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“opportunities sojourn in the minds of aspiring entrepreneurs as 
venture ideas, propped by perceptions and beliefs […]” (Dimov, 2011, p. 64). 

 

As the level of globalization increases, business risk, uncertainty and change, has forced firms to 
consider adopting sustainable development strategies to survive competitively. Adopting 
technological innovations has, without doubt, open the door for old and new firms to thrive, 
however, this transformation process has occurred as a result not solely of businesses adopting new 
technologies but, shifting their business culture.  

Behind the globalization of business activity there is not only a business transformation but an 
entrepreneurial cultural reinvention. This process has been accelerated by globalization, as the 
survival of businesses has become linked to how they achieve sustainable development through the 
management of greater social, cultural, political and economic interdependence.    

This paper will critically discuss how globalization has changed the business management of 
enterprises and how sustainable development strategies have become essential for firms to compete 
and survive in a global and post-global market context.  

To analyse the effects of globalization on firms it is imperative to realise that the globalization 
of business activity has increased social, cultural, political, and economic interdependence 
and in the process, changed the business environment in which firms operate. The major 
effects of this globalization process has been, on the one hand, the strengthening of firms 
competitive capacities through the uncovering of new global market opportunities, and, on the 
other, the weakening of firms future survival due to the threats created by the rising risks and 
uncertainties associated with the globalization of business activity.  

So, while new global opportunities and greater access to more resources brought increased 
growth in the market, trade and investment potential of firms,  that  same “globalization 
bonanza” transformed the way firms had to manage higher levels of risk and uncertainty as 
they sought to globalised their business activity. 

Globalization has therefore driven firms’ marketing conduct and outcomes to rely on the creation 
of cooperative alliances as the “most viable” type of business strategy for firms to navigate 
successfully in this new competitive landscape. 

  



 

In this new globalised context to better capture global opportunities, firms have had to 
cooperate with other firms to capitalize and leverage on their limited resources to overcome their 
inability to “do it all and go it alone”.  Cooperation more than competition, has now  become 
the new business management paradigm that explains how firms compete in a globalized 
world. 

This pragmatic realization has brought with it, not only, the physical integration of firms but 
the integration of their different business cultures. Cooperation has forced firms to work 
together and in so doing helped them find new ways to accomplish their objectives without 
compromising their business survival.  The result has been the development of a new post-
global cultural business paradigm centred not so much in the individualistic pursuit of profit 
maximization or the integration of business activities, but on the common pursuance of a 
sustainable development strategy that could assure them business survival. 

The question at this stage is posed as to whether the degree of cooperation in co-marketing 
alliances resulting from the globalization of business activity has led sustainable development to 
become part of modern firms’ business management, influencing their performance. 

As firms have gradually alter their traditional patterns of behaviour due to the generalization of 
co-marketing alliances, they have introduced in the global market place not only new products 
and services but a new business management culture. This has meant that while seeking to 
standardise consumption patterns, globalised firms have purposely driven individual countries 
and cultures out of their isolation and distinctive value-systems, traits and customs, to create a 
consumer demand for global products. The overall effectiveness of this strategy however remains 
contingent on firms co-marketing business management guaranteeing global customers not only a 
standardised access to global goods and services, but the creation of a  buying and consumption 
culture  aligned with the need to safely dispose, recycle, resale or re-manufacture global 
products. It is in this context that the business management of global firms builds, through co-
marketing, a common understanding amongst firms and countries of the importance of having 
a social responsibility with regards to public safety and environmental pollution in particular. 
Buying, in a global world, has become much more than just a mere consumption experience.  

This social responsibility learning process starts with the integration of firms and customers 
promoted by globalisation to create a new global customer who shares the business culture 
and values of the global firm. As the new customer is reinvented, global firms reinvent 
themselves too in the way they understand their role as new enterprises. Once both these 
objectives have been reached a common corporate sense of purpose develops which leads 
global firms to consolidate their relation with the global consumer.  

 

 

 



 

This reinvention process takes place through the development of a Brand strategy which aims 
to influence people’s perception to act in a certain manner. Thus, as brand strategy is 
preached from the corporate pulpits, global brands, are used by global firms to proselytise a 
change in consumer tastes, promising global consumers new heights in the satisfaction of old 
needs. Despite the standardised nature of global brands, brand differentiation is built in the 
minds of consumers through the development of a strategy of brand domain, reputation, 
affinity and recognition. 

Although there is still very limited global sourcing and purchasing behaviour to justify thinking 
consumers are adhering to a post-global sustainability culture, at businesses level, however, firms 
worldwide, continue to buy goods and services from anywhere. This global trend despite  
showing itself in a growing number of consumers buying global brands and thinking more and 
more beyond the physical country boundaries of  products and services, this tendency (even in the 
US), is circumscribed to few very rich truly global consumers. This proves how much globalization 
has influenced the development of a culture of sustainability and how prevailing still is, in the 
market place, the short term (very local) business culture compared to the long-term (very global) 
one.  

Firms’ evolution towards accepting sustainable development as part of their business management 
strategy, will depend on whether global market opportunities defined as firms increased market, 
trade and investment potential and resource accessibility, can influence firms’ cultural business 
transformation. The developments in information technology, the removal of trade and investment 
barriers, the privatization, and deregulation of trade and investment policies have 
all provided firms with tremendous growth options which have come at a cost. In fact, 
changes in the uncertainty and risk levels generated by the intensification of competition has not 
only increased the complexity of business relations but generated greater demand uncertainty with 
the generalisation of firms’ global business activity.  

In an effort to remain competitive global firms have used Brands to show customers how to 
buy and use global products and services. By reinventing customers’ relations  not only with the 
products themselves but with the ideals behind the brand, global firms rallied people behind global 
brands forging in the process a global identity bond between the global firm and the future global 
customer creating a cultural understanding of how to purchase, consume and  use a global 
product/service.  The brand strategy has therefore helped create an identity between firms, products 
and customers that transcends the mere material (commercial) relationship to become a “mystical” 
one.  

Only when the values, beliefs, ethic and morality of firms and customers come in tune with each 
other around the acceptability level of how global products are produced, distributed, consumed, 
possessed and experienced, will sustainable development become an integral part of the business 
management of global firms. At this stage, the competitive behaviour of global firms will be 
determined by a business management strategy aimed at achieving the long run survival of the firm 
through sustainable development.  



 

 

Since the competitive capacity of global firms is directly related to global entrepreneurs’ 
ability to identify, access and exploit business opportunities, without entering into the polemic 
of whether opportunities are created or discovered, no matter their origin, “opportunities sojourn 
in the minds of aspiring entrepreneurs as venture ideas, propped by perceptions and beliefs […]” 
(Dimov, 2011, p. 64). This implies that to take advantage of a business opportunity requires first 
understanding what is an opportunity, to identified and functionally relate it as a future business 
venture. 

As global firms integrate with other firms to cooperate and share business cultural experiences to 
survive in the long run, they start seeing business opportunities as imagined possibilities that take 
shape as part of an enacted collective action. Since the viability of this newly formed ideas is likely 
to be uncertain, global firms initiate a transformative and sense-making processes to turn the 
potential business opportunity into a venture option (Alvarez and Barney,2007; Klein, 2008; Wood 
and McKinley, 2010; Shane, 2012). The resulting iterative learning, forms opportunities that could 
not have existed without their collective actions. This is how the business management of global 
firms change their traditional operating culture rendering more effective the resort to sustainable 
development as a way of pursuing the collective design (discovered & created) of business 
opportunities. This two-step discovery-creation process, results in a virtuous cycle for globalised 
firms as their co-marketing strategies allow them to take advantage of a socio-business network to 
search for an innovation to pursue, This socio-business network will help bring the collective 
innovation into being in a much faster and fundamental manner due to a joined effort  of collective 
thinking and processing of information The simultaneous discovery by a global firm of a business 
opportunity gives it a more profound and general character given the multiplicity of contributions 
which renders its relevance, not only more realistic but comprehensively more sound. This is what 
makes global firms become global leaders and business references. 

Therefore, it is not just the business idea which is important, but how the new business opportunity 
is discovered / created through the simultaneous engagement of competing strategies; e.g., flexible 
and efficient, explorative and exploitative, alignment and adaptability, search and stability. This 
Organizational ambidexterity is what allows global firms to design systems and processes that 
support individual choice in allocating resources among competing demands. 

Firms competitive capacity is constrained by the possibility of either discovering or creating an 
opportunity, because both happened at different times under different circumstances. While 
opportunity discovery is more likely to occur when technologies are emerging and  industry 
knowledge base is young, opportunity creation, occurs when  firms are technologically diversified 
and seeking to broaden their skills and capabilities, thus limiting single firms to compete either 
through the creation or discovery of opportunities.. Global firms competitive capacity however lies   
in their Ambidexterity ability to simultaneously maximize opportunity discovery in situations of 
low risk, with opportunity creation in more uncertain situations. In this way, global firms shape the 
competitive market context and are able to impose the use of a business management strategy based 
on the multiplication of business opportunities to achieve sustainable development. 



 

 

 

Conclusion 

As firms reach full capacity at a local, regional and national level, they will seek to 
maintain growth potential expanding internationally. This internationalization process 
has created not only greater market opportunities but new threats which firms have 
faced changing the way they now manage business. Competing in larger and more 
complex international markets has forced multinational firm to use economies of scale 
to position and adjust their products locally. However, as competition internationally, 
intensified, and technology became more available, firms have ended up concentrating 
in the production of a standardised global product for a global market and consumer. 
The intensification of competition has led globalised businesses to adopt new 
management strategies based not so much on economies of scale but on co-marketing. 
The resulting business integration forced upon global firms by co-marketing has led 
them to compete with each other more through cooperation than through direct 
competition.  

As this cooperation between firms consolidated, global firms developed an operational 
philosophy based on a new “business management paradigm” that relies on sustainable 
development as a way to survive.  This has altered not only the way global firms and 
customers see each other, but the way modern businesses have become socio-cultural 
units more than productive ones. This new perspective has changed the relation between 
firms and customers breaking down the classic separation between them, bringing them 
closer than ever before seeing each other as part of a single integral socio-business 
reality. Thus, the more sustainable development becomes part of the operating 
philosophy of global modern firms, the more global firms’ business management will 
drive them towards a new post-global operating business context.  
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