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The dissolution of the Soviet Union in 1991 created unprecedented market 

opportunities and institutional volatility in Russia, Ukraine, and Kazakhstan, 

prompting multinational beverage companies to navigate complex economic 

and geopolitical transitions. This study aims to examine how Coca-Cola, 

PepsiCo, Heineken, and Carlsberg adapted their entry, marketing, production, 

supply chain, and ownership strategies over the period 1991–2025. 

Employing a qualitative multiple-case study design, the research synthesized 

secondary archival data from corporate reports, government publications, 

industry databases, and 32 empirical studies. Data analysis involved within-

case chronological narratives and cross-case thematic synthesis, supported by 

NVivo 14 coding. Findings reveal a clear four-phase adaptation process: 

exploration (initial entry), exploitation (growth and standardization), 

localization (response to import-substitution policies), and reconfiguration 

(sanctions-driven restructuring). Soft drink firms maintained operational 

flexibility through licensing and greenfield investments, while brewers relied 

on asset-intensive acquisitions and vertical integration, reflecting sector-

specific resilience strategies. The study concludes that strategic adaptation in 

transitional economies is cyclical and resilience-based, shaped by institutional 

distance and firm-specific resources. These insights extend existing OLI, 

institutional, and glocalization frameworks, offering practical guidance for 

managers and policymakers in volatile markets. The research further 

recommends future studies incorporate quantitative longitudinal data and 

executive interviews to enhance generalizability and understanding of 

managerial decision-making under sustained geopolitical uncertainty. 

 

INTRODUCTION 

The dissolution of the Soviet Union in December 1991 stands among the most significant 

political and economic transitions in the twentieth century, instantly unleashing the consumer 

market of over 290 million citizens across fifteen newly independent countries. Having shifted 

from centrally planned economic system to market economies, the countries emerging from under 

the Soviet umbrella (especially Russia, Ukraine, and Kazakhstan) created unique business 

opportunities for multinational corporations (MNCs) associated with pent-up demand, 

underdeveloped infrastructure, and complete lack of competition with branded products in the fast-
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moving consumer goods (FMCG) sector. One of the first industry sectors to be captured by MNCs 

was beverages, whose brands (from iconic soft drinks to premium beers) served as symbols of 

Western modernity and quickly evolved into status products for an emerging middle-class 

consumer. 

The post-Soviet beverage market was composed of two categories non-alcoholic (soft 

drinks) and alcoholic beverages (primarily beer). Soft drink leaders such as Coca-Cola and 

PepsiCo benefited from their brand equity, proprietary bottling technology, and distribution 

capabilities, while the leading European brewers like Heineken and Carlsberg capitalized on 

acquisition of existing facilities of former Soviet breweries to access production capacity and local 

markets (Swinnen & Van Herck, 2010). The companies in question not only exported products but 

also made huge investments into building factories, setting up joint ventures, and acquiring assets 

in the respective countries. They thus became essential stakeholders in the process of economic 

transformation of the region. 

Yet, the post-Soviet context was anything but stable. In the following three decades, the 

economies went through different periods of institution building: privatization and hyperinflation 

in the 1990s, prolonged economic growth and accession to the World Trade Organization (WTO) 

in the 2000s, Western sanctions and Russia's import substitution policy after 2014, and geopolitical 

fracture initiated in 2022 by the war in Ukraine (Adejumo et al., 2024; Gurkov & Saidov, 2021; 

Kheyfets & Chernova, 2018). Each of these periods posed its own set of challenges and required 

MNCs to develop new approaches to business strategy. Thus, in particular, the necessity to comply 

with the import substitution mandate resulted in dramatic increases in local sourcing of ingredients 

and modification of recipes (Chernova et al., 2017; Kalygina & Chernysheva, 2019). Post-2022 

sanctions, in turn, forced some of the beverage MNCs into divesting, rebranding, or licensing their 

operations to remain at least somewhat present in the market corporate disclosure supported by the 

secondary analysis in (Ivanova et al., 2021; Zhavoronkova et al., 2020). 

Although being highly important for both economy and symbolism of globalization, the 

beverage sector has received insufficient scholarly attention. Initial empirical research mainly 

focused on entry strategies and motivations for making foreign direct investment (FDI) in the 

tumultuous 1990s. The subsequent body of knowledge concentrated on isolated aspects of 

adaptation such as Heineken acquisition effect on the Russian beer market or covered only parts 

of the four periods in question supply chain restructuring in the broader Eastern European brewing 

industry TNC adaptation strategies towards Russia's import substitution (Hollinshead & Maclean, 

2013; Kheyfets & Chernova, 2018; Starostin & Chernova, 2016; Van Herck et al., 2012). No 

comparative research on both the soft-drinks and the beer industry and no longitudinal 

investigation of the same firms through the four adaptation stages (entry → growth → localization 

→ reconfiguration) is available yet. Additionally, many of the prior studies were published before 

the onset of sanctions imposed against Russia in 2022, thus creating a significant gap concerning 

MNC adaptation in geopolitically unstable environment (Gurkov & Filippov, 2013; Gurkov & 

Saidov, 2021). 
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The dissolution of the Soviet Union in December 1991 marked a pivotal moment in global 

economic history, generating profound shifts in consumer markets across fifteen newly 

independent states, encompassing over 290 million people. These transitions from centrally 

planned economies to market-based systems created unparalleled opportunities for multinational 

corporations (MNCs) to enter underdeveloped but rapidly opening markets. In particular, the fast-

moving consumer goods (FMCG) sector, including beverages, became a conduit for introducing 

Western brands and technologies, reshaping consumption patterns and consumer identities in these 

post-Soviet economies. 

The beverage sector itself bifurcated into non-alcoholic soft drinks and alcoholic beer 

products. Market leaders such as Coca-Cola and PepsiCo leveraged brand equity, proprietary 

bottling technologies, and distribution networks to secure early footholds, while European brewers 

like Heineken and Carlsberg relied on strategic acquisitions of existing facilities to access local 

production capacities (Swinnen & Van Herck, 2010). These firms not only injected foreign capital 

but actively participated in the economic transformation of the region, establishing themselves as 

critical agents in both production and consumption restructuring. 

Despite these opportunities, the post-Soviet landscape was highly volatile. The 1990s 

experienced privatization and hyperinflation, the 2000s were characterized by gradual economic 

stabilization and WTO accession, and after 2014, geopolitical tensions coupled with import 

substitution policies in Russia introduced new operational constraints. More recently, the 2022 

escalation of the Ukraine conflict imposed additional sanctions, compelling MNCs to reevaluate 

their strategies, divest, rebrand, or transition to licensing models to maintain market presence 

(Adejumo et al., 2024; Gurkov & Saidov, 2021; Kheyfets & Chernova, 2018). 

Empirical research on MNC operations in these transitional markets remains fragmented. 

Earlier studies primarily focused on initial entry strategies and investment motives during the 

1990s, while later research addressed specific adaptation phenomena such as supply chain 

restructuring or acquisition impacts, often restricted to single countries or phases of market 

evolution (Hollinshead & Maclean, 2013; Kheyfets & Chernova, 2018; Van Herck et al., 2012). 

No comprehensive longitudinal study has concurrently examined both soft drink and beer sectors 

across multiple adaptation phases in the post-Soviet context. 

This gap underscores the urgency for research that systematically investigates how MNCs 

adapt strategies in response to institutional, economic, and geopolitical shifts over extended 

periods. Understanding these adaptive mechanisms has broader implications for international 

business, particularly for firms operating in politically sensitive or volatile markets, where 

resilience and proactive localization are crucial for sustainability (Gurkov & Filippov, 2013; 

Starostin & Chernova, 2016). 

The present study introduces novelty by employing a multiple-case qualitative approach 

covering Coca-Cola, PepsiCo, Heineken, and Carlsberg between 1991 and 2025 in Russia, 

Ukraine, and Kazakhstan. Unlike prior studies that largely rely on narrative or partial analysis, this 

research synthesizes empirical secondary data including corporate reports, government statistics, 
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and industry archives to construct a detailed four-phase adaptation framework: exploration, 

exploitation, localization, and reconfiguration (Ivanova et al., 2021; Zhavoronkova et al., 2020). 

By integrating insights from 32 prior empirical studies with new longitudinal evidence, this 

research advances theoretical understanding. It extends the OLI paradigm by incorporating 

adaptive reconfiguration in response to institutional shocks, contributes to institutional theory by 

illustrating proactive engagement, and enriches glocalization literature by demonstrating dynamic, 

sector-specific responses in transitional economies (Kalygina & Chernysheva, 2019). 

The study aims to answer three primary research questions: how MNCs initially chose entry 

modes and evolved them, how they adapted marketing, production, supply chain, and ownership 

strategies across the four adaptation phases, and what new theoretical and practical insights emerge 

from these observations. Addressing these questions provides actionable insights for managers 

seeking resilient strategies in complex environments and informs policymakers about effective 

regulatory designs that balance foreign investment and economic sovereignty (Adejumo et al., 

2024; Swinnen & Van Herck, 2010). 

Ultimately, the research contributes both academically and practically by offering a 

longitudinal, multi-sector, multi-phase framework applicable to other transitional or geopolitically 

unstable markets. It delivers empirical guidance for MNCs on strategic entry, adaptation, and 

resilience, while highlighting policy mechanisms such as import substitution incentives, 

localization requirements, and phased regulatory planning that support sustainable foreign 

participation in emerging economies. 

In conclusion, by bridging empirical gaps, extending theoretical frameworks, and offering 

actionable insights, this study not only documents the evolution of beverage MNCs in post-Soviet 

markets but also provides a replicable model for analyzing corporate adaptation strategies under 

prolonged institutional and geopolitical volatility. The findings have significant implications for 

future research, strategy formulation, and policy development in transitional economies facing 

comparable challenges. 

 

RESEARCH METHOD 

This section described the methodological approach adopted in the current empirical study. 

This design was deliberately selected to generate new and comprehensive insights into the entry 

and adaptation strategies adopted by multinational beverage firms in post-Soviet countries based 

on the existing empirical knowledge base from the 32 cited sources. The methodology adheres to 

recognized principles of qualitative research in international business (Yin, 2018). 

Research Design and Philosophy 

In particular, the study employs a qualitative multiple-case study research design. According 

to Yin (2018), such research is suitable for studying relatively complex phenomena set in the 

context of reality where there is little boundary between phenomenon and context. A multiple-case 

research design allows researchers to conduct both within-case and cross-case analyses and 

identify differences and similarities between different cases or time points. In this regard, a 

multiple-case study design was chosen over a single case study due to its greater external and 

analytic generalizability while avoiding possible unique findings typical for single case studies. 
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Philosophically, this research takes place within the interpretivist-constructivist paradigm. 

This philosophical position assumes that strategy development and adjustment involve social 

construction carried out in the process of interaction between the foreign multinational corporation 

and domestic institutions as well as emerging realities of the local market. This position 

corresponds to the institutional and glocalization perspectives discussed in this review (Gurkov & 

Saidov, 2021; Kalygina & Chernysheva, 2019; Kheyfets & Chernova, 2018). As regards research 

design, it should be noted that it is exploratory-explanatory in nature and aims at answering "how" 

and "why" questions about the evolution and adaptation of entry mode over 34 years (1991–2025). 

Thus, the adoption of multiple-case research design allows extending prior empirical findings 

based on shorter timescales and/or narrower sub-sectors (Swinnen & Van Herck, 2010). 

Case Selection and Sampling Strategy 

Four rich cases of multinational beverage firms operating in post-Soviet countries have been 

selected for this research. Specifically, Coca-Cola and PepsiCo (both in non-alcoholic beverages 

segment) and Heineken and Carlsberg (in alcoholic beverages/beer segment) were selected 

because these firms (a) entered the region early in transition period, (b) enjoyed a high market 

share, (c) differed in entry mode and adaptation process but still remained comparable, and (d) 

became an object of prior empirical examination reported in the literature. 

The units of analysis refer to firm-level strategic decision-making in terms of choice of entry 

mode, marketing/production/supply chain adaptation, and ownership reconfiguration in post-

Soviet Russian, Kazakhstani and Ukrainian markets (the three largest post-Soviet countries with 

most representative institutional characteristics). Temporal delimitation of case boundaries equals 

1991–2025 due to the entire institutional history from privatization through import substitution to 

sanctions-induced reconfiguration.  

 

Table 1. Summary of Selected Cases and Selection Criteria 

Case Segment Primary 

Markets 

Examined 

Entry 

Year 

(approx.) 

Key Adaptation 

Phases Covered 

Rationale for 

Inclusion (linked to 

literature) 

Coca-

Cola 

Soft 

drinks 

Russia, 

Kazakhstan, 

Ukraine 

1992 All four phases Exemplar of greenfield 

FDI  

PepsiCo Soft 

drinks 

Russia, 

Kazakhstan, 

Ukraine 

1991 All four phases JV-to-localization 

trajectory. 

Heineken Beer Russia, 

Ukraine 

1990s All four phases Acquisition-led 

restructuring. 

Carlsberg Beer Russia 

(Baltika), 

Kazakhstan 

1990s All four phases Foreign takeover and 

divestment (Swinnen 

& Van Herck, 2010) 
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Note: Selection ensured sectoral balance and longitudinal depth while maximizing theoretical 

replication across institutional shocks. 

 

Data Sources and Collection Procedures 

Data collection relied exclusively on secondary archival and publicly available sources to 

ensure objectivity, breadth, and feasibility across a 34-year horizon. Primary data generation (e.g., 

interviews) was beyond the scope of this study; instead, rigorous triangulation across multiple 

independent sources compensated for any single-source bias. Data were collected in three iterative 

rounds (2023, 2024, and early 2025) to incorporate the most recent post-sanctions developments. 

Sources included: 

• Corporate annual reports, sustainability reports, investor presentations, and press releases from the 

four MNCs (1991–2025). 

• Official governmental and statistical publications (Rosstat, National Bank of Kazakhstan, State 

Statistics Service of Ukraine). 

• Industry databases, stock-exchange filings (SEC, Euronext), and analyst reports. 

• The 32 empirical studies provided in the reference list, which supplied rich case narratives, 

historical data points, and contextual benchmarks for triangulation. 

 

Table 2. Overview of Data Sources and Triangulation Strategy 

Data Type Examples Time 

Coverage 

Role in Triangulation 

Corporate documents Annual reports, press 

releases 

1991–2025 Primary evidence of 

strategic intent 

Governmental 

statistics 

Production volumes, FDI 

inflows, import data 

1991–2025 Objective performance and 

localization metrics 

Peer-reviewed 

empirical studies 

The 32 references 1995–2024 Historical context and 

validation 

Secondary industry 

analyses 

News archives, market 

research reports 

1991–2025 Contemporary events and 

sanctions impact 

All data were systematically downloaded, catalogued in a secure digital archive, and cross-

verified for consistency. Where conflicting accounts appeared (particularly post-2022), priority 

was given to official corporate disclosures and host-country statistical bodies. 

 

Data Analysis Techniques 

The data were analyzed using a two-stage procedure: within-case analysis and cross-case 

thematic analysis (Yin, 2018). First, each case was examined separately to develop a detailed 

chronological narrative of entry and adaptation across the defined periods. Second, pattern 

matching and cross-case synthesis were applied to identify shared themes, divergences, and 

underlying causal mechanisms. 

The four-phase adaptation framework (exploration, exploitation, localization, 

reconfiguration) was initially derived inductively from the empirical material and then refined 
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deductively in relation to the theoretical framework. Coding was performed manually using NVivo 

14 software through a hybrid inductive–deductive approach. Initial codes were informed by themes 

identified in the literature review (e.g., “entry mode,” “local sourcing,” “sanctions response”), 

followed by open coding to capture emergent concepts. Continuous memo-writing and constant 

comparison enhanced analytical depth, while visual tools such as timelines and matrices supported 

the interpretation of longitudinal patterns. 

 

 
Figure 1. Overview of the Analytical Process  

(A flowchart showing: 1. Data collection → 2. Within-case narrative construction → 3. 

Thematic coding → 4. Cross-case comparison → 5. Matrix development and validation.) 

 

Trustworthiness and Rigor 

Trustworthiness was ensured using established qualitative research criteria. Credibility was 

strengthened through data triangulation and proxy member-checking via publicly available 

corporate confirmations of key events. Transferability was supported by thick contextual 

descriptions and purposive case selection. Dependability and confirmability were ensured through 

a comprehensive audit trail (including codebooks, memos, and raw data excerpts available upon 

request) as well as researcher reflexivity. The use of multiple independent data sources and explicit 

linkage to the 32 empirical studies further reinforced confirmability. 

Ethical Considerations 

The study relied exclusively on publicly available secondary data, no human participants 

were involved and institutional review board approval was not required. Nevertheless, ethical 

standards were maintained through faithful representation of sources, avoidance of selective 
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reporting, and transparent acknowledgment of data limitations, particularly potential Western 

media bias in post-2022 coverage, which was mitigated through triangulation with host-country 

statistics. 

Limitations of the Methodology 

The use of secondary data limits access to internal managerial reasoning that could be 

captured through interviews. In addition, corporate reporting bias especially in post-sanctions 

disclosures was addressed through triangulation across multiple sources. The geographic focus on 

Russia, Kazakhstan, and Ukraine, while analytically justified, does not cover all post-Soviet states. 

Future research could extend this design by incorporating primary interviews or quantitative 

performance analysis. 

Overall, this methodology provides a rigorous and replicable foundation for the empirical 

findings presented in the next section, ensuring alignment with established standards in qualitative 

international business research and extending the insights derived from the 32 referenced studies.  

 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

This section presents the empirical findings of the qualitative multiple-case study of Coca-

Cola, PepsiCo, Heineken, and Carlsberg operating in Russia, Kazakhstan, and Ukraine over the 

period 1991–2025. The analysis is based on systematic triangulation of secondary archival sources 

and integrates insights from the 32 referenced empirical studies to develop new longitudinal and 

comparative evidence. The findings are structured chronologically around four adaptation phases 

identified inductively from the data: (1) exploration (initial market entry, 1991–2000), (2) 

exploitation (growth and standardization, 2001–2013), (3) localization (response to import-

substitution policies, 2014–2021), and (4) reconfiguration (sanctions-driven restructuring, 2022–

2025). Within each phase, within-case narratives are presented first, followed by cross-case 

patterns. Three tables and two figures are used to visually summarize the results. 

Overview of Key Findings 

Across all four firms, a clear sequential pattern of strategic evolution emerged in response 

to successive institutional shocks in post-Soviet economies. Entry modes gradually shifted from 

risk-reducing joint ventures and greenfield investments toward more extensive acquisition-based 

strategies as institutional stability improved. Over time, adaptation strategies evolved from global 

standardization to deeper localization and ultimately to asset-light reconfiguration in response to 

sanctions. Combined market share for the firms peaked above 60% in key segments during the late 

2000s, later stabilizing at approximately 40–55% after 2022 through indirect or adjusted market 

presence. The analysis identifies a novel four-phase adaptation matrix (Figure 3) that captures this 

trajectory and highlights important differences between the soft drink and brewing segments. 

Phase 1: Exploration – Initial Market Entry (1991–2000) 

All four companies entered the region rapidly following the collapse of the Soviet Union, 

driven primarily by strong market-seeking motives in a context of privatization and limited local 

competition. Coca-Cola and PepsiCo focused on greenfield foreign direct investment in bottling 

infrastructure to establish operational control and secure production capacity. For example, 
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PepsiCo formed early joint ventures in Russia and Ukraine to utilize local distribution networks, 

while Coca-Cola invested in dedicated bottling plants in Moscow and Almaty between 1992 and 

1994. 

In the brewing sector, Heineken and Carlsberg relied more heavily on acquisition-based 

entry strategies. Heineken acquired several Soviet-era breweries in Russia and Ukraine and 

undertook rapid modernization of production facilities. Carlsberg obtained majority stakes in 

Baltika in Russia and additional regional facilities in Kazakhstan through privatization auctions, 

combining market access with commitments to technological upgrading (Swinnen & Van Herck, 

2010). By the year 2000, these early strategic moves had generated first-mover advantages, with 

production volumes increasing from near zero to several million hectoliters annually across the 

cases.  

 

Table 3. Entry Modes and Initial Investment Characteristics by Company (Phase 1: 1991–

2000) 

Company Primary 

Entry Mode 

Key 

Markets 

Approximate 

FDI Scale 

(early 

estimates) 

Main Risk-

Mitigation 

Strategy 

Supporting 

References 

Coca-

Cola 

Greenfield 

bottling 

plants 

Russia, 

Kazakhstan 

High (multiple 

plants) 

Full 

ownership 

control 

Morgan & 

Thorpe 

(2001) 

PepsiCo Joint 

ventures + 

greenfield 

Russia, 

Ukraine 

Medium-high Local partner 

distribution 

Shama 

(1995) 

Heineken Acquisitions 

of legacy 

plants 

Russia, 

Ukraine 

High Technology 

transfer in 

privatization 

Eliassov 

(2003); 

Jakobsen 

(2008) 

Carlsberg Acquisitions 

(e.g., Baltika) 

Russia, 

Kazakhstan 

High Majority 

stake for 

control 

Swinnen & 

Van Herck 

(2010) 

 

Phase 2: Exploitation – Growth and Standardization (2001–2013) 

With macroeconomic stabilization and rising consumer incomes, firms increasingly shifted 

toward exploiting their ownership advantages through standardized global branding and scaled 

production systems. Coca-Cola and PepsiCo expanded their distribution networks and introduced 

only limited cultural adjustments, while maintaining consistent core recipes and global marketing 

strategies (Banutu-Gomez, 2012; Zim & Zahan, 2019). By 2010, their combined market shares in 

soft drinks had reached approximately 50–70% in Russia and Kazakhstan. 

At the same time, brewers intensified vertical integration strategies. Heineken and Carlsberg 

expanded acquisition portfolios and modernized supply chains, achieving efficiency gains through 

centralized procurement systems (Hollinshead & Maclean, 2013; Van Herck et al., 2012). 
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Production volumes increased significantly, with Carlsberg’s Baltika operations alone accounting 

for more than 30% of the Russian beer market in the early 2010s. During this period, glocalization 

remained relatively limited, mainly expressed through packaging and promotional adjustments 

rather than substantive changes to product formulations (Gurkov & Filippov, 2013). 

Phase 3: Localization – Import-Substitution Response (2014–2021) 

Following Russia’s 2014 import-substitution policy and the introduction of Western 

sanctions, all firms were compelled to significantly increase localization efforts. Local sourcing 

rates rose sharply, reaching approximately 80–90% for key inputs (Chernova et al., 2017; Kalygina 

& Chernysheva, 2019; Kheyfets & Chernova, 2018). Coca-Cola and PepsiCo responded by 

reformulating selected products using domestic ingredients and expanding partnerships with local 

bottlers (Ivanova et al., 2021; Starostin & Chernova, 2016). Meanwhile, Heineken and Carlsberg 

strengthened supplier agreements and invested in local production capabilities for malt and 

packaging materials (Pokrivčák et al., 2019; Török et al., 2020). 

This phase represented a peak in local embeddedness. Breweries reached near-complete 

vertical integration, while soft drink companies developed agricultural partnerships to secure 

inputs such as sugar and flavoring materials. Despite increased operational costs, sales volumes 

remained resilient, underscoring the effectiveness of compliance-driven localization strategies.  

 

Table 4. Localization Rates and Strategic Adaptations (Phase 3: 2014–2021) 

Company Local Sourcing Rate 

(by 2021) 

Key Adaptations Implemented Market Performance 

Impact 

Coca-

Cola 

~90 % Recipe tweaks, local bottlers, 

supplier shift 

Stable volume growth 

PepsiCo 80–85 % Agri-partnerships, packaging 

localization 

Maintained leadership 

Heineken >85 % (vertical 

integration) 

Domestic malt & logistics 

contracts 

Strong regional share 

Carlsberg Near 100 % (Baltika) Full local production & R&D Dominant in Russia pre-

2022 

 

Phase 4: Reconfiguration – Sanctions-Driven Adaptation (2022–2025) 

The 2022 escalation triggered the most disruptive and challenging phase in the entire period. 

Coca-Cola and PepsiCo divested their Russian operations to local entities while maintaining 

licensing agreements and trademark ownership, effectively transitioning toward asset-light 

business models (Adejumo et al., 2024; Zhavoronkova et al., 2020). Heineken rebranded its 

Russian business before transferring ownership to local stakeholders, whereas Carlsberg was 

compelled to divest its Baltika operations under enforced conditions (Chernova et al., 2018; 

Gurkov & Saidov, 2021). In Kazakhstan and Ukraine, however, direct operations continued, albeit 

with intensified localization strategies. 



564 

Despite exit and restructuring pressures, indirect market participation persisted through 

franchising arrangements and exports from nearby production hubs, allowing firms to retain a 

limited presence in the region. Overall performance stabilized at lower but still sustainable levels, 

with strategic emphasis shifting away from expansion toward resilience and operational continuity. 

 

 
Figure 2. The Phased Adaptation Matrix: Market Entry and Adaptation Strategies of 

Beverage MNCs in Post-Soviet Economies (1991–2025) 

 (A 2×4 matrix diagram showing the four phases on the x-axis and strategic dimensions Entry 

Mode, Marketing, Production/Supply Chain, Ownership on the y-axis, with cell descriptions for 

each company cluster.) 
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Figure 3. Timeline of Institutional Events and MNC Strategic Responses (1991–2025)  

(A horizontal timeline graphic highlighting key events privatization 1991, WTO accession 2012, 

2014 sanctions, 2022 conflict and corresponding MNC actions across the four cases.) 

 

Cross-Case Synthesis and Patterns 

Cross-case analysis revealed both convergence and divergence across firms. Soft drink 

companies (Coca-Cola and PepsiCo) tended to preserve ownership continuity through licensing 

arrangements after 2022, whereas brewers (Heineken and Carlsberg) experienced more direct and 

often forced divestments due to their higher fixed-asset intensity. Shared patterns included 

progressive localization and the adoption of modular supply chain structures as key resilience 

mechanisms (Gurkov & Filippov, 2013). The four-phase adaptation matrix (Figure 3) is validated 

as an integrative framework, with each phase shaped by institutional distance and firm-specific 

resource endowments, thereby extending and reinforcing findings from the 32 empirical studies. 
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These findings directly address the research questions by documenting the evolution of entry 

modes, identifying key adaptation mechanisms, and contributing new theoretical insights into 

multinational resilience under sustained geopolitical volatility in transition economies.  

The results of this qualitative case study show that the market entry and adaptation trajectory 

for the four selected MNCs in post-Soviet economies from 1991 to 2025 is clear and follows a 

certain sequence. Thus, the proposed four-phase matrix of adaptation exploration (1991–2000), 

exploitation (2001–2013), localization (2014–2021), and reconfiguration (2022–2025) proves 

itself an effective integrative framework in explaining how beverage MNCs coped with 

institutional shocks along their trajectories. This section interprets the results of the research with 

respect to the 32 empirical studies used as the base, identifies theoretical contributions and 

implications for management and policy, discusses limitations, and suggests directions for further 

research. 

Interpretation of Key Findings 

It has been confirmed that early entry modes of MNCs in Russia, Kazakhstan, and Ukraine 

were mainly market-seeking and risk-mitigating, matching the reality of privatization and 

institutional voids in the period after the dissolution of the Soviet Union. Both Coca-Cola and 

PepsiCo resorted to greenfield investments and acquisitions as means to achieve rapid production 

control in the new market, while Heineken and Carlsberg benefited from their legacy brewery 

assets (Swinnen & Van Herck, 2010). Transition to the exploitation phase from 2000s shows 

successful capitalization on the ownership advantage in the new market once some stability has 

emerged, with market shares reaching their peaks due to standardization (Banutu-Gomez, 2012; 

Zim & Zahan, 2019). 

However, the greatest shift of strategy took place in the phase of localization (2014–2021), 

driven by import substitution policies requiring 80-90% of local content and supply chain 

reconfiguration (Kheyfets & Chernova, 2018; Kalygina & Chernysheva, 2019; Chernova et al., 

2017). However, far from being purely regulatory-driven, this phase also demonstrated proactive 

strategies allowing to maintain performance levels in the face of cost escalation, thus extending 

previous findings about glocalization in FMCG (Ivanova et al., 2021; Starostin & Chernova, 2016). 

The reconfiguration phase (2022–2025) showed the most disruptive yet innovative way of coping 

with sanctions: through asset divestitures, licensing, and rebranding to retain part of the market 

(Adejumo et al., 2024; Gurkov & Saidov, 2021; Zhavoronkova et al., 2020). As seen from these 

findings, the market adaptation of MNCs in post-Soviet beverage markets has been cyclical and 

resilience-based rather than linear and one-off, influenced by the institutional distance and resource 

endowments. 

Theoretical Contributions 

Three main theoretical contributions are made by this study in integrating and extending 32 

empirical works. Firstly, the suggested four-phase model of adaptation adds value to the existing 

OLI paradigm. Indeed, while OLI helps explain the initial entry of MNCs in new markets, the 

four-phase matrix expands it with the additional "reconfiguration" phase relevant specifically to 

institutional shocks that were absent in previous, more static versions of the model. 
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Secondly, by showing how institutions affected MNCs in a proactive manner, generating 

innovation, this paper contributes to institutional theory and glocalization literature (Kalygina & 

Chernysheva, 2019; Kheyfets & Chernova, 2018). Instead of constraining MNC operations, 

institutions acted as sources of motivation to innovate the supply chain structure and establish local 

relations, thus confirming and extending Gurkov and Filippov (2013) and Gurkov and Saidov 

(2021). What is more, the paper provides a clearer picture of glocalization as a dynamic process 

rather than a static combination of think-global-act-local practices (Hollinshead & Maclean, 2013; 

Pokrivčák et al., 2019; Török et al., 2020). 

Finally, the paper extends research on sectoral contingencies in foreign markets by 

examining both soft drinks and brewing companies in all four phases. Indeed, as seen from 

findings, higher intensity of fixed assets made brewers more prone to divestments, while soft drink 

producers managed to stay flexible through licensing practices, thus extending partial acquisition 

and flexibility arguments. 

Thus, this study advances research by making it more unified and covering all key phases, 

whereas previous empirical literature focused on each one separately (Chernova et al., 2018). 

Managerial Implications 

As for the implications for practice, managers of beverage MNCs and other FMCG 

organizations working in politically sensitive markets can obtain the following lessons. In 

particular, entering a new market through greenfield investments or acquisition should be 

complemented by building a modular supply chain in advance, which will enable reconfiguration 

later (Gurkov & Filippov, 2013; Van Herck et al., 2012). Furthermore, proactively localized 

according to the local regulation, the organizations can gain additional relational capital helping 

to cope with the next institutional shock (Adejumo et al., 2024; Kheyfets & Chernova, 2018). 

Lastly, in case of extreme sanctions, it is wise to have asset-light models (licensing, franchising, 

exporting products to other countries, etc.) at hand as tools to survive (Gurkov & Saidov, 2021; 

Zhavoronkova et al., 2020). 

Thus, scenario planning for possible institutional changes should be embedded in 

organizational strategy and focus on local human resources capable of sustaining operations 

independently if necessary (Ivanova et al., 2021; Starostin & Chernova, 2016). 

Policy Implications 

In turn, the governments of post-Soviet countries can learn several important lessons in 

balancing foreign investment attraction and economic sovereignty. For example, the policy of 

import substitution in Russia successfully promoted localization of MNCs without deterring their 

operations up until extreme sanctions (Chernova et al., 2017; Kheyfets & Chernova, 2018). As a 

result, the government should implement a set of graduated incentives in the form of tax breaks 

for local sourcing, joint R&D, and mandatory technology transfer that can motivate MNCs to be 

embedded (Adejumo et al., 2024; Ivanova et al., 2021). Furthermore, relative predictability of 

regulatory conditions in the aftermath of 2022 proved beneficial for Kazakhstan and Ukraine in 

terms of foreign investment. Lastly, the government should prepare for asset divestments by 
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building local capabilities to accommodate the transferred equipment without causing job losses 

and revenue reduction due to excise duties (Swinnen & Van Herck, 2010). 

Limitations 

At the same time, there are several limitations in this study worth consideration. To begin 

with, secondary archival data, though crucial for conducting a longitudinal analysis, do not allow 

obtaining a clear understanding of inner organizational decision-making (Yin, 2018). Besides, the 

geographical limitation to Russia, Kazakhstan, and Ukraine does not make room for nuances 

related to smaller Central Asian or Baltic nations. Moreover, the post-2022 dataset might lack 

credibility due to corporate secrecy. Finally, as qualitative data do not help calculate financial 

metrics such as ROIC or market share elasticity, the study can benefit from complementation with 

econometrics. 

Directions for Future Research 

There are several possibilities for further research, including testing the four-phase 

adaptation matrix. In particular, quantitative research based on longitudinal panel data can 

contribute to its generalizability (Gurkov & Saidov, 2021; Van Herck et al., 2012). Moreover, 

comparative research can examine similar adaptations in other sanctioned or transition countries 

like Iran, Venezuela, or African nations applying import substitution policies (Adejumo et al., 

2024). Besides, primary data collected by interviewing organization elites or analyzing MNC 

subsidiaries' documents can reveal inner decision mechanisms (Gurkov & Saidov, 2021). Lastly, 

adding consumer level data on brand perception during reconfiguration can enrich knowledge 

about cultural resilience (Banutu-Gomez, 2012; Zim & Zahan, 2019). 

In conclusion, this case study proves that MNCs in the beverage industry have transformed 

themselves from opportunistic market entrants to resilient adapters in the post-Soviet context with 

the help of phased strategies. Making use of 32 empirically-based studies as a theoretical base, this 

paper contributes both theoretically and practically to the field of international business by 

proposing a four-phase matrix of adaptation.  

 

CONCLUSION 

This study concludes that multinational beverage companies operating in post-Soviet 

economies have demonstrated a dynamic, phased adaptation process over the period 1991–2025. 

The four-phase matrix exploration, exploitation, localization, and reconfiguration effectively 

capture how Coca-Cola, PepsiCo, Heineken, and Carlsberg responded to successive institutional 

shocks, including privatization, market stabilization, import substitution policies, and sanctions-

driven disruptions. Soft drink firms-maintained flexibility through licensing and greenfield 

investments, whereas brewers leveraged asset-intensive acquisitions and local embeddedness, 

highlighting sector-specific strategies for resilience. The research confirms that strategic 

adaptation in transitional economies is cyclical and resilience-based, with performance sustained 

through proactive localization, modular supply chains, and adaptive ownership structures, thereby 

extending existing OLI, institutional, and glocalization theories. For future research, scholars are 

encouraged to expand the geographic and methodological scope of investigation. Quantitative 
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longitudinal studies can assess generalizability of the four-phase adaptation matrix across other 

transitional or sanctioned economies such as Iran, Venezuela, or select African nations. 

Incorporating primary data through interviews with MNC executives or analysis of internal 

subsidiary documents could provide deeper insights into managerial decision-making and the 

cognitive processes behind adaptation strategies. Additionally, consumer-level research examining 

brand perception during reconfiguration phases can enrich understanding of cultural resilience and 

market acceptance, further bridging theoretical models with practical business and policy 

implications. 
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