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Introduction

In th last dcad, a drnt brd of challngr busnsss and brands start-
d to b sn on th world stag. Nw multnatonal compans (MNCs) bgan 
to mrg not from th Untd Stats, Europ or Japan, but from mrgng coun-
trs such as Chna, Russa, Turky, Brazl, and Mxco1. Whl mrgng mult-
natonal compans (EMNCs) from Asa hav bn rsarchd by many authors 
and nsttutons, Latn Amrcan multnatonals hav not bn dply nvst-
gatd2.  focus on mrgng multnatonal ntrprss (MNEs) from mrgng 
countrs nto a host country blongng to th sam ncom group, wth som 
smlar cultural charactrstcs, although gographcally dstant, s potntally 
nlghtnng for th undrstandng of th ntrnatonalzaton procss n th nw 

1 A. Chattopadhyay, R. Batra, A. Ozsomr, The New Emerging Market Multinationals – Four 
Strategies for Disrupting Markets and Building Brands, McGraw-Hill Education, Nw York 
2012.

2 R. V. Aguilra t al., Multilatinas and the internationalization of Latin American firms, “Journal 
of World Businss” 2017, vol. 52(4), pp. 447–460. 
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mllnnum. rfor, thos compans ar prcvd as an ntrstng subst 
of mrgng markt multnatonals.  currnt thors suggst that mrgng 
markt multnatonals may bhav drntly from multnatonals from dvl-
opd markts3. Howvr, a grat dal of th mrgng markt MNE rsarch has 
focusd on rms from Chna, whch s a vastly drnt contxt. As ndcatd 
by Gulln and Garca-Canal4, th motvs for vrtcal nvstmnts ar qut as-
ly undrstood. Howvr, th horzontal ons ar hardr to xplan manly b-
caus of th ntangbl assts that ar rqurd and that ar not possssd by th 
compans rprsntng th group of mrgng countrs (or at last wr of df-
frnt typ than thos possssd by ntrprss from rch conoms). Whl most 
of th rsarch on ntrnatonal busnss s basd n th hadquartrs of MNEs 
locatd mostly n rch countrs, only a fw attmpts hav bn mad at lookng 
at th subsdars and th rcpnt countrs. at s th rsarch gap w want 
to fulll usng th CAGE framwork.

Latn Amrcan multnatonals wr dnomnatd “Multlatnas” by Curvo-
Cazurra5 and dscrbd as compans that wr born n th Amrcas, n coun-
trs prvously colonzd by Portugal, Span or Franc, and wth addd-valu 
opratons abroad. s papr wll focus on th Mxcan and Brazlan Mult-
latnas, snc thy rprsnt th two largst conoms n Latn Amrca. Mor 
than half of th Multlatnas from th Amrca Economa Top 100 rankng from 
2017 ar from Brazl and Mxco, whch has an mpact on th valu of thr to-
tal sals6. s rsarch wll study th ntrnatonalzaton pattrns of 31 Mul-
tlatnas compans from Brazl and 26 from Mxco that blong to th rank-
ng mntond.

Accordng to Casanova t al.7, Multlatnas xpand rst nto nghbourng coun-
trs and arwards to othr locatons on othr contnnts. Howvr, th rasons 
bhnd ths ar not clar. s rsarch ams to xplor th procss of markt slc-
ton xpanson of Mxcan and Brazlan Multlatnas. W wll try to undrstand 
why ths multnatonals xpand nto bordrng locatons (.g. th Untd Stats 
and Cntral Amrcan countrs n th cas of Mxcan Multlatnas, and South 
Amrcan countrs for Brazlan Multlatnas) at th bgnnng of thr xpanson 
3 M. Guillen, E. García-Canal, The American Model of the Multinational Firm and the ‘New’ 

Multinationals from Emerging Economies, “Acadmy of Managmnt Prspctivs” 2009, 
vol. 23(2), pp. 23–35.

4 Ibidem.
5 A. Curvo-Cazurra, Multilatinas, “Univrsia Businss Rviw” 2010, no. 25, pp. 14–33. 
6 Amrica Economia, Rankings, 2017, https://www.amricaconomia.com/rankings (ac-

cssd: 1.02.2020).
7 L. Casanova t al., From Multilatinas to Global Latinas: The New Latin American Multination-

als, IDB Working Papr Sris, 2009, pp. 4–234.
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nto forgn markts and whch xtrnal factors contrbut to thr markt slc-
ton. s mans that among all th ntrnatonalsaton dcsons, w wll only 
focus on th markt slcton.

Literature review
Multlatnas ar a spcc cas of EMNC – “compans born n th Amrcas, 
n a country prvously colonzd by Portugal, Span or Franc and hav addd 
valu opratons abroad”8. As ndcatd by Gullen and Garcia-Canal9, t s worth 
nvstgatng that typ of compans, as thr condtons for dvlopmnt wr to-
tally drnt than thos usd by ntrprss orgnatng at rch conoms. Most 
authors hav dnd Multlatnas as Latn Amrcan compans wth opratons 
n two or mor countrs.

On of Casanova’s10 ndngs was that Multlatnas rst xpand to thr “natu-
ral markts”, such as nghbourng Latn Amrcan countrs, or th Untd Stats 
for Mxcan compans, as Hspanc mmgrants hav bn a crucal markt for 
Multlatnas. s gos n ln wth Johanson and Vahln11 Uppsala modl of n-
trnatonalzaton n an ncrmntal and gradual mannr.

Bfor xpandng to nw gographs, many Mxcan and Brazlan Mul-
tlatnas wr small, local famly-ownd busnsss, whl othrs du to gov-
rnmntal ntrvnton wr stat-ownd monopols. Protctonst polcs 
from th Brazlan and Mxcan govrnmnts allowd Multlatnas to rtan 
thr markt shar and prvnt forgn compans from comptng wth thm 
n thr local markts. Du to th sz of th Brazlan and Mxcan publc 
sctors, ths countrs gnratd svral stat-ownd Multlatnas. Unlk 
thr Europan countrparts, nvstmnts, mploymnt and sals ar dp-
ly anchord to th Brazlan and Mxcan stat lgacy, whch prmttd vry 
proftabl busnsss12. Th strong ladrshp of Multlatnas and thr wll-
ngnss to tak rsks wr vry mportant, frst to thr natural markts (th 
Untd Stats and Cntral Amrca for Mxcan compans and South Amrca 
for Brazlan compans) and thn to mor dstant gographs such as Europ 

8 A. Curvo-Cazurra, Multilatinas, p. 16.
9 M. Guillen, E. García-Canal, The American Model…
10 L. Casanova, Global Latinas: Latin America’s Emerging Multinationals, Palgrav Macmillan, 

London 2009.
11 J. Johanson, J. Valhn, The Internationalization Process of a Firm – a Model of Knowledge, 

Foreign and Increasing Market Commitments, “Journal of Intrnational Businss Studis” 
1977, vol. 8(1), pp. 23–32.

12 L. Casanova t al., From Multilatinas to Global Latinas...
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and Asa13. Durng that prod th cost of captal fll as Multlatnas startd 
acqurng othr compans, and undrtakng mrgrs and jont vnturs wth 
stratgc partnrs from th markts thy wantd to xpand to14. Today Mul-
tlatnas ar global playrs, but most Multlatnas stll gt thr rvnus from 
thr hom countrs15.

Brazlan and Mxcan Multlatnas dr from most EMNCs bcaus thr 
rvnus drv mostly from th xport of rsourc products, such as txtls, m-
chancal parts or agrcultural goods. Also, constructon compans wr hav-
ly nancd by th stat, backd many tms by stat-ownd rsourc compans, 
such as Ptrobras and VALE (a mnng company that was prvatzd n th 1990s) 
n Brazl and PEMEX n Mxco16.

To  undrstand th phnomnon of  ntrnatonal xpanson of  Multlatnas, 
t s worth to nvstgat th push and pull xpanson factors as proposd by San-
tso17. Som authors argu that, compans ntrnatonalz du to ntrnal factors 
n thr hom markts18, namly du to condtons such as mpostons by th local 
govrnmnt, lack of dmand for thr products or hgh markt concntraton. Accord-
ng to Hutchnson and Flck19, pull motvs mak ntrprss slct markts abroad 
bcaus of ntrnatonal nuncs; ths factors ar th rsult of polcs from othr 
countrs to attract nvstmnt. Compttv prssurs n Mxco and Brazl, com-
bnd wth pull factors from ntrnatonal markts, such as sals dvrscaton, lowr 
labour costs n nghbourng Latn Amrcan countrs and th xport of rsourcs 
and capablts, mant nw producton faclts wr som of th bggst drvrs for 
ntrnatonalzaton20. Push factors such as producton costs, govrnmnt polcs, 

13 L. Casanova, Global Latinas…; A. Curvo-Cazurra, The multinationalization of develop-
ing country MNEs: The case of multilatinas, “Journal of Intrnational Managmnt” 2008, 
vol. 14(2), pp. 138–154.

14 J. Santiso, The emergence of Latin multinationals, “Cpal Rviw” 2008, no. 95, pp. 7–30.
15 J. Castro Olaya, I. Cuetr, Internationalization Patterns of Multilatinas, “AD-Ministr” 2012, 

no. 21, pp. 33–54; A. Curvo-Cazurra, Liberalización Económica y Multilatinas, “Globaliza-
tion, Comptitivnss and Govrnability” 2007, no. 1, pp. 66–86; R. Rivra, R. Soto, Empre-
sas Multilatinas: Caracterización y Examen de Casos de Interés, 2010, http://www.tsis.uchi 
l.cl/tsis/uchil/2010/c-rivra_ra/pdfAmont/c-rivra_ra.pdf (accssd: 18.11.2019).

16 R. V. Aguilra t al., Multilatinas...
17 J. Santiso, The emergence…
18 A. Tradgold, Retailing Without Frontiers, “Rtail and Distribution Managmnt” 1988, 

vol. 16(6), pp. 8–12. 
19 K. Hutchinson, E. Flck, An investigation into the initial barriers to internationalization Evi-

dence from small UK retailers, “Journal of Small Businss and Entrpris Dvlopmnt” 2013, 
vol. 16(4), pp. 544–568.

20 M. Morals, Liderazgos latinoamericanos : ALBA-TCP y Unasur como opciones de la integración 
regional, “Confins d Rlacions Intrnacionals y Cincia Política” 2013, no. 9, pp. 37–66.
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lack of rsourcs and th ncras n local producton costs n Mxco and Brazl wr 
also rsponsbl for Multlatnas’ xpanson to othr markts21. Addtonally, th d-
crasng cost of captal nabld Mxcan and Brazlan Multlatnas to obtan nanc-
ng at lowr costs, whch allowd mor acqustons abroad22. In fact, th rasons for 
Mxcan and Brazlan Multlatnas’ ntrnatonalzaton vary. Durng th 1990s th 
conomc lbralzaton was an mportant pull factor.  macroconomc nvron-
mnt allowd Mxcan and Brazlan Multlatnas to ntrnatonalz to dvrsfy thr 
opratonal rsk, bcaus th local Brazlan and Mxcan conoms wr unstabl 
at th tm.  craton of th North Amrcan Fr Trad Agrmnt (NAFTA) 
allowd Mxcan Multlatnas to nvst asly n th Untd Stats and Canada23.

Research design
To nvstgat th rsarch gap dnd, a CAGE framwork was usd. As mntond 
by O’Farrll, Wood, and Zhng24, markt slcton rsarch s ssntal for th out-
com of an xpanson to a nw markt and on of th tools usful n that procss 
s CAGE modl.  CAGE framwork masurs th Cultural, Admnstratv, Go-
graphcal and Economc dstanc btwn two countrs25 and was ntroducd n or-
dr to addrss a company’s dcson-makng procss whn dvlopng cross-bordr 
stratgs, whch masurs th dstanc btwn two countrs takng nto account 
Cultural, Admnstratv, Gographcal, and Economc crtra.  dstncton b-
twn blatral and unlatral masurs s also mad. Blatral masurs rlat to th 
CAGE drncs btwn two or mor countrs, whl unlatral dscrbs only  
th charactrstcs of on country and do not rlat that country to othrs.  ra-
son for ths dstncton s th fact that othr framworks focus on th drnc b-
twn countrs accordng to unlatral factors, whch gos n ln wth push and 
pull factors, prvously mntond.

Cultural dstanc s th drnt languags, thncts or socal ntworks among 
popl n a communty, rlgon or natonal work systm, or th valus, norms 
and dspostons of a socty.  charactrstcs of a product ar drnt accord-
ng to th country, bcaus of th drnt standards for lctrcal goods, such 

21 Unitd Nations Confrnc on Trad and Dvlopmnt (UNCTAD), World Investment Report 
2016 – Investor nationality: Policy challenges, Unitd Nations Publication, 2016, https://unct 
ad.org/n/PublicationsLibrary/wir2016_n.pdf (accssd: 5.12.2019).

22 J. Santiso, The emergence…
23 J. Castro Olaya, I. Cuetr, Internationalization…
24 P. O’Farrll, P. Wood, J. Zhng, Internationalization by Business Service SMEs: An Inter-Indus-

try Analysis, “Intrnational Small Businss Journal” 2015, vol. 16(2), pp. 109–128.
25 P. Ghmawat, Distance Still Matters, “Harvard Businss Rviw” 2001, no. 79, pp. 137–147. 
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as houshold applancs, or drnt packagng26. Administrative criteria mn-
ton th lack or xstnc of colonal ts btwn countrs, th xstnc or non-
xstnc of a rgonal tradng bloc such as th Europan Unon, NAFTA or MER-
COSUL, or th drncs n trms of lgal systms or poltcal hostlty btwn 
th country of orgn and th country th company wants to xpand nto27. Bng 
part of a closd conomy or a hom bas towards nvstmnt maks ndvduals and 
compans nvst mor n thr own country. Products or srvcs actd by ad-
mnstratv crtra ar thos wth a hgh nvolvmnt of th govrnmnt, ncludng 
producrs of ncssty goods, such as lctrcty, dscovrrs of natural rsourcs, 
such as ron or, ol or natural gas, agrcultural compans or crucal compans for 
natonal scurty, such as tlcommuncatons compans28.

Geographical criteria form anothr dmnson dscrbd n th CAGE fram-
work.  dstanc btwn countrs, th drnc n tm zons btwn coun-
trs and th xstnc of shard bordrs ar vry rlvant and facltat, or not, th 
occurrnc of trad btwn two or mor countrs. Unlatrally, f a country s land-
lockd ths wll hav a ngatv nunc on trad, as wll poor ntrnt accssblty 
or wak transportaton lnks wth othr gographs29. Prshabl or fragl prod-
ucts as frut, tls or glass, nancal srvcs that rqur good communcaton and 
connctvty or th transportaton of goods such as cmnt that rqur xtnsv 
logstcs ar gratly actd by gographcal dstanc30.

Te economic criteria dscrbd by Ghmawat31 mnton th drnc n r-
sourcs and th avalabl nfrastructur n two or mor countrs and th sz and 
voluton of thr gross domstc product (GDP) and GDP pr capta.  conomc 
dstanc btwn two countrs also shows th drncs n th cost and qualty 
of th rsourcs avalabl (.. natural, human, nancal and nformaton rsourcs) 
and thrfor acts th workforc and othr company costs32.

s study wll us a cas rsarch approach, consdrng that w ar tryng 
to undrstand f a spcd framwork appls to Multlatnas from Brazl and 

26 Ibidem.
27 P. Ghmawat, Differences Across Countries: The CAGE Distance Framework. Redefining global 

strategy : crossing borders in a world where differences still matter, Harvard Businss School, 
Boston 2007.

28 P. Ghmawat, The globalization of business education: through the lens of semiglobalization, 
“Journal of Managmnt Dvlopmnt” 2008, vol. 27(4), pp. 391–414.

29 P. Ghmawat, S. Altman, Geographic Distance and Regionalization, [in:] P. Ghmawat (d.), 
The Laws of Globalization and Business Applications, Cambridg Univrsity Prss, Cambridg 
2016, pp. 321–357.

30 P. Ghmawat, Differences Across Countries…
31 P. Ghmawat, Distance…
32 P. Ghmawat, Differences Across Countries…
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Mxco. Avalabl studs n ths two typs of Multlatnas wll b usd along 
wth scondary data drvd from compans from thos countrs: “Scondary 
data can nclud any data that ar xamnd to answr a rsarch quston othr 
than th quston(s) for whch th data wr ntally collctd”33. Statstcal nfor-
maton about a numbr of organzatons or gography s also consdrd as a typ 
of scondary data34. Usng th rsults from th Amrca Economa Top 100 rank-
ng, t s possbl to assss whr Mxcan and Brazlan Multlatnas xpandd 
and rlat that to th ltratur and data rports prvously nvstgatd for th 
rsarch, n ordr to dduc possbl rasons for th xpanson nto crtan loca-
tons nstad of othrs.  computaton of th CAGE framwork usng th CAGE 
comparator dvlopd by Ghmawat35 wll prmt us to s whch countrs hav 
th lowst CAGE dstanc to Brazl and to Mxco.

Findings and discussion
Whn xpandng to nw markts, compans hav two drnt approachs. Ac-
cordng to Bradly36, ntrnatonal markt bhavour can b systmatc or oppor-
tunstc. Brazlan and Mxcan Multlatnas xpand usng ths two approachs.

 opportunstc approach s whn compans grasp an opportunty n a for-
gn markt. s slcton occurs followng a stmulus, lk a rqust for prcs, 
product nformaton or mda nformaton37, and has bn mad by Latn Amr-
can compans snc thr xstnc. y hav bn opportunstc buyrs of ndus-
tral assts whn many forgn MNCs wthdrw from Cntral and South Amrca 
bcaus of unstabl poltcal and conomc crcumstancs, and Multlatnas took 
that chanc to xpand thr markt poston. Whn usng ths approach th manag-
rs of Multlatnas alrady hav xprnc n th slcton of ntrnatonal markts 
and ntworkng plays a vtal rol.  hghr th xprnc of th managr n n-
trnatonalzaton, th hghr th chanc of usng an opportunstc approach38.

 systmatc approach happns whn thr s a mthod or  logcal procss 
of choosng a nw markt. Systmatcty s a way of markt plannng to accomplsh 

33 T. P. Vartanian, Secondary Data Analysis, Oxford Univrsity Prss, Nw York 2010, p. 3. 
34 S. Boslaugh, Secondary Data Sources for Public Health: A Practical Guide, Cambridg Univr-

sity Prss, Nw York 2007.
35 P. Ghmawat, Differences Across Countries…
36 F. Bradly, International Marketing Strategy, Prntic Hall, Harlow 1991.
37 Ibidem.
38 K. Hutchinson t al., Internationalization Motives and Facilitating Factors: Qualitative Evi-

dence from Smaller Specialist Retailers, “Journal of Intrnational Markting” 2007, vol. 15(3), 
pp. 96–122.
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th company’s marktng goals39. Multlatnas nvstgat th most approprat mar-
kts as wll th ndustry and th rm’s sals potntal n a rgon, takng nto ac-
count th company’s ralty and objctvs, accordng to Hutchnson and Flck40.

 concptual framwork outlnd n Tabl 1 dscrbs th CAGE crtra and 
how thy ar rlatd to th ntrnatonal markt slcton procss. It llustrats 
whthr Mxcan and Brazlan Multlatnas ar ndd actd by th crtra 
dscrbd by CAGE approach.

Table 1. Charactristics from Brazil and Mxico that allowd 
or mad difficult th xpansion to othr markts

Brazil Mxico
Cultural critria

• Portugus spaking country with th 
largst population in th world

• Th only country that spaks Portugus 
in South Amrica Formr colony tis with 
Portugal and formr Portugus colonis

• High divrsity of thnicitis in Brazil 
allows companis to offr a divrs rang 
of products and srvics all around th 
world

• Popl spak Spanish as in most of Latin 
Amrica

• Formr colony tis with Spain and othr 
formr Spanish colonis

• Thr ar many Mxican and of Mxican 
origin living in th Unitd Stats

• Mxico is a prdominantly Catholic country
• Spanish spaking country with th largst 

population
Administrativ critria

• High lvls of corruption and govrnmnt 
influnc

• High rats of crim
• Blongs to Mrcosul
• High tariffs for imports of crtain goods and 

srvics
• Rankd 125th on th Easinss 

to do Businss ranking

• High lvls of corruption and govrnmnt 
influnc

• High tariffs for imports of crtain goods and 
srvics

• Blongs to NAFTA
• High rats of crim
• Rankd 49th on th Easinss to do Businss 

Ranking
Gographical critria

• Biggst Country in Latin Amrica
• Bordrs most South Amrican countris 

and has accss to th Atlantic Ocan
• Th rmotnss of Amazon Forst difficult 

transportation to many bordr countris
• Dcrasing of commodity prics hav bn 

damaging th Brazilian Economy

• 3rd biggst country in Latin Amrica 
in trms of gographical siz

• Bordrs th Unitd Stats, Bliz and 
Guatmala

• Accss to th Caribban Sa and th 
Pacific Ocan

• Gographically clos to most Cntral 
Amrican countris, th Unitd Stats 
and Canada

• Th dcras in commodity prics has bn 
damaging th Mxican Economy

39 F. Bradly, International Marketing…
40 K. Hutchinson, E. Flck, An investigation…
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Brazil Mxico
Economic critria

• Biggst GDP in Latin Amrica
• Vry rich in natural rsourcs as oil, coppr, 

gold and silvr
• Low Incom pr Capita
• Th hug gap btwn low and high-

incom citizns
• Th govrnmnt has bn privatizing many 

Brazilian companis
• Brazil is th country with th highst 

numbr of Multilatinas

• 2nd Biggst GDP in Latin Amrica
• Low Incom pr capita, but highr than 

most cntral Amrican countris & th 
Caribban

• Many Mxican companis hav bn 
privatizd by th govrnmnt

• Mxico country with th highst numbr 
of Multilatinas ar Brazil

Source: own work.

Cultural distance acts th prfrnc for a product or srvc, but t acts 
t drntly accordng to th typ of good or srvc. For xampl, cultural ds-
tanc mattrs mor whn products hav hgh lngustc contnt (TV programs) 
or hav hgh mportanc for cultural dntty, as tradtonal dshs from a crtan 
country or rgon41. Compans start thr ntrnatonalzaton by ntrng mar-
kts thy comfortably comprhnd bttr, and thr thy wll sns bttr oppor-
tunts bcaus thr prcvd markt uncrtanty s lowr42. Also, cultural sm-
larts gnrat bttr marktng for compans.

For Casanova43, “natural markts” hav common hstorcal lnks and languags, 
as wll as gographcal proxmty. Multlatnas xpand to bordrng countrs b-
caus of th sam languag and a smlar cultur, accordng to Curvo-Cazurra44. 
Latn Amrca has bn a natural markt for Latn Amrcan compans that opt 
to xpand to nghbourng countrs, or vn Mxcan compans xpandng to th 
Untd Stats du to th Hspanc populaton lvng thr.  US markt s a plac 
whr Mxcan compans can dal wth th famlarty of consumr tasts. Ac-
cordng to Frankl and Ros45, countrs that shar th sam languag hav 200% 
mor trad than othrs that do not hav a common languag. Multlatnas startd 
comptng n markts wth a lngustc and cultural anty as a way to tst out th 
procss of ntrnatonalzaton46.

41 P. Ghmawat, Distance…
42 E. Brwr, On Lending to Small Firms, “Journal of Small Businss Managmnt” 2007, 

vol. 45(1), pp. 42–46.
43 L. Casanova, Global Latinas…
44 A. Curvo-Cazurra, Multilatinas.
45 J. Frankl, A. Ros, Estimating the Effect of Currency Unions on Trade and Output, “NBER 

Working Papr Sris” 2000, no. 3, pp. 1–51.
46 L. Casanova t al., From Multilatinas to Global Latinas...
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Analysng th rsults from th Top 100 Amrca Economa rankng for 2017, 
t s possbl to dntfy that Mxcan compans hav opratons n rgons whos 
countrs spak th sam languag, Spansh. at s, 88% of Mxcan Multlat-
nas from th rankng hav xpandd to South Amrca (Brazl not ncludd), 73% 
to Cntral Amrca and th Carbban, and 81% to th Untd Stats, a country 
wth a hug Hspanc communty that shars a bordr wth Mxco.  languag’s 
nunc n Brazl s not prcvabl n Latn Amrca, snc t s th only Latn 
Amrcan country whr popl spak Portugus and not Spansh. Mxco also 
shars th sam colonzr, Span, as most countrs from Cntral Amrca, th Car-
bban and South Amrca, and t could b th rason for a hgh numbr of Mx-
can Multlatnas n ths aras. Accordng to Frankl and Ros47, trad btwn 
two countrs wth th sam colonzr s 190% hghr.

Mxcan and Brazlan Multlatnas xpand lss to rgons whr a common 
languag and any colony/colonzr rlatonshps do not xst, such as th Asa Pa-
cc, Wst and Cntral Asa and Ocana. Mxcan Multlatnas do not xpand 
much to Afrca – only 8% whl 35% of Brazlan Multlatnas choos that cont-
nnt. s mght b happnng bcaus Afrcan countrs such as Angola, Mozam-
bqu, S. Tome and Prncp and Guna-Bssau spak Portugus and wr also 
formr colons of th Portugus Empr.

A small prcntag of Brazlan Multlatnas xpand to Cntral Amrca and 
th Carbban (around 19% aganst 73% of Mxcan Multlatnas n that rgon) 
s th fact that th cultural dstanc btwn Mxco and Cntral Amrca and th 
Carbban s smallr than btwn Brazl and Cntral Amrca and th Carbban. 
Brazl was colonzd by th Portugus, whl Cntral Amrca and th Carbb-
an wr colonzd by th Englsh, Frnch and Spansh, so th languag s drnt 
and thy do not hav formr colonal ts.  languag mght not b th strongst 
factor n South Amrca, as Brazlan Multlatnas ar mor prsnt n countrs 
whr Spansh s spokn, wth 100%, contrastng wth Mxcan Multlatnas, wth 
88%48. Rlgon, socal norms and blfs ar smlar throughout Latn Amrca, 
but ar vry drnt whn consdrng othr gographcal locatons such as Wst 
and Cntral Asa, whr th man rlgon s Islam, or th Asa Pacc, whr po-
pl hav a drnt moral cod than n Latn Amrca.

Whn analysng th administrative criteria, t s worth mntonng that compa-
ns from formr colonzrs ar tn tms mor lkly to trad wth compans from 
thr colons49. s fact can xplan th hgh prcntag of Brazlan Multlatnas 

47 J. Frankl, A. Ros, Estimating the Effect of Currency Unions…
48 Amrica Economia, Top 100 Ranking 2016, 2016, https://rankings.amricaconomia.com 

/2016/multilatinas/ (accssd: 20.11.2019).
49 P. Ghmawat, Distance…
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that hav opratons n Europ (92%), as Brazl was a formr Portugus colony. 
Mxco was a formr Spansh colony, but th prcntag of Mxcan Multlatnas 
n Europ s much lowr: around 54%. So th colony–colonzr rlatonshp factor 
s not always a rul. Accordng to th rankng prsntd by World Bank50, Brazl 
and Mxco ar not vry wll rankd n 2018, compard to Nw Zaland (1st), th 
Untd Stats (6th) or som Asan Tgrs such as Hong Kong (5th), South Kora 
(4th) and Sngapor (2nd). Mxco occups th 50th poston and s th hghst-
placd Latn Amrcan country, whl Brazl s n 125th plac out of 191 coun-
trs. It s worth mntonng that th craton of barrrs, nontar barrrs, quo-
tas or mbargos by Latn Amrcan govrnmnts from countrs such as Brazl, 
Argntna, Cuba, Colomba and Vnzula has not bn a problm for th craton 
of succssful Multlatnas and thr xpanson nto othr Latn Amrcan coun-
trs51.  hgh as of dong busnss n th Untd Stats, as wll as n most Eu-
ropan countrs, mght b on of th rasons why Brazlan and Mxcan Mult-
latnas hav xpandd thr.

Many Asa Pacc countrs hav a vry good classcaton n  th Easnss 
to do Busnss rankng, and thrfor t could xplan th hgh prcntag of Bra-
zlan Multlatnas n th Asa Pacc (69%).  hghst numbr of popl of Japa-
ns orgn outsd Japan s n Brazl52, vn f th two countrs ar vry far from 
ach othr gographcally and th cultural dstanc btwn ts popl s vry low 
(snc languag, cultur, food ar vry drnt). s factor mght hav nuncd 
Brazlan compans’ to xpand nto Japan. Brazl blongs to th BRIC groupng, 
as dos Chna, and thy hav poltcal and conomc ts53.

 geographical dstanc nuncs th communcaton and transportaton 
costs, spcally whn Multlatnas hav to dlvr bulky goods to othr locatons, 
or nd a hgh dgr of coordnaton btwn mploys.  furthr somon 
s from a country, th hardr t s to do busnss thr54. But dstanc s also about 
accssblty; accss to th ocan, for xampl, s a way of boostng trad btwn 
countrs. If a country has a common bordr wth anothr on, th trad b-
twn thos countrs s xpctd to b 80% hghr.  sam way, two countrs 

50 World Bank, Ease of Doing Business rankings, http://www.doingbusinss.org/rankings (ac-
cssd: 5.12.2019).

51 ECLAC U. N., Statistical Yearbook for Latin America and the Caribbean, 2007, https://www.c 
pal.org/n/publications/922-anuario-stadistico-amrica-latina-carib–2007-statistical 
-yarbook-latin-amrica (accssd: 19.09.2019).

52 Cntral Intllignc Agncy, CIA World Fact Book, 2017, https://www.cia.gov/library/pub 
lications/rsourcs/th-world-factbook/indx.html (accssd: 20.11.2019). 

53 Unitd Nations Confrnc on Trad and Dvlopmnt (UNCTAD), World Investment Re-
port…

54 P. Ghmawat, Distance…
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wth accss to th ocan s a 50% ncras n trad among thm55.  trans-
portaton and communcatons nfrastructurs btwn countrs ar also mpor-
tant56 and contrbut for th xplanaton of som xpanson pattrns.

All Brazlan compans from th rankng ar prsnt n th rst of South Amrca, 
but that dos not happn wth Mxcan compans, 88% of whom ar n th South
Amrcan rgon (Brazl not ncludd). Probably du to hghr gographcal prox-
mty, Brazlan compans ar mor attractd to South Amrcan countrs than 
Mxcan ons, as Brazl shars a bordr wth all South Amrcan countrs x-
cpt Ecuador and Chl. Its bordr s 15,719 km long and th Brazlan trrto-
ry occups 48% of South Amrca57. Th only major obstacl that mght hn-
dr th conncton btwn Brazl and othr South Amrcan countrs, such 
as Vnzula, Colomba and Pru, s th mmns Amazon ranforst. Mxco 
bordrs th Untd Stats, Blz and Guatmala, but s gographcally clos 
to most Cntral Amrcan countrs through th Carbban Sa.

It s possbl to conclud that Brazlan and Mxcan multnatonals hav mor 
opratons n rgons from th Amrcan contnnt than rgons on othr cont-
nnts.  only xcpton s th low prsnc of Brazlan Multlatnas n Cntral 
Amrca and th Carbban. Mxcan Multlatnas xpand mor to South Amr-
can countrs (xcludng Brazl) than to Cntral Amrca and th Carbban, 
manng that gographcal dstanc crtra ar not th most mportant, as no bor-
dr s shard btwn Mxco and South Amrca.

Accordng to th Boston Consultng Group58, Brazlan Multlatnas ar mor 
focusd on South Amrcan countrs. On th othr hand, Mxcan Multlatnas 
ar mor concntratd n th Untd Stats, du to gographcal proxmty and oth-
r factors. But n th Top 100 Amrca Economa rankng from 2016, whch only 
consdrs 100 Multlatnas, Brazlan compans ar mor prsnt n th Untd 
Stats than Mxcan ons, so gographcal crtra ar not, agan, th man xpla-
naton for ths markt slcton.

Accordng to Frankl and Ros59, thr ar economic factors that boost trad 
btwn countrs. os wth wak nfrastructur can damag cross-bordr co-
nomc actvty60, whch could xplan th low prcntag of Mxcan and Brazl-
an multnatonals wth opratons n Afrca (8% and 35%, rspctvly) and th 
prfrnc for th Europan contnnt and vn for countrs n th Asa Pacc. 

55 J. Frankl, A. Ros, Estimating the Effect of Currency Unions…
56 P. Ghmawat, Distance…
57 Cntral Intllignc Agncy, CIA World Fact Book.
58 Boston Consulting Group, The 2009 BCG Multilatinas, Boston 2009.
59 J. Frankl, A. Ros, Estimating the Effect of Currency Unions…
60 P. Ghmawat, Distance…
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Compans do not usually lk nvstng n countrs wth hgh lvls of corrup-
ton, whch mght dtr Multlatnas from th Afrcan contnnt, whr brbry 
and corrupton ar mor vdnt. Howvr that sms not to dtr Multlatnas 
from nvstng n othr Latn Amrcan countrs61. Rch countrs also trad 
mor among thmslvs, as thr s a postv corrlaton btwn GDP pr capta 
and th ntrnatonal trad of a country. Poor countrs also trad mor wth rch 
countrs than wth ach othr62, and n fact, not countng th Latn Amrcan 
rgon, Multlatnas hav mor opratons n th Untd Stats and Europ com-
pard to othr rgons around th world.

Usng th CAGE comparator dvlopd by Ghmawat63, th dstanc btwn 
Mxco and othr countrs accordng to th CAGE dstanc for th commrc 
of mrchands was calculatd.  sam calculaton was also don for Brazl. 
Most countrs wth th lowst CAGE dstanc to Mxco spak th sam languag 
(Spansh), hav colonal ts (wr part of th Spansh Empr) or blong to th sam 
contnnt.  two countrs wth th lowst CAGE dstanc bordr Mxco (Gua-
tmala and Blz). Only 8 of th rst 25 countrs wth th lowst CAGE dstanc 
for xports of mrchands do not spak a drnt languag to Mxco. In add-
ton, th othr two mmbrs of NAFTA (th Untd Stats and Canada) hav a low 
CAGE dstanc wth Mxco.

In cas of Brazl, nn countrs wth th lowst CAGE dstanc shar a bordr 
wth Brazl, Chl n 10th plac blongs to th sam contnnt, and Portugal n 11th 
plac shars th sam languag and has colonal ts wth Brazl. Most countrs 
wth th lowst CAGE dstanc from Brazl spak th sam languag (Portugus). 
Most countrs (such as Portugal, Angola, and Mozambqu) from th formr Por-
tugus Empr ar on th lst of countrs. All th rst nn countrs wth th 
lowst CAGE dstanc from Brazl shar a common bordr wth th country. Also, 
th othr mmbrs of MERCOSUL (Argntna, Paraguay, and Uruguay) ar th 
countrs wth th lowst CAGE dstanc from Brazl.

Theoretical findings
 contrbuton of ths papr s a concptual analyss of th applcaton of th 
CAGE framwork, xplorng xtrnal Cultural, Admnstratv, Gographcal, 
and Economc factors Ghmawat64. W trd to undrstand f that framwork 

61 Unitd Nations Confrnc on Trad and Dvlopmnt (UNCTAD), World Investment Re-
port…

62 P. Ghmawat, Distance…
63 P. Ghmawat, Differences Across Countries…
64 P. Ghmawat, Distance…
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could b usd to valuat how ts factors nunc ntrnatonal markt slcton 
for Mxcan and Brazlan Multlatnas. It s worth mntonng that Multlat-
nas ar drnt to multnatonals from th dvlopd world and mrgd latr 
than thos n Asan dvlopng countrs, such as South Kora, Chna and Ta-
wan. y ar mostly famly-ownd conglomrats and many of thm ar or wr 
stat-ownd.  rsarch conductd, through scondary data analyss, mad 
t possbl to conclud that Multlatnas xpandd mostly nto bordrng coun-
trs. CAGE crtra nunc a Multlatna’s xpanson, as rsults from th CAGE 
framwork for mrchands xports for Brazl and Mxco showd that countrs 
wth th lowst CAGE dstanc blong to th rgons whr Multlatnas xpand-
d th most n gnral. Brazlan Multlatnas from th top 100 sampl xpandd 
mor nto th Untd Stats than th Mxcan ons, whch was on of th most 
surprsng ndngs, vn f th sampl only has th largst Multlatnas n Latn 
Amrca and dos not consdr th small and mdum-szd compans from th 
rgon. Brazlan compans dd not xpand much nto Cntral Amrcan coun-
trs and th Carbban, vn thos wth smlar culturs, but drnt languags 
and a lack of conomc ntrst could b a rason for ths. Brazlan and Mxcan 
multnatonals hav drnt xpanson pattrns. Brazlan Multlatnas ar mor 
prdomnant n Europ and n th Asa Pacc than Mxcan. Mxcan compa-
ns xpand mor to Cntral Amrca and th Carbban.

 CAGE charactrstcs of Brazl and Mxco hav som drncs, on on 
hand, but also som smlarts, on anothr hand. Culturally spakng, Brazl 
and Mxco spak drnt languags and blong to drnt contnnts. Ad-
mnstratvly, though, both countrs xprnc hgh lvls of corrupton and 
rats of crm. Multlatnas from ths countrs also pay hgh tars for th m-
port of goods and srvcs. Gographcally Brazl and Mxco blong to drnt 
contnnts and bordr drnt countrs.

us, th man thortcal contrbuton of th study prsntd s th conrma-
ton that CAGE framwork assst n xplanng th gographcal pattrn of ntr-
natonal markt slcton dcsons of Multlatnas and can b usd as a prdctor 
for othr countrs.

Limitations and further research
 rsarch mthodology only analysd scondary data and dd not us othr da-
ta-collcton mthods, whch could hav ld to complmntary ndngs65. Add-
tonally, ths study’s sampl was basd on only 100 Multlatnas from th Amrca 

65 S. Boslaugh, Secondary Data Sources…
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Economa rankng from 2017. So t dd not nclud all Multlatnas and no small 
and mdum-szd compans from Latn Amrca.  CAGE framwork only 
showd th CAGE dstanc for th xports of mrchands, also lmtng th r-
sarch ndngs.

 procss of markt slcton mad by Multlatnas should b tstd for a sp-
cc sctor, to valuat how CAGE factors nunc Multlatnas’ markt slcton. 
Drnt compans’ sz should also b consdrd. To ths am, ntrvws should 
also b prformd as addtonal mthod of data collcton. Anothr avnu of r-
sarch would b nvstgatng Europan countrs to vrfy whthr th sam n-
sghts can b proposd.

 rsarch prsntd provdd contrbuton to th ltratur on rcnt trnds 
n FDI and that could b furthr dvlopd as suggstd by Kyrkls and Grujc66. 
An ntrstng ssu would also nclud nvstgatng th usfulnss of th othr 
modls dscrbd – .. Uppsala modl of th ntrnatonalzaton procss, for con-
tmporary mrgng MNEs whch may rang from mor modrn rtalrs to tch-
basd rms. It would b ntrstng to compar th ndngs wth thos prsntd 
n th study dscrbd, whr th CAGE framwork was nvstgatd.
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Abstract

Multlatnas hav bcom a phnomnon that has caught th attnton of many authors and r-
sarchrs around th world. s papr was dvlopd to undrstand thr ntrnatonal markt 
slcton procss and th challngs thy fac. W hypothszd that ths compans ground thr 
ntrnatonal xpanson on th bass of physcal proxmty.  CAGE framwork dvlopd by Gh-
mawat masurs th dstanc btwn two countrs accordng to Cultural, Admnstratv, Go-
graphc and Economc crtra and was th man ndcator for ths rsarch.  ltratur rvw 
allowd for th xploraton of concpts rlatd to Multlatnas’ xpanson, such as mrgng mar-
kt multnatonal compans managmnt, ntrnatonalzaton procss, markt slcton, and th 
CAGE framwork.  systmatc and opportunstc way of slctng markts wr also studd 
n th dvlopmnt of a framwork usd to undrstand how managrs from Mxcan and Brazlan 
Multlatnas dcd on markt slcton and whch factors thy tak nto account n that dcson 
procss. It was possbl to vrfy that countrs whr Mxcan and Brazlan Multlatnas xpand 
ar th ons wth th lowst ovrall CAGE dstanc.

Keywords: Emrgng Markt Multnatonals, Multlatnas, Markt Slcton Challngs, 
CAGE modl


