Research 
Opportunities. 

2003-2: Yves Doz, Nicolai J. Foss, Stefanie Lenway, Marjorie Lyles, Silvia Massini, 
Thomas P. Murtha and Torben Pedersen: Future Frontiers in International 
Management Research: Innovation, Knowledge Creation, and Change in 
Multinational Companies. 

2003-3: Snejina Michailova and Kate Hutchings: The Impact of In-Groups and Out-
Groups on Knowledge Sharing in Russia and China CKG Working Paper. 

2003-4: Nicolai J. Foss and Torben Pedersen: The MNC as a Knowledge Structure: The 
Roles of Knowledge Sources and Organizational Instruments in MNC Knowledge 
Management CKG Working Paper. 

2003-5: Kirsten Foss, Nicolai J. Foss and Xosé H. Vázquez-Vicente: “Tying the Manager’s 
Hands”: How Firms Can Make Credible Commitments That Make Opportunistic 
Managerial Intervention Less Likely CKG Working Paper. 

2003-6: Marjorie Lyles, Torben Pedersen and Bent Petersen: Knowledge Gaps: The Case 
of Knowledge about Foreign Entry. 

2003-7: Kirsten Foss and Nicolai J. Foss: The Limits to Designed Orders: Authority under 
“Distributed Knowledge” CKG Working Paper. 

2003-8: Jens Gammelgaard and Torben Pedersen: Internal versus External Knowledge 
Sourcing of Subsidiaries - An Organizational Trade-Off. 

2003-9: Kate Hutchings and Snejina Michailova: Facilitating Knowledge Sharing in 
Russian and Chinese Subsidiaries: The Importance of Groups and Personal 
Networks Accepted for publication in Journal of Knowledge Management. 

2003-10: Volker Mahnke, Torben Pedersen and Markus Verzin: The Impact of Knowledge 
Management on MNC Subsidiary Performance: the Role of Absorptive Capacity 
CKG Working Paper. 

2003-11: Tomas Hellström and Kenneth Husted: Mapping Knowledge and Intellectual 
Capital in Academic Environments: A Focus Group Study Accepted for 
publication in Journal of Intellectual Capital  CKG Working Paper.  

2003-12: Nicolai J Foss: Cognition and Motivation in the Theory of the Firm: Interaction or 
“Never the Twain Shall Meet”? Accepted for publication in Journal des Economistes 
et des Etudes Humaines CKG Working Paper.  

2003-13: Dana Minbaeva and Snejina Michailova: Knowledge Transfer and Expatriation 
Practices in MNCs: The Role of Disseminative Capacity.  

2003-14: Christian Vintergaard and Kenneth Husted: Enhancing Selective Capacity 
Through Venture Bases.  

http://frontpage.cbs.dk/ckg/upload/Foss_Pedersen1.doc
http://frontpage.cbs.dk/ckg/upload/Foss_Pedersen1.doc
http://frontpage.cbs.dk/ckg/upload/Foss_Pedersen1.doc
http://frontpage.cbs.dk/ckg/upload/Foss%201.doc
http://frontpage.cbs.dk/ckg/upload/Foss%201.doc
http://frontpage.cbs.dk/ckg/upload/Foss%201.doc
http://frontpage.cbs.dk/ckg/upload/Lyles.doc
http://frontpage.cbs.dk/ckg/upload/Lyles.doc
http://frontpage.cbs.dk/ckg/upload/Foss%2031.doc
http://frontpage.cbs.dk/ckg/upload/Foss%2031.doc
http://frontpage.cbs.dk/ckg/upload/gammel.doc
http://frontpage.cbs.dk/ckg/upload/gammel.doc
http://frontpage.cbs.dk/ckg/upload/kate.doc
http://frontpage.cbs.dk/ckg/upload/kate.doc
http://frontpage.cbs.dk/ckg/upload/kate.doc
http://frontpage.cbs.dk/ckg/upload/mahnke.doc
http://frontpage.cbs.dk/ckg/upload/mahnke.doc
http://frontpage.cbs.dk/ckg/upload/tomas.doc
http://frontpage.cbs.dk/ckg/upload/tomas.doc
http://frontpage.cbs.dk/ckg/upload/Cognition1.doc
http://frontpage.cbs.dk/ckg/upload/Cognition1.doc
http://frontpage.cbs.dk/ckg/upload/CKG%20WP%20with%20Dana.doc
http://frontpage.cbs.dk/ckg/upload/CKG%20WP%20with%20Dana.doc
http://frontpage.cbs.dk/ckg/upload/Selective%20capacity%20and%20venture%20base%20%20Vintergaard%20and%20Husted%20WP%20version%20november%202003.doc
http://frontpage.cbs.dk/ckg/upload/Selective%20capacity%20and%20venture%20base%20%20Vintergaard%20and%20Husted%20WP%20version%20november%202003.doc


2004 

2004-1: Nicolai J. Foss: Knowledge and Organization in the Theory of the Multinational 
Corporation: Some Foundational Issues 

2004-2: Dana B. Minbaeva: HRM Practices and MNC Knowledge Transfer  

2004-3: Bo Bernhard Nielsen and Snejina Michailova: Toward a Phase-Model of Global 
Knowledge Management Systems in Multinational Corporations 

2004-4: Kirsten Foss & Nicolai J Foss: The Next Step in the Evolution of the RBV: 
Integration with Transaction Cost Economics 

2004-5: Teppo Felin & Nicolai J. Foss: Methodological Individualism and the 
Organizational Capabilities Approach 

2004-6: Jens Gammelgaard, Kenneth Husted, Snejina Michailova: Knowledge-sharing 
Behavior and Post-acquisition Integration Failure 

2004-7: Jens Gammelgaard: Multinational Exploration of Acquired R&D Activities 

2004-8: Christoph Dörrenbächer & Jens Gammelgaard: Subsidiary Upgrading? Strategic 
Inertia in the Development of German-owned Subsidiaries in Hungary 

2004-9: Kirsten Foss & Nicolai J. Foss: Resources and Transaction Costs: How the 
Economics of Property Rights Furthers the Resource-based View 

2004-10: Jens Gammelgaard & Thomas Ritter: The Knowledge Retrieval Matrix: 
Codification and Personification as Separate Strategies 

2004-11: Nicolai J. Foss & Peter G. Klein: Entrepreneurship and the Economic Theory of 
the Firm: Any Gains from Trade? 

2004-12: Akshey Gupta & Snejina Michailova: Knowledge Sharing in Knowledge-Intensive 
Firms: Opportunities and Limitations of Knowledge Codification 

2004-13: Snejina Michailova & Kate Hutchings: Knowledge Sharing and National Culture: 
A Comparison Between China and Russia 

 

2005 

2005-1: Keld Laursen & Ammon Salter: My Precious - The Role of Appropriability 
Strategies in Shaping Innovative Performance 

2005-2: Nicolai J. Foss & Peter G. Klein: The Theory of the Firm and Its Critics: A 
Stocktaking and Assessment 

2005-3: Lars Bo Jeppesen & Lars Frederiksen: Why Firm-Established User Communities 
Work for Innovation: The Personal Attributes of Innovative Users in the Case of 
Computer-Controlled Music  

2005-4: Dana B. Minbaeva: Negative Impact of HRM Complementarity on Knowledge 
Transfer in MNCs 

2005-5: Kirsten Foss, Nicolai J. Foss, Peter G. Klein & Sandra K. Klein: Austrian Capital 

http://frontpage.cbs.dk/ckg/downloadpaper.php?manuid=35
http://frontpage.cbs.dk/ckg/downloadpaper.php?manuid=36
http://frontpage.cbs.dk/ckg/downloadpaper.php?manuid=36
http://frontpage.cbs.dk/ckg/downloadpaper.php?manuid=39
http://frontpage.cbs.dk/ckg/downloadpaper.php?manuid=39
http://frontpage.cbs.dk/ckg/downloadpaper.php?manuid=38
http://frontpage.cbs.dk/ckg/downloadpaper.php?manuid=38
http://frontpage.cbs.dk/ckg/downloadpaper.php?manuid=37
http://frontpage.cbs.dk/ckg/downloadpaper.php?manuid=37


Theory and the Link Between Entrepreneurship and the Theory of the Firm 

2005-1: Nicolai J. Foss: The Knowledge Governance Approach 

2005-2: Torben J. Andersen: Capital Structure, Environmental Dynamism, Innovation 
Strategy, and Strategic Risk Management 

2005-3: Torben J. Andersen: A Strategic Risk Management Framework for Multinational 
Enterprise 

2005-4: Peter Holdt Christensen: Facilitating Knowledge Sharing: A Conceptual 
Framework 

2005-5 Kirsten Foss & Nicolai J. Foss: Hands Off! How Organizational Design Can Make 
Delegation Credible 

2005-6 Marjorie A. Lyles, Torben Pedersen & Bent Petersen: Closing the Knowledge Gap 
in Foreign Markets - A Learning Perspective 

2005-7 Christian Geisler Asmussen, Torben Pedersen & Bent Petersen: How do we 
Capture “Global Specialization” when Measuring Firms’ Degree of 
internationalization? 

2005-8 Kirsten Foss & Nicolai J. Foss: Simon on Problem-Solving: Implications for New 
Organizational Forms 

2005-9 Birgitte Grøgaard, Carmine Gioia & Gabriel R.G. Benito: An Empirical 
Investigation of the Role of Industry Factors in the Internationalization Patterns of 
Firms 

2005-10 Torben J. Andersen: The Performance and Risk Management Implications of 
Multinationality: An Industry Perspective 

2005-11 Nicolai J. Foss: The Scientific Progress in Strategic Management: The case of the 
Resource-based view 

2005-12 Koen H. Heimeriks: Alliance Capability as a Mediator Between Experience and 
Alliance Performance: An Empirical Investigation Into the Alliance Capability 
Development Process 

2005-13 Koen H. Heimeriks, Geert Duysters & Wim Vanhaverbeke: Developing Alliance 
Capabilities: An Empirical Study 

2005-14 JC Spender: Management, Rational or Creative? A Knowledge-Based Discussion 

 

2006 

2006-1: Nicolai J. Foss & Peter G. Klein: The Emergence of the Modern Theory of the Firm 

2006-2: Teppo Felin & Nicolai J. Foss: Individuals and Organizations: Thoughts on a 
Micro-Foundations Project for Strategic Management and Organizational 
Analysis 

2006-3: Volker Mahnke, Torben Pedersen & Markus Venzin: Does Knowledge Sharing 



Pay? An MNC Subsidiary Perspective on Knowledge Outflows 

2006-4: Torben Pedersen: Determining Factors of Subsidiary Development 

 

2006-5 Ibuki Ishikawa: The Source of Competitive Advantage and Entrepreneurial 
Judgment in the RBV: Insights from the Austrian School Perspective 

2006-6 Nicolai J. Foss & Ibuki Ishikawa: Towards a Dynamic Resource-Based View: 
Insights from Austrian Capital and Entrepreneurship Theory 

2006-7 Kirsten Foss & Nicolai J. Foss:  Entrepreneurship, Transaction Costs, and 
Resource Attributes  

2006-8 Kirsten Foss, Nicolai J. Foss & Peter G. Klein: Original and Derived Judgement: 
An Entrepreneurial Theory of Economic Organization 

2006-9 Mia Reinholt: No More Polarization, Please! Towards a More Nuanced 
Perspective on Motivation in Organizations 

2006-10 Angelika Lindstrand, Sara Melen & Emilia Rovira: Turning social capital into 
business? A study of Swedish biotech firms’ international expansion 

2006-11 Christian Geisler Asmussen, Torben Pedersen & Charles Dhanaraj: Evolution of 
Subsidiary Competences: Extending the Diamond Network Model 

2006-12 John Holt, William R. Purcell, Sidney J. Gray & Torben Pedersen: Decision Factors 
Influencing MNEs Regional Headquarters Location Selection Strategies 

2006-13 Peter Maskell, Torben Pedersen, Bent Petersen & Jens Dick-Nielsen: Learning 
Paths to Offshore Outsourcing - From Cost Reduction to Knowledge Seeking 

2006-14 Christian Geisler Asmussen: Local, Regional or Global? Quantifying MNC 
Geographic Scope 

2006-15 Christian Bjørnskov & Nicolai J. Foss: Economic Freedom and Entrepreneurial 
Activity: Some Cross-Country Evidence 

2006-16 Nicolai J. Foss & Giampaolo Garzarelli: Institutions as Knowledge Capital: 
Ludwig M. Lachmann’s Interpretative Institutionalism 

2006-17 Koen H. Heimriks & Jeffrey J. Reuer: How to Build Alliance Capabilities 

2006-18 Nicolai J. Foss, Peter G. Klein, Yasemin Y. Kor & Joseph T. Mahoney: 
Entrepreneurship, Subjectivism, and the Resource – Based View: Towards a New 
Synthesis 

2006-19 Steven Globerman & Bo B. Nielsen: Equity Versus Non-Equity International 
Strategic Alliances: The Role of Host Country Governance 

 
2007 

2007-1 Peter Abell, Teppo Felin & Nicolai J. Foss: Building Micro-Foundations for the 
Routines, Capabilities, and Performance Links  



2007-2 Michael W. Hansen, Torben Pedersen & Bent Petersen: MNC Strategies and 
Linkage Effects in Developing Countries 

2007-3 Niron Hashai, Christian G. Asmussen, Gabriel R.G. Benito & Bent Petersen: 
Predicting the Diversity of Foreign Entry Modes 

2007-4 Peter D. Ørberg Jensen & Torben Pedersen: Whether and What to Offshore? 

2007-5 Ram Mudambi & Torben Pedersen: Agency Theory and Resource Dependency 
Theory: Complementary Explanations for Subsidiary Power in Multinational 
Corporations 

2007-6 Nicolai J. Foss: Strategic Belief Management 

2007-7 Nicolai J. Foss: Theory of Science Perspectives on Strategic Management Research: 
Debates and a Novel View 

2007-8 Dana B. Minbaeva: HRM Practices and Knowledge Transfer in MNCs 

2007-9 Nicolai J. Foss: Knowledge Governance in a Dynamic Global Context: The Center 
for Strategic Management and Globalization at the Copenhagen Business School 

2007-10 Paola Gritti & Nicolai J. Foss: Customer Satisfaction and Competencies: An 
Econometric Study of an Italian Bank 

2007-11 Nicolai J. Foss & Peter G. Klein: Organizational Governance 

2007-12 Torben Juul Andersen & Bo Bernhard Nielsen: The Effective Ambidextrous 
Organization: A Model of Integrative Strategy Making Processes. 

 

2008 

2008-1 Kirsten Foss & Nicolai J. Foss:  Managerial Authority When Knowledge is 
Distributed: A Knowledge Governance Perspective 

2008-2 Nicolai J. Foss: Human Capital and Transaction Cost Economics. 

2008-3 Nicolai J. Foss & Peter G. Klein: Entrepreneurship and Heterogeneous Capital. 

2008-4 Nicolai J. Foss & Peter G. Klein: The Need for an Entrepreneurial Theory of the 
Firm. 

2008-5 Nicolai J. Foss & Peter G. Klein: Entrepreneurship: From Opportunity Discovery 
to Judgment. 

2008-6 Mie Harder: How do Rewards and Management Styles Influence the Motivation 
to Share Knowledge? 

2008-7 Bent Petersen, Lawrence S. Welch & Gabriel R.G. Benito: Managing the 
Internalisation Process – A Theoretical Perspective.  

2008-8 Torben Juul Andersen: Multinational Performance and Risk Management Effects: 
Capital Structure Contingencies. 



2008-9 Bo Bernard Nielsen: Strategic Fit and the Role of Contractual and Procedural 
Governance in Alliances: A Dynamic Perspective. 

2008-10 Line Gry Knudsen & Bo Bernhard Nielsen: Collaborative Capability in R&D 
Alliances: Exploring the Link between Organizational and Individual level 
Factors. 

2008-11 Torben Juul Andersen & Mahesh P. Joshi: Strategic Orientations of 
Internationalizing Firms: A Comparative Analysis of Firms Operating in 
Technology Intensive and Common Goods Industries. 

2008-12 Dana Minbaeva: HRM Practices Affecting Extrinsic and Intrinsic Motivation of 
Knowledge Receivers and their Effect on Intra-MNC Knowledge Transfer. 

2008-13 Steen E. Navrbjerg & Dana Minbaeva: HRM and IR in Multinational 
Corporations: Uneasy Bedfellows? 

2008-14 Kirsten Foss & Nicolai J. Foss: Hayekian Knowledge Problems in Organizational 
Theory. 

2008-15 Torben Juul Andersen: Multinational Performance Relationships and Industry 
Context. 

2008-16 Larissa Rabbiosi: The Impact of Subsidiary Autonomy on MNE Knowledge 
Transfer: Resolving the Debate. 

2008-17 Line Gry Knudsen & Bo Bernhard Nielsen: Organizational and Individual Level 
Antecedents of Procedural Governance in Knowledge Sharing Alliances. 

2008-18 Kirsten Foss & Nicolai J. Foss: Understanding Opportunity Discovery and 
Sustainable Advantage: The Role of Transaction Costs and Property Rights. 

2008-19 

 

2008-20 

Teppo Felin & Nicolai J. Foss: Social Reality, The Boundaries of Self-fulfilling 
Prophecy, and Economics. 

Yves Dos, Nicolai J. Foss & José Santos: A Knowledge System Approach to the 
Multinational Company: Conceptual Grounding and Implications for Research 

2008-21 Sabina Nielsen & Bo Bernhard Nielsen: Why do Firms Employ foreigners on Their 
Top Management Teams? A Multi-Level Exploration of Individual and Firm 
Level Antecedents 

2008-22 Nicolai J. Foss: Review of Anders Christian Hansen’s “Uden for hovedstrømmen 
– Alternative strømninger i økonomisk teori” 

2008-23 Nicolai J. Foss: Knowledge, Economic Organization, and Property Rights 

2008-24 Sjoerd Beugelsdijk, Torben Pedersen & Bent Petersen: Is There a Trend Towards 
Global Value Chain Specialization? – An Examination of Cross Border Sales of US 
Foreign Affiliates 



2008-25 Vikas Kumar, Torben Pedersen & Alessandro Zattoni: The performance of 
business group firms during institutional transition: A longtitudinal study of 
Indian firms 

2008-26 Sabina Nielsen & Bo B. Nielsen: The effects of TMT and Board Nationality 
Diversity and Compensation on Firm Performance 

2008-27 Bo B. Nielsen & Sabina Nielsen: International Diversification Strategy and Firm 
Performance: A Multi-Level Analysis of Firm and Home Country Effects 

 

2009 

2009-1 Nicolai J. Foss: Alternative Research Strategies in the Knowledge Movement: From 
Macro Bias to Micro-Foundations and Multi-Level Explanation 

2009-2 Nicolai J. Foss & Peter G. Klein: Entrepreneurial Alertness and Opportunity 
Discovery: Origins, Attributes, Critique 

2009-3 Nicolai J. Foss & Dana B. Minbaeva: Governing Knowledge: The Strategic Human 
Resource Management Dimension 

2009-4 Nils Stieglitz & Nicolai J. Foss: Opportunities and New Business Models: 
Transaction Cost and Property Rights Perspectives on Entrepreneurships 

2009-5 Torben Pedersen: Vestas Wind Systems A/S: Exploiting Global R&D Synergies 

2009-6 

 

Rajshree Agarwal, Jay B. Barney, Nicolai J. Foss & Peter G. Klein: Heterogeneous 
Resources and the Financial Crisis: Implications of Strategic Management Theory 

2009-7 Jasper J. Hotho: A Measure of Comparative Institutional Distance 

2009-8 Bo B. Nielsen & Sabina Nielsen: The Impact of Top Management Team Nationality 
Diversity and International Experience on Foreign Entry Mode   

2009-9 Teppo Felin & Nicolai Juul Foss: Experience and Repetition as Antecedents of 
Organizational Routines and Capabilities: A Critique of Behaviorist and Empiricist 
Approaches 

2009-10 Henk W. Volberda, Nicolai J. Foss & Marjorie E. Lyles: Absorbing the Concept of 
Absorptive Capacity: How To Realize Its Potential in the Organization Field 

2009-11 

 

2009-12   

Jan Stentoft Arlbjørn, Brian Vejrum Wæhrens, John Johansen & Torben Pedersen: 
Produktion i Danmark eller offshoring/outsourcing: Ledelsesmæssige 
udfordringer 

 

 
Torben Pedersen: The 30 Largest Firms in Denmark 



 

 
2010 

 

2010-1 Dana B. Minbaeva, Kristiina Mäkelä & Larissa Rabbiosi: Explaining Intra-
organizational Knowledge Transfer at the Individual Level 
 

2010-2     Dana B.Minbaeva & Torben Pedersen: Governing Individual Knowledge Sharing 
Behavior 

2010-3 Nicolai J. Foss & Peter G. Klein: Alertness, Judgment, and the Antecedents of 
Entrepreneurship  

2010-4 Nicolai J.Foss & Joseph T.Mahoney: Exploring Knowledge Governance 

2010-5 Jasper J. Hotho, Florian Becker-Ritterspach & Ayse Saka-Helmhout: Enriching 
Absorptive Capacity Through Social Interaction 
 

2010-6 Nicolai J. Foss & Bo B. Nielsen: Researching Collaborative Advantage: Some 
Conceptual and Multi-level Issues 
 

2010-7 Nicolai J. Foss & Nils Stieglitz: Modern Resource-Based Theory(ies) 

2010-8 Christian Bjørnskov & Nicolai J. Foss: Do Economic Freedom and 
Entrepreneurship Impact Total Factor Productivity?  
 

2010-9 Gabriel R.G. Benito, Bent Petersen & Lawrence S. Welch: Mode Combinations and 
International Operations: Theoretical Issues and an Empirical Investigation 
 

2011 

 
2011-1 Peter D. Ørberg Jensen & Bent Petersen: Human Asset Internalization and Global 

Sourcing of Services – A Strategic Management Analysis on Activity‐level 
 

2011-2 Mie Harder: Management Innovation Capabilities:  A Typology and Propositions 
for Management Innovation Research 
 

2011-3 Mie Harder: Internal Antecedents of Management Innovation: The effect of 
diagnostic capability and implementation capability 
 



2011-4 Mie Harder: Explaining Management Innovation Pervasiveness: The Role of 
Internal Antecedents 

2011-5 Mie Harder: Internal Determinants of Product Innovation and Management 
Innovation: The Effect of Diagnostic Capability and Implementation Capability 

2011-6 Nicolai J. Foss, Peter G. Klein & Per L. Bylund: Entrepreneurship and the 
Economics of the Firm 

2011-7  Nicolai J. Foss & Jacob Lyngsie: The Emerging Strategic Entrepreneurship Field: 
Origins, Key Tenets and Research Gaps 

2011-8 
 

Nicolai J. Foss: Entrepreneurship in the Context of the Resource-based View of the 
Firm 
 

2011-9 Bent Petersen, Gabriel R.G. Benito, Olesya Dovgan & Lawrence Welch: Offshore 
outsourcing: A dynamic, operation mode perspective 

2011-10 Bent Petersen, Gabriel R. G. Benito & Lawrence Welch: Dynamics of Foreign 
Operation Modes and their Combinations: Insights for International Strategic 
Management 

2011-11 Nicolai J. Foss: Teams, Team Motivation, and the Theory of the Firm 

2011-12 Nicolai J. Foss: Knowledge Governance: Meaning, Nature, Origins, and Implications 

2011-13 Nicolai J. Foss, Kirsten Foss & Phillip C. Nell: MNC Organizational Form and 

Subsidiary Motivation Problems: Controlling Intervention Hazards in the Network MNC 

2011-14 Kåre Moberg: Evaluating Content Dimensions in Entrepreneurship Education 

 

 

2012 

 

2012-1 Nicolai J. Foss, Nicholas Argyres, Teppo Felin & Todd Zenger: The Organizational 
Economics of Organizational Capability and Heterogeneity: A Research Agenda 



2012-2 
 
Torben J. Andersen, Carina Antonia Hallin & Sigbjørn Tveterås: A Prediction 
Contest: The Sensing of Frontline Employees Against Executive Expectations 

2012-3 
 
Peter G. Klein, Jay B. Barney & Nicolai J. Foss: Strategic Entrepreneurship 

2012-4 
 
Kåre Moberg: The Impact of Entrepreneurship Education and Project-based 
Education on Students’ Personal Development and Entrepreneurial Intentions at 
the Lower Levels of the Educational System: Too Much of Two Good Things? 

2012-5 
 
Keld Laursen & Nicolai J. Foss: Human Resource Management Practices and 
Innovation 

2012-6 

 

 

2013-1 

 
Kåre Moberg: An Entrepreneurial Self-Efficacy Scale with a Neutral Wording 
 
 

2013 

 

 

Nicolai J. Foss, Diego Stea: The Principal’s Theory of Mind: The Role of 

Mentalizing for Reward Design and Management in Principal-Agent Relations  

2013-2 

 

2013-3 

 
2013-4 
 
 
 
 
 
2013-5 

 
Dana Minbaeva, Chansoo Park & Ilan Vertinsky: The Influence of Foreign 
Partners’ Disseminative Capacities on Knowledge Transfers to International Joint 
Ventures 
 
 
Nicolai J. Foss & Peter G. Klein: Hayek and Organizational Studies 
 
Kåre Moberg, Lene Vestergaard, Casper Jørgensen, Elisabeth Markussen & Sose 

Hakverdyan: How to Assess the Development of Entrepreneurship Education at 

University Level – the Case of Denmark 

 

Nicolai J. Foss & Siegwart Lindenberg: Micro-Foundations For Strategy:  

A Goal-Framing Perspective on the Drivers of Value Creation 

 

 



2013-6 Nicolai J. Foss, Jacob Lyngsie & Shaker A. Zahra: The Role of External 
Knowledge Sources and Organizational Design in the Process of Opportunity 
Exploitation 

 

2013-7     Stefan Linder & Nicolai J. Foss: Agency Theory. 
 
2013-8  Nicolai J. Foss, Peter G. Klein, Stefan Linder: Organizations and Markets 
 
2013-9 Nicolai J. Foss: Towards an Organizational Economics of Heterogeneous Capabilities 

 

2013- 10     Christian Geisler Asmussen & Nicolai J. Foss: Competitive Advantage and the 

Existence of the MNC: Earlier Research and the Role of Frictions 

 

 

 




