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Abstract 
 

This thesis aims to focus on the phenomenon of firms that operate internationally 

shortly after or directly from inception, i.e. international new ventures (INVs) The 

thesis examines barriers and motives to internationalisation by comparing 

international new venturing to domestic new venturing. A set of hypotheses is 

derived from an extensive literature review in order to test if the determinants 

apply to new venturing in Scandinavia as well. To test if the hypotheses holds, we 

apply descriptive and inferential statistics on a sample of new ventures originating 

from Scandinavia. The results of the tests show that perceived lack of financial 

resources, perceived lack of market knowledge seems to be negatively linked to 

internationalisation, and that managers/founders with a high degree of 

international growth orientation, founders with a business degree, limited 

domestic market opportunities and high relational social capital seems to be 

positively linked to internationalisation. Thus, this paper provides a new insight 

on how Scandinavian new ventures perceive barriers and motives to 

internationalisation and characteristics of INVs originating from Scandinavia. As 

our sample is relatively small, and with a skewed distribution of responses from 

the different Scandinavian countries, further research with a greater sample size 

and with a more evenly distribution sample should be done. 
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1. Introduction 

The world economy is becoming more and more intertwined after a massive 

technology development in the last couple of decades. The international trade is 

increasing, and economies all over the world are becoming more intertwined. This 

development has led to the emergence of a business environment that is more 

globalised, interdependent and connected than ever before. It has traditionally 

been the larger established firms that have gone international, with smaller firms 

being unable or unwilling to internationalise.  Even though a larger number of 

smaller firms, and firms in general, are choosing to internationalise a great many 

firms are still hesitating to cross national borders. This is often putting them in 

disadvantage compared to the internationalised firms. Researchers have found 

numerous advantages of internationalisation, like diversification, improvement of 

technology, quality, service standards, revenues, production efficiency and 

increased profits to share with employees and shareholders. (Czinkota & 

Ronkainen, 2001) (Terpstra & Sarathy, 2000) 

Even though the advantages are many, internationalisation is not a trouble-free 

and riskless task. There are many obstacles pertaining to internal organisational 

weaknesses, strategic business flaws, deficiencies of the domestic market, or host-

market problems. Understanding the barriers to internationalisation is crucial for 

four parties: small business managers who can acquire knowledge to take proactive 

measures to overcome or reduce the impact of barriers, public policymakers who 

can acquire knowledge to give appropriate assistance and motives to firms looking 

to internationalise, business educators who can develop educational programs to 

internationalisation with solutions to accommodating these barriers, and 

researchers who can use findings to promote theory building in the field of 

internationalisation. There have in response to this been numerus studies on the 

subject in recent decades. Traditionally, the international business researchers 

were focusing on MNE’s (Oviatt & McDougall, 1994) and how they managed to 

overcome barriers like the liabilities of foreignness with their large size and vast 

resources. However, SME’s were soon to follow in the interest of scholars after an 
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increasing number of internationalised SME’s were observed. Their success was 

often explained by the process theory (Uppsala theory), showing how firms would 

first establish a market domestically, before internationalising gradually to 

countries close in psychic distance. 

However, the main challenge today is often not seen as the psychic distance but 

the outsider-ship vs. insider-ship in networks. In the last decades, we have seen 

the emergence of a new kind of firm, the International new venture. They have 

been able to internationalise and overcome the liability of foreignness faced in 

foreign markets, without possessing the size or resources of larger firms. However, 

they have managed to become an important part of the world economy today. “An 

INV is a business organization that, from inception, seeks to derive significant 

competitive advantage from the use of resources and the sale of outputs in multiple 

countries”. (Oviatt & McDougall, 1994, p. 49) They often internationalise fast and 

in multiple countries at the same time. It can be through both exports, licensing 

and FDI. They see the whole world as their market and, in some cases, don’t even 

have a real country of origin. These new kinds of firms challenge the traditional 

theories explaining the internationalising of firms, like the process theory 

(Uppsala theory). It is a general and broad understanding that these old theories 

based on SME’s and MNE’s don’t manage to explain INVs.  

Why would a young and small firm increase their risk even more by going 

international at an early stage and how do they manage to overcome the barriers? 

Even though there is done lots of research on this topic, it is still limited and 

scattered, with most of the research focused on certain industries like the 

technology sector, only on exports or in large economies. Scandinavia has not been 

the focus area in itself, to enhance the understanding of INVs originating from this 

area. Therefore, we have chosen to conduct a case study of INVs from Scandinavia 

by testing how they experience the major barriers and motives from INV theory. 

Additionally, we are also aiming to find and explain common characteristics for 

INVs from Scandinavia. For this purpose, we have chosen to define a new venture 

as under ten years old, and an international new venture must have 
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internationalised to at least one foreign country, through exports, FDI, licensing, 

etc. 

We will start off by stating the research methods we will use in this thesis. After 

stating the research methods, we will first review international business theory 

from its start, trying to explain the internationalising of MNEs and later SMEs, 

looking at the most important theories like OLI and the Uppsala model. Then we 

describe the characteristics of INVs, how they differ from traditional firms and the 

strategies they utilize. Next, we will study empirical studies focusing on the 

barriers and motives discovered to be the most important by other researchers. 

After researching and reviewing previous studies on the subject, we will develop 

hypotheses based on the literature review, to discover if the most important 

barriers, motives and characteristics from the literature review are linked to the 

internationalisation of Scandinavian new ventures. To answer our hypothesis, we 

will conduct a questionnaire that will be sent out to a sample consisting of new 

ventures originating from Scandinavia. We will ask new ventures, both 

domestically and internationally, to rate their perception of barriers and motives 

to internationalisation and to define the characteristics of the new ventures. After 

that, we will present the results of our research, with focus on the characteristics 

of the INVs in our sample and reject and accepting the different hypotheses. Next, 

will be a discussion of the results from the questionnaire and the hypotheses 

results. The last part of our thesis, we will present our conclusions and the 

implications of our research, before we shortly discuss the limitations of our 

research and ideas for further research. 
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1.1 Research purpose 

The overall purpose of this thesis is to gain knowledge regarding INVs originating 

from Scandinavia, the main motives and barriers they perceive, related to 

internationalisation and how they are linked to internationalisation. Additionally, 

we explore some ways they can they overcome these barriers. By studying how 

INVs rate different barriers and motives from INV literature and their link to 

internationalisation. We hope to develop the understanding of INVs originating 

from Scandinavia. This can help increasing the number of INVs started in 

Scandinavia and the general economy. We are especially looking to help 

entrepreneurs and managers of new ventures acquire knowledge to take proactive 

measures to overcome or reduce the impact of barriers, enlighten them about the 

motives and possible outcomes of internationalisation. Public policymakers can 

acquire knowledge to give appropriate assistance and motives to firms looking to 

internationalise and help diminish the barriers perceived by new ventures. 

Business educators can develop educational programs to internationalisation with 

solutions to accommodating these barriers, and researchers can use these findings 

to promote theory building in the field of internationalisation of new ventures. 
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1.2 Research Question  

This thesis seeks to explore if the leading theories regarding barriers and motives 

for INVs and how to overcome them. We will aim to enhance the knowledge of INVs 

originating from Scandinavia.  

The thesis is aiming at answering the following question:  

How are new ventures from Scandinavia affected by their perception of barriers 

and motives to internationalisation? 

To answer this question, the following sub-questions must be tackled: 

1. How are the most important barriers and motives, according to literature, 

linked to internationalisation of new ventures from Scandinavia? 

2. Which perceived barriers and motives to internationalisation, do new 

ventures from Scandinavia perceive to be the most important? 

3. How can new ventures overcome barriers to internationalisation? 

1.3 Delimitation 

We wish to study the barriers and motives regarding internationalisation of new 

ventures from Scandinavia, their common characteristics, and how this link to 

internationalisation. Meaning, if the rating of perceived motives, barriers or their 

characteristics, actually has an impact on the propensity to internationalise. Our 

research is limited to data from INVs and DNVs with origins from Denmark, 

Norway and Sweden (Scandinavia). The scope of this study will be to understand 

why these firms internationalise, what their main obstacles are and what the 

characteristics of those companies are. To answer this, we will utilise a case study 

method, where we send out a questionnaire to different new ventures from 

Scandinavia, both international and domestic new ventures. We will limit our 

research to testing if existing theories of barriers and motives hold in Scandinavia. 
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1.4 Structure of the thesis 

This thesis is divided into five main parts; 1. Introduction, 2. Methodology 3. 

Literature review, 4. Hypothesis development, 5. Results 6. Discussion 7. 

Conclusion. 

The following chapter is the methodology part we discuss how we will conduct our 

research. Including, the methodology, approach, data collection, sample, 

philosophy, methods, etc. Chapter 3 consists of an extensive literature review, 

which start with a brief introduction of the evolution of international business 

research from the focus on MNEs to SMEs, and INVs today. A short explanation 

of different relevant theories like the Uppsala theory and Network theory follows. 

Then, we present the characteristics and literature on international new ventures. 

The last part is a presentation of the main theories regarding barriers and 

motivations for internationalisation.  

Chapter 4, presents the hypothesis development, we develop the hypotheses based 

on our findings in the literature review. Resulting, in several hypotheses regarding 

barriers, motives and characteristics and their link to internationalisation. The 

hypotheses are presented and divided into five main groups; financial, industry-

specific, managerial, market and network. Chapter 5 is a presentation of the 

results of the research. We present the results of our hypotheses backed up by 

statistical data, with rejection or acceptance of the hypotheses. Additionally, we 

present the most interesting characteristics of the INVs in our sample. In chapter 

6, we discuss the results presented in the previous chapter, the highest/lowest 

rated barriers and motives and the results of our hypotheses. Finally, chapter 7 

presents our key findings, conclusions and the implications of this. Additionally, 

we discuss the limitations of our research and propose ideas for further research. 
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2. Research Methodology 

To answer the research questions presented above it is vital to define the 

methodology used in the research. “Methodology is the underlying theory and 

analysis of how research does or should proceed, often influenced by discipline.” 

(Sachdeva, 2007) Whereas, the method is the various means of gathering 

information to solve the research question. We will present our methodology and 

methods for data collection in this part, and justify why we have chosen the 

methods we have for our study. The limitations of the methodology will be 

concluded at the end of the chapter. 

2.1 Research Philosophy 

The research is effected by the researcher’s philosophy. It refers to a system of 

beliefs and attitudes towards the creation of knowledge. (Saunders, Lewis, & 

Thornhill, 2015) While researching a problem, it is common to undertake a number 

of different assumptions, which all affect the research in some way. Assumptions 

are undertaken in the interpretation of the research question, in the collection of 

data and the following analysis of the findings. This thesis aims to examine which 

barriers and motives for internationalisation are the perceived to be the most 

important for new ventures originating from Scandinavia, and what characterises 

an INV opposed to a DNV. Therefore, we have chosen a moderate positivism 

research philosophy, enabling us to develop and test hypothesis quantitatively. 

However, we will also incorporate some qualitative data to examine their 

characteristics and inform future practice, in line with the pragmatism research 

philosophy. Research philosophy can be divided into two categories, ontology and 

epistemology, which are explored below. 

Ontology refers to the assumptions about what there is in the world. (Eriksson & 

Kovalainen , 2008) This will influence the research, as it says something about how 

you see the world. E.g. you are likely to start researching a problem with a pre-

existing view on the problem and trying to confirm this view. It also deals with the 

question of objectivism vs. subjectivism. Is the world socially constructed by 

humans or does it exist completely independently of humans? The first assumption 
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is said to be subjective while the last one is objective. (Saunders, Lewis, & 

Thornhill, 2015) We have chosen an objective ontology perspective for our thesis, 

in this view the world is external and one true reality exists. 

Epistemology refers to assumptions regarding knowledge, what accounts as valid, 

accepted knowledge and how do you produce and transfer knowledge to others. 

(Eriksson & Kovalainen , 2008) It raises the question of which knowledge or 

methods you will use in your research. This study has an objective epistemology 

perspective. Therefore, we have chosen to focus mainly on quantitative data from 

a small number of new ventures from Scandinavia, trying to develop into a broader 

social reality, helping to understand INVs originating from Scandinavia. However, 

some qualitative data will also be used. In pursuit of an objective conclusion, we 

will keep our values and beliefs separated from the research.  

2.2 Research Approach 

The approach of the research can be classified into two categories: inductive 

reasoning or deductive reasoning. The former starts out with observations and 

ends with a theory, while the latter starts out with theory and ends up trying to 

prove it. 

2.2.1 Inductive 

An exploratory study is conducted for a problem that has not been studied more 

precisely, such as a new or undiscovered topic. (Yin, 2003) Studies like this often 

require extensive preliminary work to get to know the phenomenon. (Sekaran, 

1992) The main aim of an exploratory study is to gain a better understanding of 

the problem, as there have not been enough studies done previously to comprehend 

the phenomenon. The study often starts out by exploring a sample to learn more 

about a topic. Then, these results are used to develop new hypotheses and theories, 

as a direction for further research in the future. “Exploratory studies are thus 

important for obtaining a good grasp of the phenomena of interest and for 

advancing knowledge through good theory building”. (Sekaran, 1992, p. 25)  The 

exploratory study often focuses on what the problem essentially is, not why the 

problem occurs.  
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An inductive approach to a study starts with observations and ends with new 

theories towards the end of the research as a result of the observations. (Goddard 

& Melville, 2004) Inductive reasoning involves searching for patterns in 

observations of a phenomenon and the following explanations and theories for 

those patterns through hypotheses. (Bernard, 2011, p. 7)  

Theories and hypotheses are not applied at the beginning of an inductive study, 

and the researcher is free in terms of changing the direction of the research after 

the investigation process has started. But the inductive approach does not 

disregard previous theories and literature when formulating research questions 

and objectives even though the theory is not applied in the beginning. The 

approach seeks to give meaning to the data set collected and to identify patterns 

and relationships to build new theories or using existing theory to form new 

research questions. (Saunders, Lewis, & Thornhill, 2012) 

 

Figure 1: Inductive approach process 

2.2.2 Deductive 

A deductive study is undertaken to explain patterns of the phenomenon in 

question, based on previous literature, theories and knowledge to answer the 

research questions. (Yin, 2003) The study often involves formulating hypotheses 

based on previous literature and testing the hypotheses empirically in order to 

explain the problem. The deductive approach is concerned with deducing 

conclusions from those hypotheses or premises. This method is often used to see if 

a particular problem could be a more general matter as well. One of the goals of 

this type of research is to reveal relationships between the factors related to the 

phenomenon in question and to see if the relationship or link obtains on more 

general circumstances. Deductive studies seek to explain by using theory and focus 

Observations Pattern Theory
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more on the “why” questions than the “what” questions, as opposed to an inductive 

study. 

While induction begins with observations and seeks to find a pattern, deductively 

starts with an expected pattern that is tested against observations. (Babbie, 2010, p. 

52) 

 

Figure 2: Deductive approach process 

 

Table 1 gives a guideline to the choice of the two approaches depending on 

circumstances: 

 Inductive approach 

preferred 

Deductive approach 

preferred 

Wealth of 

literature 

Abundance of resources Scarcity of resources 

Time 

availability 

Short time available to 

complete the study 

There is no shortage of time to 

complete the study 

Risk To avoid risk Risk is accepted, no theory 

may emerge at all 

   

 

  

Theory Hypothesis
Observation/

test

Confirmation/
Rejection
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2.2.3 Our Approach 

Our study will be a deductive research as there already exists literature and 

theories on the barriers and motives faced by firms wanting to internationalise. 

However, it is still limited and scattered, with most of the research focused on 

certain industries like the technology sector, only on exports or large economies. 

Scandinavia has not been a focus area in itself, with a goal of enhancing the 

understanding of INVs originating from this area. Therefore, we will develop and 

test several different hypotheses, based on the literature existing today regarding 

the internationalisation of INVs, in Scandinavia.  

2.3 Research Methods 

Research can be approached in two different ways, by using qualitative research 

or quantitative research. It is also possible that the research is approached by a 

combination of the two methods. The main difference between the two methods is 

how the data is treated and dealt with analytically. 

2.3.1 Quantitative Method 

The quantitative research method uses numbers and calculations to describe and 

measure the level of occurrences. Quantitative studies often ask the questions of 

“how many” and “how often”. Bryman (2012, p. 154) defined quantitative research 

as “entailing the collection of numerical data and exhibiting the view of the 

relationship between theory and research as deductive, a predilection for natural 

science approach, and as having an objectivist conception of social reality”. The 

most traditional research methods within quantitative research are to ask closed-

ended questionnaires, experiments, analysed with correlation, - and regression 

analysis.  

The researches that use this approach often have a clear idea of what they are 

looking for. The approach often involves studies that use statistical analyses to 

obtain information, since quantitative research is based on measurement of 

quantity. 
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2.3.2 Qualitative Method 

The qualitative research method is done to gain a better understanding of the 

research problem by going through detailed literature and information about the 

subject matter. The approach is often used to give a more detailed and better 

description of the problem through reasoning. Qualitative research often involves 

interviews and observations without any measurements or quantifiable data as a 

result, but rather answers that can be subjectively analysed. Qualitative data 

consists of descriptions, quotations, observations and excerpts from documents. 

2.3.3 Our Approach 

It is most common to use an inductive approach to the research in combination 

with a qualitative approach, with focus on interviews and open-ended 

questionnaire. The deductive approach is used in conjunction with a quantitative 

method, like close-ended questionnaires. 

Table 2 illustrates the difference between the two methods, from a broad 

perspective: 

 Concepts associated with 

quantitative methods 

Concepts associated with 

qualitative methods 

Reasoning type Deduction 

Objectivity 

Causation 

Induction 

Subjectivity 

Meaning 

Question type Pre-specified 

Outcome-oriented 

Open-ended 

Process-oriented 

Analysis type Numerical estimation 

Statistical inference 

Narrative description 

Constant comparison 

 

Since the main purpose of this study is to test whether theories from previous 

literature, within the subject of “motives and barriers to internationalisation” 

holds in the Scandinavian market, we have applied the quantitative research 
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approach. The quantitative approach has helped us to measure the most popular 

motives statistically and barriers to internationalisation, according to literature, 

are linked to internationalisation for new ventures originating from Scandinavia. 

This will be done by sending out a questionnaire to new ventures originating 

from Scandinavia, consisting mostly of closed-ended quantitative questions. The 

questionnaire will enable us to reject or approve all the hypotheses we have 

developed from the literature review. However, we have also applied a 

quantitative approach to answering the question of what characterises an INV. 

And gain a better understanding of the subject and subjectively give meaning to 

the patterns in our results. 

2.4 Research Strategy 

The research strategy is to be a general plan of how the researcher will go about to 

answer the research questions. (Saunders, Lewis, & Thornhill, 2009) Yin (2003) 

found that research strategies could be divided into five categories: experiments, 

surveys, history, archival analysis and case studies. There are pros and cons to 

every strategy and different ways of collecting the data and analysing it 

afterwards. There are three conditions the choice of research strategy depends 

upon (Yin, 2003): 

1. The type of research questions posed. 

2. The extent of control a researcher has over actual behavioural events. 

3. The degree of focus on contemporary events compared to historical events. 
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Research 

strategy 

Form of research 

questions 

Requirement of 

control over 

behavioural events 

Focus on 

temporary events 

Experiment How, why Yes Yes 

Survey Who, what, 

where, how 

many/much 

No Yes 

History How, why No No 

Archival Analysis Who, what, 

where, how 

many/much 

No Yes/No 

Case study How, why No Yes 

 

Table 3: Research Strategy, Source: (Yin, 2003) 

2.4.1 Case study 

By considering the three conditions above as the basis for choosing our research 

strategy, we found case study to be the best suitable for answering our research 

questions. As seen in Table 3, a case study relies on “how “and “why” questions, no 

control over behavioural events and the research focuses on temporary events. 

(Yin, 1994) The purpose of this thesis is to explain a situation or phenomenon 

which refers to “how” and “why questions. Furthermore, the case study method 

allows us to investigate our research question where we, as investigators, have no 

control over behavioural events and cannot manipulate the context. Finally, the 

research field of internationalisation for new ventures in smaller open economies 

is relatively new which results in literature gaps. Based on that, it is argued that 

a case study will best enable us to test current literature from other areas of the 

world, can explain internationalisation of INVs originating from Scandinavia. 

According to (Yin, 2003) case studies can be either descriptive, explanatory or 

exploratory in nature. A case study suits our research, as we want to undertake a 

deductive study which is explanatory in its form.  
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2.5 Data collection method 

Data collection is the first step in a study, and everything else is based on that. It 

is, therefore, a crucial step in the research and the whole research paper will suffer 

if it is poorly executed. An important part of the data collection is to determine 

which method to choose for collecting the data. We can divide the data collection 

methods into two main types of data, primary and secondary data. Primary data 

is the most reliable data, as it is data you acquire from the subject first hand. 

Secondary data, on the other hand, is data you acquire through others research. 

The primary data is collected specifically for this study in contrast to secondary 

data which is gathered to solve a different research question.  

The most common collection methods of primary data are interviews, 

questionnaire, documentation, observations, standardised tests and archival 

records. Whereas, secondary data is usually collected through articles, books, 

newspapers, etc. This makes secondary data easier to obtain compared to primary 

data. However, you have less control over the data’s quality concerning the 

validity, reliability, etc. compared to primary data. The information in secondary 

data is usually incomplete, authors of articles, journals etc. do not typically share 

their original data, but rather their results and conclusion.  On the other hand, 

journals and articles can be of much greater value than weak responses from a 

simple questionnaire. Primary data is usually associated with more control, less 

personal bias and to be more specific to the problem. However, it is also more time 

consuming and expensive to acquire compared to secondary data.   

Our primary data consist of a questionnaire, answered by 18 new ventures, all 

originating from Scandinavia. We collected data with the aim of obtaining 

knowledge about the respondent’s perception of barriers, their motivations to 

internationalise, prior international experience, position in the domestic market, 

which strategy they pursued when internationalising and general information 

about their company. The advantage of collecting primary data is that they are 

obtained to clarify objects for our study, specifically. Since one of the aims of our 

investigation is to clarify how barriers and motives impact Scandinavian new 
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ventures, only primary data clarifies this issue because it has not been researched 

sufficiently in the past. (Ghauri & Grønhaug, 2005)  

2.6 Questionnaire design 

A questionnaire is a set of written questions with a set of answers, designed to 

answer a research question. The design of this questionnaire is crucial to measure 

the opinions of the population accurately. One of the most important factors 

determining how people answer questions is if it is an open- or close-ended 

question. Open-ended questions are designed without answer choices, enabling the 

subject to express their answer however they choose to. E.g. “Why did your 

company decide to internationalise?” Whereas, a close-ended question will be 

accompanied by a set of answer choices. E.g. “Which of these factors were most 

important when choosing to internationalise your business?” With a set of answer 

choices, e.g. (a) high level of domestic competition, (b) increased interest from 

abroad, (c) reduce costs.  

It is normal to include an answer choice of “other” or “none of the above” etc. to 

ensure no false results in the survey. In some cases, the researchers will conduct a 

questionnaire with open ended questions first to discover the most appropriate 

answer choices. The number of possible answer choices should be limited to 4-5, as 

people can have a hard time keeping more alternatives in their head.  

A Likert scale is a form of close-ended question where the subject is asked to rate 

an answer on a scale. E.g. “How would you describe the level of competition in your 

domestic market?” Followed by a range of answers from 1 (low) to 5 (high). A final 

form for question design is the ranked question. Here, the subject must rank a set 

of choices to the question in accordance with importance. The distribution question 

is a sub-form of ranked questions, where the subject distributes a total of 10 points 

among several choices in accordance to importance. This provides the subject with 

great flexibility and ensures that they not only answer every choice as “important”. 

E.g. “Please allocate 10 points in total among these answers, to how important they 

are to your company” (a) Maximizing profitability, (b) Maximizing sales growth, (c) 

Maximizing the value of the firm, (d) Minimizing costs. 
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We have chosen to utilise these question designs in our survey. This will provide 

us with mostly quantitative data, but also some qualitative data. Most importance 

has been put on quantitative data to be able to test our hypotheses. 

2.6.1 The Questionnaire 

We have used the theory and observations from previous research as a guideline 

to establish our own questionnaire. Our questionnaire seeks to answer the 

following issues: 1. Perception of barriers to internationalisation, 2. Motives to 

internationalisation 3. level of international involvement (e.g. type of involvement, 

countries served, the percentage of sales abroad), 4. firm characteristics (e.g. size, 

age, industry sector, international experience of management, 5. characteristics of 

the respondent (e.g. position). The questions are adapted to be able to either accept 

or reject the hypothesis we have created, after studying previous literature on the 

subject. The questionnaire also seeks to give an explanation to the respondent’s 

motivations to internationalisation and to gain a picture of the managers of the 

firm.  

The questionnaire has been designed with approximately two questions to each 

hypothesis. The questionnaire consists of 24 questions including 12 questions on 

general information about the firm and the respondent. The questionnaire is 

designed as a relatively short survey to increase the response rate. (Deutskens, 

Ruyter, Wetzels, & Oosterveld, 2004) The questionnaire was made as an online-

based survey conducted through Google Forms to ensure anonymity, it was easier 

for us to distribute and it allowed us to send it out to a broad selection of 

respondents. The questions demanded close-ended answers to most questions, 

making it easier for us to draw conclusions and to compare the answers to each 

other. However, some questions were open ended to provide useful insight and 

information regarding the characteristics of the new ventures. 

We tried to keep the language as easy as possible and to avoid technical terms to 

avoid confusion and to avoid misunderstandings. We explained terms and gave 

examples when needed. The target group of the questionnaire were new ventures 

originating from Scandinavia. We used Dagens Næringsliv´s list of “Gaselle” 
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companies to discover new ventures in Norway, startupmatcher.com to discover 

start-ups in Norway, Denmark and Sweden, and gasell.di.se to find “Gaselle” 

companies in Sweden. A gaselle company is a company that has doubled the profits 

over the last five years, avoided negative growth in the previous five years and 

with a turnover of over 1 million NOK. We sent emails to those companies that 

were defined as new ventures with a description of ourselves and our subject for 

the master thesis. We gave an explanation of how the questionnaire was designed 

and informed them that the answers would be confidential. The response rate was 

best within the start-ups found at startupmatcher.com. We sent the questionnaire 

to 150 new ventures. The questionnaire resulted in a total response rate of 12%, 

whereas 12 respondents had internationalised and 6 of the respondents operated 

domestically.  

2.7 Sample Selection 

In statistics, the population is the group you are going to research. In most cases, 

the population is too large to investigate efficiently. Therefore, it is normal to select 

a subsample of the population to research and estimate the characteristics of the 

whole population based on the sample. However, it is very important to select a 

sample that is representative of the whole population. Failing to do so can result 

in sampling selection bias.  

To ensure a random sample selection, it is common to select the sample by 

probability selection. Nonprobability samples tend to be biased and less 

representative, this is commonly used in less formal research. There are four main 

methods of probability selection used by researchers.  

“Simple random selection” is the purest form of selection, this is equal to placing 

all units of a population in a bag and drawing a random sample out of the bag.  

“1-in-k systematic sample” is a form of selection where we draw every kth unit 

from the population e.g. every 15th business listed in the yellow pages.  

“Stratified random sampling” is a selection method where the population is divided 

into subsets called “strata”, based on common characteristics. Thereafter a given 
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number of units are drawn from each “strata”. E.g. all businesses are divided into 

different “strata” based on their industries and 25 businesses are selected from 

each “strata”.  

“Cluster sampling” is closely related to “stratified random sampling”. However, 

instead of aiming for mutually heterogeneous but internally homogenous “strata”, 

the aim is to create mutually homogenous but internally heterogeneous “clusters”. 

Consequently, it is not necessary to sample units from every “cluster”.  

We have chosen to conduct a “stratified random sampling”, where we chose 50 of 

random new ventures from each Scandinavian country. Thus, we will ensure a 

random unbiased selection of new ventures from every country. We will only choose 

firms that fit our criteria: 

1. It is a new venture (under 10 years old) 

2. The new venture originates from Denmark, Norway or Sweden. 

2.8 Reliability and Validity 

Reliability and validity are used in statistics to express the consistency and 

accuracy of measurements.  Validity is a concept of how well we measure what we 

are supposed to measure, while reliability is a concept of how consistent 

measurements are. E.g. the first picture, you shoot several arrows at a target and 

you hit every shot in a small area of the target, the result is reliable. However, they 

are not reliable as you fail to hit the target. The second, you hit all the arrows in a 

random pattern around the centre of the target, the results will on average be 

correct (valid). However, the results are not consistent for individual respondents; 

thereby it is not reliable. The third, you hit skewed to the top and random. This is 

neither valid or reliable. The final picture shows a series of shots placed 

consistently in the centre of the target, resulting in a valid and reliable 

measurement. It is important to notice that a test can be reliable, even though it 

is not valid. However, a test that is not reliable cannot possibly be valid. 
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2.8.1 Validity  

External validity means that the results from a study of limited scope can be 

generalised to be valid for a larger set of data than what has been investigated. 

Could the same results be obtained by studying people at different times or 

different places? The most important factor in determining the external validity is 

whether the study sample is representative of the general population. 

Internal validity is the possibility the study gives to explain the findings through 

the assumed hypothesis. Can there be determined any causal relationships based 

on the measurements? A high internal validity requires good control over possible 

bias. 

2.8.2 Reliability  

Every measurement of something will have some degree of error. If the same 

measurement is repeated several times, the error can fluctuate around a mean. 

This means that we have a random error. However, if the error is skewed and tends 

to show too high or low measurements, the measurement is biased and systematic.  

Both types of errors contribute to a lower degree of reliability. 
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3. Literature Review 
 

There is a vast amount of literature on internationalisation of firms. There is also 

a growing amount of literature on international new ventures and how they 

perceive the barriers and motives for internationalisation. We have decided to 

conduct a descriptive case study, where we are going to test out several hypotheses 

on INVs and DNVs originating from Scandinavia. We are going to develop our 

hypotheses based on the literature review in this chapter, the existing literature.   

Therefore, it is important to explore the literature on the different topics in this 

section. First, we start off with a walk through of international business theory for 

MNEs & SMEs and how internationalisation has evolved to international new 

ventures. We will highlight the characteristics of INVs, how they are different from 

traditional businesses and how networks can help them. Thereafter, we explore 

the literature concerning the motives for internationalisation. With a focus on 

distinguishing the most important motives regarding internationalisation for 

INVs. Finally, we explore the literature on barriers to internationalisation. 

Focusing on distinguishing the most important barriers to internationalisation for 

INVs. 

3.1 International business theory 

This chapter starts with a walkthrough of international business from the outset 

with a focus on MNEs to SMEs and lastly INV, looking at the most important 

theories like OLI and the Uppsala model. After that, we look at the 

characteristics of INV, the four types of INVs and which strategies INVs chooses 

to succeed internationally. Finally, we take a look at network theory and its 

impact on INVs. 
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3.1.1 Beginning of Internationalisation theory 

Traditionally, the beginning of international business as a research subject is 

defined with Hymer’s PhD dissertation (1960, published in 1976). (Buckley, 2011), 

where he wrote about multinational corporations from an economics perspective.  

Early scholars defined MNEs as firms with plants in multiple countries, with a 

parent company controlling several large clusters in different nations, with a single 

management guiding the international affairs (Krug & Daniels, 2008). However, 

it can more easily be defined as a firm that controls and manages production plants 

in at least two countries. (Caves, 2007) An MNE must be substantially involved in 

foreign direct investment (FDI), and a variety of other international activities, like 

exporting, importing, IPR, etc. The primary strategy of an MNE is to invest enough 

in foreign subsidiaries to attain control. In addition, they should actively enforce 

control and management over their subsidiaries. (Krug & Daniels, 2008)  

3.1.2 MNE theory born 

The internationalisation theory of MNEs was born as result of observing the MNE 

and its form of economic activity across borders after WW2, in an effort to explain 

their nature and behaviour. The three most important questions were; 1. how could 

they overcome the liability of foreignness? (the disadvantages faced by doing 

business in a foreign country). 2. Why did they prefer to enter the market direct 

with FDI, instead of indirect with exports, licensing, franchise, etc.? 3. How do 

firms determine where to invest? When a firm internationalise and compete with 

local firms, they face great disadvantages through geographic distance, market 

knowledge, psychic distance, etc. (Krug & Daniels, 2008) Resulting, in higher costs 

and risks for the firms compared to in their home market. Therefore, it must be 

followed by perceived higher returns on FDI, compared to investments in their 

home market.  

The first research on international business explained the phenomena by showing 

how MNEs could exploit a monopolistic advantage by creating barriers to entry. 

Through economies of scale or superior knowledge, an MNE could overcome the 

liabilities of foreignness. (Krug & Daniels, 2008)  This could be done in two ways, 
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utilising economies of scale or firm specific advantages. This showed how MNEs 

could operate in a foreign market and still make a profit. Firms could make up the 

perceived higher risk with higher profits by exploiting superior technology, brand 

name, management skills and their huge amounts of assets as a multinational 

enterprise. (Krug & Daniels, 2008) This theory still serves as an important 

foundation for all IB research today. (Knight & Liesch, 2016) However, it did not 

explain why their preferred entry mode was FDI. 

Dunning merged all of this into one model called the eclectic paradigm (Dunning, 

1981). A firm can have three different advantages; Ownership advantages, 

Location advantages and Internalisation advantages (OLI). Ownership 

advantages are related to the firm’s specific advantages like trademarks, 

production techniques, managerial skills, brand name, etc. Location specific 

advantages are those specific to a country or region, like raw materials, low taxes, 

clusters, etc, while internalisation specific advantages are specific to controlling 

and owning the production to utilise the capabilities of the firm. The combination 

of these three can explain the strategy of an MNE, why it chooses to 

internationalise and how it enters the market, as shown in table 4. Dunning 

highlighted three different entry modes ranging in market commitment from 

exports to FDI. 

Eclectic Paradigm,                           

(Dunning 1981) 

Categories of advantages 

Ownership 

advantages 

Location 

advantages 

Internalisation 

advantages 

Form of  

market entry 

Export Yes No Yes 

Licensing Yes Yes No 

FDI Yes Yes Yes 

 

Table 4: The eclectic Paradigm Source: (Dunning, 1981) 
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3.1.3 SME theory born 

The research on SMEs has not been as standardised as the research on MNEs. 

SMEs cannot be seen as a smaller version of MNE’s. Therefore, the theories of 

MNEs are not directly transferable to SME’s, they are both structurally different 

and behave differently. (Nakos & Brouthers, 2004) Several studies have shown a 

relationship between firm size and level of internationalisation. Because of the 

large fixed costs that are associated with operating abroad and are more easily 

born as an MNE utilising economies of scale. (OECD, 2013)  

SME’s do not possess the same resources and capabilities as their bigger 

counterparts and therefore have limited strategic choices. FDI has been a popular 

strategy for MNEs and an important field of MNE research, with MNEs being 

credited with much of their international success because of their internalisation 

of resources and capabilities. SMEs on the other hand, don’t possess the same 

possibilities for direct investments abroad and predominantly engage in 

international business through exports and non-equity alternatives like licensing 

and franchising. (Lu. & Beamish, 2001)  An OECD report shows that the pattern 

holds true for micro, small and medium sized firms, the larger the firm is, the more 

likely it is to internationalise. (OECD, 2013) Thus, SMEs does not possess the same 

advantages of ownership of resources and assets; rather they have an advantage 

of flexibility and responsiveness to changes in the market conditions. (Knight & 

Liesch, 2016) Although some SMEs evolve into large MNEs as they continue to 

grow and internationalise, most continue to operate as an SME in the marketplace. 

Previous research on internationalisation showed how MNEs internationalised 

with FDI and profited from it because of the high transaction costs in an inefficient 

market. However, as markets have evolved and become increasingly efficient, 

SMEs have had the chance of internationalising, not because of market 

imperfections but as a result of an efficient market. Lower transaction costs have 

made them able to internationalise through networks, alliances and market 

transactions. (Liesch, Buckley, Simonin, & Knight, 2012). 
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3.1.4 Uppsala theory 

Scandinavian scholars in the 1970’s realised that firms from their countries were 

engaging in a different form of internationalisation than firms from countries like 

Japan, UK and the US. The firms were smaller and followed an incremental 

internationalisation strategy, later called the Uppsala model. (Knight & Liesch, 

2016) Firms would first get experience in the domestic market, before they 

expanded to countries with a short psychic distance, with a small amount of 

commitment, such as ad hoc exporting. Subsequently, they would hire agents, 

followed by their sale organisations. The last step was to start production in the 

country, to overcome the trade barriers existing at that time. After this, they could 

expand to countries with a larger psychic distance from their home market. “This 

was called the establishment chain.”   (Johanson & Vahln, 1977) 

 

Figure 3: Internationalisation process.  source: (Johanson & Vahln, 1977) 

This pattern is also visible today, OECD made a rapport of SME international 

activity in 2013 and found that policy makers in the OECD pointed out high growth 

countries as BRICS to be key markets. (OECD, 2013) However, SMEs continued 

to focus on neighbouring countries, while large emerging markets like BRICS 

countries only served as small markets for them. (OECD, 2013) This is thought to 

be due to higher costs and barriers associated with entering an emerging market 

compared to a developed market such as an OECD country (OECD, 2013), it can 

also lead to higher liabilities of foreignness. (Johanson & Vahln, 1977) 

The Uppsala internationalization model is graphically shown in figure 3 on the 

next page. The basic mechanism of this is that the state, market knowledge and 

commitment today will influence the commitment decisions and current activities. 

Which again will influence the market knowledge and commitment. However, the 
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model does not specify that commitment will increase or decrease. This is 

dependent on the performance in the foreign market, commitment can, therefore, 

both increase or decrease over time. 

A fundamental part of the Uppsala model was that firms would first expand 

internationally to foreign countries which were close to them in psychic distance. 

This is a measure of the perceived differences between two countries, the higher 

the psychic distance the more different they are perceived to be. The general 

assumption was that a larger psychic distance of the foreign market compared to 

the origin market would make it harder to analyse and correctly interpret 

information from the market. Resulting in a higher liability of foreignness and 

make it harder to succeed for the firm. However, it is easy for managers to 

underestimate or overestimate the psychic distance and thereby to experience 

losses or missed opportunities. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 3: Uppsala model – state and change aspects. Source: (Johanson & Vahln, 

1977) 
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3.1.5 Criticism of the Uppsala model 

There has been a lot of criticism of the Uppsala model since it was theorised, 

ranging from the theoretical aspects to its practical implications. Several 

researchers have argued that the incremental nature of the model is misleading, 

as studies have shown that firms can jump over stages and internationalise more 

rapidly. (Chetty & Campbell, 2003)  Others have criticised that there is no 

explanation of how the process starts and what takes the firm to the next stage of 

internationalisation. (Andersen, 1993) 

Researcher started to notice an evolution of new ventures in the 1980`s 

internationalising both faster and with higher commitment in multiple countries, 

often skipping exports completely. This was enabled by changing economic and 

regulatory environments has also changed a lot since the Uppsala model was 

theorised. (Knight & Liesch, 2016) These firms were known as “born globals” or 

“international new ventures” and were seen as a great challenge for the Uppsala 

model. (Oviatt & McDougall, 1994)  

 

3.2 International New Venture 

International new venture theory was developed by combining entrepreneurship 

literature and international business literature, as well as other fields. This has 

resulted in the emergence of international entrepreneurship literature. (Oviatt & 

McDougall, 2005) (Oviatt & McDougall, 1994) Entrepreneurship can be defined in 

several ways, and there is little agreement on the correct definition. However, the 

main essence of entrepreneurship is individuals who strive to take advantage of 

untapped opportunities. (Oviatt & McDougall, 2005) International 

entrepreneurship can be defined by introducing an internationalisation 

perspective in the definition of entrepreneurship. “International entrepreneurship 

is the discovery, enactment, evaluation, and exploitation of opportunities—across 

national borders—to create future goods and services” (Oviatt & McDougall, 2005, 

p. 540) This definition does not exclude established firms seeking international 

entrepreneurial activities, which is also seen as an important part of international 
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entrepreneurial literature. (Zahra & George, 2002) (Zahra & Garvis, 2000) 

However, we have chosen to focus on international entrepreneurship by new 

ventures.   

Advances in technology and free-trade have made the world “borderless”. The 

world went through a period with massive changes in the business environment in 

the 1970´s to 1990’s, with a large focus on encouraging exports and reducing 

protectionism. (The World Bank, 2005)  (E.g. EU, NAFTA and WTO). Resulting, in 

a more liberalised trade, homogenous markets and increased globalisation. (The 

World Bank, 2005) Now, not only established firms but also new ventures 

internationalise early, even go global from birth “born global”. The first INVs were 

observed to emerge from countries with relatively small markets. However, today 

they are seen emerging in a great number from the whole world. (Knight & 

Cavusgil, 2004) Their contribution to today’s economy is seen as important, 

distinctive firms and they generate substantial trade flows across the globe. 

(Knight & Liesch, 2016) This has led to a rise in research on this phenomenon and 

how international new ventures differ from small and medium enterprises 

(SME’s).   

International new ventures, tend to internationalise much faster than traditional 

businesses, which first establish a presence in their domestic market before they 

internationalise incrementally. (Johanson & Vahlne, 1977) “An INV is a business 

organization that, from inception, seeks to derive significant competitive advantage 

from the use of resources and the sale of outputs in multiple countries” (Oviatt & 

McDougall, 1994)  Therefore, they tend to seek internationalisation within a short 

time after inception, often in under three years, (Knight & Cavusgil, 2004) 

exemplifying their differences from typical SMEs and contradicting the Uppsala 

model which SMEs are thought to follow. (Johanson & Vahlne, 1977) Early 

internationalisation has often been viewed as risky, especially for a young firm 

with limited resources. However, researchers have argued that the home market 

often is of little importance for INVs and their managers are characterised by 

having a high international growth orientation and global view of the market. 

(McDougall P. P., 1989) (Knight & Cavusgil, 2004) Consequently, INVs do not 
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perceive the risks of internationalisation to be as high as SMEs do, instead they 

perceive the international markets as presenting several opportunities and as a 

vital part of their business plan. (Blank, 2013) (Oviatt & McDougall, 1994) (Chetty 

& Campbell-Hunt, 2004) 

Founder characteristics have been proven to be of great importance for the 

internationalisation of new ventures. (Oviatt, McDougall, & Shrader, 2003) 

Researchers have also pointed at special capabilities and competitive advantages 

to be important reasons for early internationalisation. E.g. proprietary products, 

high technology products and high-value products. Superior market knowledge 

and networks/alliances are thought to support rapid internationalisation as well 

and to serve as a facilitator. (Aspelund, Madsen, & Moe, 2007)   

Therefore, INVs often focus on niche products and markets, following a 

differentiation focus strategy to avoid the competition from large MNEs and local 

competitors. (Knight & Cavusgil, 2004) As a result, many INVs are forced to 

internationalise early, because their home market is not large enough to support 

their niche product or service. Alternatively, some INVs have based their whole 

business plan on an international supply chain to derive a competitive advantage 

from cost reduction. The emergence of online companies like Uber, Facebook, 

Spotify, etc. has also created an environment where the first company to reach a 

global audience will have the best chance to succeed 

However, there is some resistance to the idea of “born globals” and INVs, with 

Johnson and Vahlne arguing that their “Uppsala model” also works for “INVs”. 

The reasoning is that they are normally just born regionals and not truly global or 

“new”, as their founders and managers often have extensive international 

experience and networks when establishing the new venture. (Johanson & Vahlne, 

2009) Rugman and Almodóvar also argued that there is no such thing as “born 

globals”. (Rugman & Almodóvar, 2011) Every firm will encounter the liability of 

foreignness. Therefore, they are forced to internationalise gradually, to learn and 

experience the differences, to overcome this. (Rugman & Almodóvar, 2011) 

However, there are some exceptions to this, but they are few and far apart 
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according to IB theory and empirical studies. (Rugman & Almodóvar, 2011) Born 

global firms were studied excessively by (Blank, 2013), and he argued that born 

global firms are not a smaller version of a large firm, but organisations in search 

for a viable business plan.  

3.2.1 Four types of INVs 

The definitions of international entrepreneurship and international new ventures 

presented earlier in this chapter, suggests that INVs are not only new ventures 

selling their products internationally. This is exemplified by (Oviatt & McDougall, 

1994), who identified four different types of international new ventures, 

distinguished by the number of value chain activities that are coordinated and the 

number of countries entered. (Oviatt & McDougall, 1994). The figure below 

displays the four extreme types of INVs. However, mixed varieties also exist in the 

real world.  

 

 

 

Figure 4: Four types of International New Ventures , source: (Oviatt & McDougall, 1994) 
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3.2.1.1New international market makers 

The first two, Export/import Start-ups and multinational trader have few activities 

coordinated across countries. These are called new international market makers 

and are an age-old form of international venturing with export/import start-ups 

only serving a few countries in which the founders are familiar and multinational 

traders serving many countries, always searching for profitable trading 

opportunities. A commonality among them is that they keep the coordination of 

value chains to a minimum, usually only focusing on the systems and knowledge 

of inbound and outbound logistics. (Oviatt & McDougall, 1994) Direct investments 

in foreign countries are usually kept to a minimum. Their main source of 

advantage is to spot and act on emerging opportunities in foreign markets before 

their competition. 

3.2.1.2 Geographically focused start-ups 

Geographically focused start-ups operate in a selected few countries on a large 

scale with many activities coordinated across those countries. Their main source 

of competitive advantage derives from serving highly specialised needs in a 

particular region of the world, through the use of foreign resources. They are 

characterised by highly specialised, differentiated and knowledge intensive 

products and services. (Oviatt & McDougall, 1994) In comparison to multinational 

traders, they are more limited geographically and have more activities than just 

inbound and outbound logistics coordinated across countries. Compared to 

export/import start-ups, they only differ in the number of activities coordinated 

across countries.  

3.2.1.3 Global start-ups 

Global start-ups are the most radical form of international new ventures, with 

many value chain activities coordinated across an unlimited amount of countries. 

They appear to have the most sustainable competitive advantage, “due to a 

combination of historically unique, causally ambiguous, and socially complex 

inimitability with close network alliances in multiple countries”. (Oviatt & 

McDougall, 1994) However, they are also the most challenging INV to start, 

because they require highly developed skills in both geographic and activity 
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coordination. Their early global activity usually stems from internationally,- and 

high growth oriented founders, and a high degree of previous international 

experience among the founders is often crucial for their success. Proprietary 

networks are also highlighted as a significant factor for global start-ups, often as 

a result of the founder’s previous international networks. 

3.3 Network and alliance theory 

Networking is a powerful and vital tool for entrepreneurs. (Dubini & Aldrich, 1991) 

There has been a large focus on networks and alliances for early 

internationalisation of new ventures in research. (Oviatt & McDougall, 1994) (Bell, 

1995) (Knight & Liesch, 2016) An INVs network is often linked to the international 

experience and personal network of the founder or manager, due to the INVs 

limited time operating. (Oviatt & McDougall, 1994) Diverse knowledge and 

information are more readily available for a manager with an extensive network. 

(Moran, 2005)  The root of uncertainty in internationalisation is now seen as the 

outsider-ship vs insider-ship in important networks. (Johanson & Vahlne, 2009) It 

has been theorised that INVs international opportunities often arise from their 

networks and partners. (Coviello & Munro, 1995) (McDougall, Shane, & Oviatt, 

1994) It is impossible for an entrepreneur to take advantage of an untapped 

opportunity if he does not know it exists. In contrast to an MNE, the entrepreneur 

cannot get information from his subsidiaries, large suppliers, etc. Networks and 

partnerships are therefore crucial for the selection of international markets. 

(Coviello & Munro, 1995) 

Networks are not only helpful for obtaining information about opportunities and 

market selection, but they can also help young firms overcome the risks of early 

internationalisation for small firms  (Freeman, Edwards, & Schroder, 2006). 

Networks can give new ventures access to resources, which they would otherwise 

not have, e.g. market information, knowledge about competitors, reputation, 

distribution, financing, customers, etc.  (Bell, 1995). MNEs usually have access to 

these resources, but a good network can result in a smaller gap between MNE and 

INV. (Knight & Liesch, 2016) This is in line with (Spence M. , 2003), who found 
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that international networks have the ability to decrease a company’s effect of a 

lack of resources. Therefore, networks can not only be seen as a way to obtain 

resources but as a resource in itself. Clusters, networks and alliances is a way of 

facilitating internationalisation. (Bell, 1995) Utilizing networks and alliances has 

made the INVs firms able to internationalise in new ways compared to traditional 

firms, which was thought to follow the Uppsala model and gradually increase their 

market commitment, starting with exporting to physically similar countries.  

It is normal to distinguish between two perspectives of networks, i.e. the strength 

of the relationship between the participants, and the number of participants in a 

network. (Moran, 2005) (Oviatt & McDougall, 2005) (Weerawardena, Mort, Liesch, 

& Knight, 2007) Strong ties are linked with emotions, trust and reliability, they 

require a great deal of investment and rarely exceed 20 participants. Whereas, 

weak ties are more often found with customers and suppliers. These are far more 

numerous and require less of an investment. Oviatt and McDougall (2005) suggest 

that the most important for INVs are strong ties. However, Weerawardena et al. 

(2007) argue that weak participants of a network are better for gaining information 

about market opportunities, competitors, etc. and facilitating the market entry, 

while strong links to participants are better for limiting the risk of 

internationalising. This is also somewhat following what (Moran, 2005) found in 

his research, although he had a more general focus than a focus on INVs. He chose 

to classify networks as social capital and divided it into two types; structural and 

relational. (Moran, 2005) The structural social capital measures the quantity of 

networks and relationships a manager or firm have, while the relational social 

capital measures the quality of the network or relationship, how easily it can be 

exploited. A strong network is thought to limit the risk of entering a market, while 

an extensive network can more easily give you information regarding opportunities 

and facilitating the initial entering of a market. (Weerawardena, Mort, Liesch, & 

Knight, 2007) 
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3.3.1 Revised Uppsala model 

In 2009 Johanson and Vahlne also revisited their Uppsala model to answer the 

criticism it had received for not explaining today’s market and the emergence of 

INVs. They changed the model from explaining the internationalisation process 

from a liability of foreignness to a liability of outsider-ship. (Johanson & Vahlne, 

2009) They argued that market today is dominated by networks, in which 

companies are linked in invisible and complex patterns. The root of uncertainty for 

internationalisation is now seen as the fear of being outside of an important 

network, not the psychic distance to the foreign market. Networks are believed to 

important for firms to access knowledge and opportunities they would not have 

access to as an outsider. A firm’s position in the network can determine their 

success in internationalising. The two state variables in the model will, therefore, 

affect how the learning, creating and trust building in the network works and if 

the firm will increase or decrees their commitment to the network. 

State      Change 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 5: The business network internationalisation process model, source: 

(Johanson & Vahlne, 2009) 
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3.4 Strategy of INVs 

The strategy of the firm will often decide how the level of competition will be, 

depending on whether it is defensive, attacking or a niche marketing strategy. 

(Leonidou L. , 2004) While firms that are cautious might wait, and avoid taking 

risks, aggressive entrants move first. Aggressiveness has been found to be an 

important performance variable by numerous studies of new ventures (e.g. 

(MacMillan & Day, 1987)) and their performance objectives are often stated in 

terms of growth and market share gains. (e.g. (Cooper, Gimeno-Gascon, & Woo, 

1994) McDougall and Oviatt (1994) argued that INVs are characterised by 

aggressive growth objectives, which was further supported by evidence from Jolly 

et. Al (1992) who found INVs to be seeking broad and rapid market share gains. 

The argument is that INVs seeks larger markets to recoup high fixed costs related 

to critical inputs like R&D expenditures.  

While cost controls are a major reason that bigger firms internationalise (Buckley 

& Casson, 1976) (Krug & Daniels, 2008), cost controls are not necessarily the cause 

for internationalisation for new ventures. Larger established firms often 

emphasise low cost because they compete in markets that are in the later stages of 

a life cycle where they compete on prices and therefore have to keep their costs 

level at a medium. Oviatt and McDougall (1995) found that INVs more often 

compete in industries where competition is not as standardised and focused on the 

cost side, and where economies of scale is not as important. Knight and Cavusgil 

(1996) argued that smaller companies cannot compete on the basis of cost or 

volume with the larger established multinationals. Brush (1992) found that 

economies of scale and cost related factors did not motivate smaller firms to 

internationalise, regardless of age. This finding is widely agreed upon as it is 

logical that smaller firms, with shorter production runs, can rarely benefit from 

economies of scale. Oviatt and McDougall (YEAR?) found INVs to distinguish 

themselves by being first to enter markets with new products and by exploiting 

opportunities others had not yet perceived. To achieve this, they will often seek to 

enter new unoccupied niche markets. (Jolly, Alahutha, & Jeannet, 1992) A study 

conducted by Doole and Lowe (2001) concluded that resource limitations generally 
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force smaller firms to adapt to a niche marketing strategy to be able to compete 

abroad. Bloodgood et al. (1996) argued and hypothesised that a low-cost strategy 

would be positively related to the extent of internationalisation. However, he only 

found a negative relationship, but non-significant nonetheless.  Coviello and 

Munro (1992) found that a motive for a differentiation focus strategy is that the 

INV´s want to be first-movers, and will try to take the opportunities before they 

vanish. They might want to enter the new market earlier to prevent other firms 

getting first-mover advantages, e.g. setting up barriers to entry for new entrants. 

(Coviello & Munro, 1992) 

Finally, as INV´s often offer products differentiated from products being offered in 

the foreign market, it can be argued that they have the opportunity of charging 

premium prices which could result in a lesser focus on cost-related issues. (Oviatt, 

McDougall, & Shrader, 2003) Scherer (1980) stated that a cost-oriented strategy 

requires a firm to exploit economies of scale, probably the most important source 

to cost advantages. New ventures rarely have the infrastructure and resources in 

place and enough demand for its products and services. (Allen, 1999) And without 

economies of scale, it is difficult to maintain cost advantages while 

internationalisation with all of its added costs (Rhee, 2002). Previous literature 

has concluded that differentiation strategies will suit new ventures better, as it 

allows them to avoid head-to-head competition with established firms (Gartner, 

Starr, & Bhat, 1998). Rhee (2002) argued that a differentiation strategy would 

make new ventures more able to overcome liability of foreignness and give higher 

levels of performance in internationalisation. 
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3.5 Motives for internationalisation 

In this chapter, we explore literature related to international entrepreneurship, 

looking at which motives researchers have found for internationalisation, and 

among INVs. In addition, we look at the possible positive outcomes of international 

entrepreneurship. We focus on which motives have proved the most important for 

INVs, by researchers. 

3.5.1 International entrepreneurship 

It is widely accepted that internationalisation as a new venture brings a lot of 

risks. Internationalisation often requires a lot of resources, which new ventures 

often have an insignificant amount of. Additionally, they must overcome the 

liabilities of foreignness and newness in the market. (Lu & Beamish, 2001). It is 

thus logical that something must motivate them to take on this added risk of 

internationalisation. 

The outcomes of international entrepreneurship can be divided into two main 

types: financial and non-financial gains. (Barkema & Vermeulen, 1998) While 

main motives for exporting can be divided into decision-maker characteristics 

(managerial factors), environmental factors (market-based motives and industry-

specific motives) and firm characteristics (firm-specific factors) (Katsikeas & 

Piercy, 1993), other researchers have distinguished between reactive and proactive 

internationalisation stimuli. (Pieray, 1981) (Katsikeas & Piercy, 1993) Proactive 

internationalisation stimuli have been proven to be the most important of these 

two, (Katsikeas & Piercy, 1993) while some researchers have chosen to divide it 

into internal and external motivations for internationalisation. (Wiedersheim-

Paul, Olson, & Welch, 1978) The motives for exporting is largely the same as the 

motives for internationalisation because exports are encompassed in 

internationalisation. Therefore, we have chosen to focus on the three main motives 

for exporting and the financial vs- non-financial outcomes of international 

entrepreneurship.  
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3.5.2 Financial motives 

A primary motive for every firm to internationalise is the perceived financial gain 

of expanding internationally, through business growth, profits, increased market 

size, a stronger market position and to reduce dependence on a single or a small 

number of markets. (Rundh, 2007) (OECD, 2009) (Orser, Spence, Riding, & 

Carrington, 2008). However, researchers have not found extensive evidence of 

early internationalisation leading to financial gains. Bloodgood et al. (1996) found 

evidence of a marginally positive link between international entrepreneurship and 

financial gain, but several researchers have also found no relationship or 

nonsignificant relationships between the two. (Zahra & Garvis, 2000) (McDougall 

& Oviatt, 1996) The lack of a link between international entrepreneurship and 

financial gains might be because financial gains from internationalisation are 

often very slow to accumulate, e.g. exporting to a foreign market requires new 

knowledge, information and learning. (Burpitt & Rondinelli, 2000) Resulting, in 

an expected loss for a period, before possibly seeing financial returns in the end. 

This time-lag of financial gains associated with internationalising is one reason 

why small firms face a greater challenge than MNEs. Nevertheless, it does not 

need to be a significant proven link that international entrepreneurship leads to 

financial gains, for firms and managers to internationalise with financial gains as 

their motive. 

Several researchers found evidence of financial gain being the most important 

motive for internationalisation. Burpitt and Rondinelli (2000) did a research to 

reveal motivations to export for SME´s. They asked firms employing fewer than 

500 employees. All the firms in the sample had also been operating for more than 

5 years.  Results of the survey suggested previous financial success to be the most 

important reason for firms currently exporting, objectively, to continue their 

operations abroad. Interestingly, they found that the importance of the perceived 

profits, sales and growth were not correlated to the choice of continued export to 

markets abroad. Their results showed that previous profits and estimated profits 

for the future, growth opportunities and sales did not correlate with how the firms 

perceived their success and their likelihood for future exports as well. But previous 
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studies have also shown that one of the strongest motives for small firms to export 

to overseas markets were of an economic character. (Rundh, 2007) (OECD, 2009) 

Orser et al. (2008) reported that firms, where owners had signalled an interest in 

firm growth, were twice as likely to internationalise as their peers.  

3.5.3 Non-financial motives 

Every profit seeking firm should make decisions resulting in increased financial 

gains, and it might seem like the only motive for internationalisation. However, 

the risks, uncertainties, costs (financial, managerial and personal) and the 

uncertainty regarding financial returns, associated with internationalisation, 

makes it complicated. (Burpitt & Rondinelli, 2000)  It might be correct to assume 

that every firm choosing to internationalise has some expectation of financial gain, 

but this does not mean that we should overlook non-financial motives for 

internationalisation.  

Motives for internationalisation not related to financial gains are mostly concerned 

with different forms of learning and acquiring tacit knowledge like organisational 

learning and acquisition of knowledge and technology. (Zahra, Ireland, & Hitt, 

2000) However, it also encompasses things like market share and networks. 

(Oviatt & McDougall, 1995) (OECD, 2009)  A centrepiece of this is the decision 

maker characteristics, how managers perceive internationalisation, their 

experience and beliefs. In addition, researchers have identified several other 

factors; R&D investment, innovation capabilities, unique product/technology and 

firm resource base, which can be identified by proxies such as size, age and 

experience. (OECD, 2009) Networks and social ties of both the manager and firm 

have also been found to have a great impact on the decision to internationalise, 

where to internationalise and how fast. (Korsakienė & Tvaronavičienė, 2011) 

(Oviatt & McDougall, 2005)  
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3.5.4 Managerial motives 

Managers have been found to have a distinct effect on firms’ decisions to 

internationalise. There are several managerial traits associated with 

internationalisation. Among them is a founder’s proactive mindset towards 

internationalisation, which is reflected in growth seeking behaviour, (Orser, 

Spence, Riding, & Carrington, 2008) (Autio, Sapienza , & Almeida, 2000) 

education, (Andersson, 2000) (Rhee, 2002) organizational learning orientation, e.g. 

(Burpitt & Rondinelli, 2000)  and international experience. (Manalova, Brush, 

Linda, & Greene, 2002) (Reuber & Fischer, 1997) 

INVs are especially susceptible to decision-maker characteristics of the 

international market, as “An INV is a business organization that, from inception, 

seeks to derive significant competitive advantage from the use of resources and the 

sale of outputs in multiple countries” (Oviatt & McDougall, 1994) This implies that 

it is impossible or extremely unlikely to become an INV without the decision-maker 

seeking this. In addition, young firms like INVs do not have many network contacts 

and are dependent on manager’s networks. Management characteristics, as 

described above, can determine the capability of a firm to discover possibilities in 

the international market. (Katsikeas & Piercy, 1993) However, the manager must 

have a global vision, be interested and actively seek possibilities in the 

international market. (Oviatt & McDougall, 1995) (Katsikeas & Piercy, 1993) 

Katsikeas and Piercy (1993) found managerial beliefs about the importance of 

exporting to be the third most important motive for international exports, while 

Fletcher (2001) found international business experience and knowledge of foreign 

cultures to be important management characteristics, explaining 

internationalisation. Orser et al.  (2008) found that owners of INVs were much 

more likely to be of recent immigrants than owners of DNVs firms, with 10% of 

INV owner being immigrants, compared to 5% for DNVs. This shows the 

importance of an international orientation.  

Andersson (2000) distinguished three types of entrepreneurs based on his 

empirical findings and Schumpeter’s classifications. The technical entrepreneur, 
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pursuing an international pull strategy. He/she is most interested in technology, 

and his most important activities are product and production development. He/she 

does not see internationalisation as a primary motive but can start exporting if he 

receives orders from abroad. The marketing entrepreneur, pursuing an 

international push strategy. He/she sees a market opportunity and actively tries 

to push this product into new markets through internationalisation. Therefore, 

he/she is willing to establish new international ventures to accomplish this. 

Markets are not always chosen rationally but are a result of his experience and 

network. The structure entrepreneur and international industry restructuring. He/she is 

focusing on restructuring industries and companies by merging companies, organisations and 

new business ideas. Internationalisation is not a goal in itself but can become a consequence 

of the overall strategy. This entrepreneur is not that relevant for international new ventures 

as the firms look and behave more like MNEs. 

3.5.5 Environmental motives  

Researchers have identified environmental factors to be an important motive for 

internationalising. Some of the factors described are governmental regulations 

(McDougall P. P., 1989), market information (Autio, Yli-Renko, & Salonen, 1997), 

export promotion programs (Albaum, 1983), international market opportunities 

(Karagozoglu & Lindell, 1998), declining domestic market opportunities/small 

domestic market (Karagozoglu & Lindell, 1998) (Korsakienė & Tvaronavičienė, 

2011) and unsolicited inquiries from abroad (Karagozoglu & Lindell, 1998) 

(Katsikeas & Piercy, 1993) 

Karagozoglu & Lindell (1998) found that global opportunities more promising than 

domestic, to be the most important motive for internationalisation together with 

inquiries from potential foreign buyers. However, INVs are usually not a result of 

reactive internationalisation motives like unsolicited inquiries from abroad. They 

seek internationalisation from the start and are therefore more susceptible to be 

motivated by the other factors. They also found domestic market saturation to be 

a significant barrier, although not as important as global market opportunities. 

This was supported by (Korsakienė & Tvaronavičienė, 2011) who found a small 
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domestic market and competitive pressure to be the most important motives for 

internationalisation among both Norwegian and Lithuanian SMEs.  

Rhee (2002) found that new ventures with a technology-oriented strategy are more 

likely to internationalise, with the reasoning that technology-based firms are more 

likely able to use their new and advanced technology as a source for competitive 

advantage to compete against more established firms. However, it did not predict 

international performance.  

3.5.6 Firm-specific motives 

In contrast to the two other forms of motivation, firm characteristics are believed 

to be a motive for ongoing internationalisation rather than initial entry into the 

international market. (Katsikeas & Piercy, 1993) The most common firm 

characteristics have been described as firm size (Akoorie & Enderwick, 1992), 

export involvement (Diamantopoulos & Inglis, 1988) and export experience 

(Johanson & Vahlne, 1990). Firm size has by several authors been linked to 

internationalisation. However, this relates mostly to manufacturing firms and 

does not reveal if the firm internationalise because it is large, or grows large 

because it is internationalised. (Orser, Spence, Riding, & Carrington, 2008) 

Several researchers have also found the firm size to be insignificantly linked to 

internationalisation, e.g. Katsikeas & Piercy (1993) found the firm size to be 

insignificant and that managers of small firms should not see their small size as a 

limitation for internationalisation. The more involved a firm is in their export 

process or internationalisation in general, the more likely they are to continue. 

These firms will have built more capabilities related to international markets. 

(Diamantopoulos & Inglis, 1988) This implies that they will spot opportunities 

easier and be more hesitant to pull out of the international market. Experiential 

learning knowledge about foreign markets and internationalisation is an 

important motivator for both engaging in internationalisation and continued 

internationalisation. (Johanson & Vahlne, 1990) Although INVs themselves often 

lack this experience, it can be achieved by a founder or manager with a high degree 

of international experience. (Cooper & Dunkelberg, 1986) 
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Table 4. Summary of motives to internationalisation 

Financial motives 

- Financial gain (e.g. (Rundh, 2007) (OECD, 2009)  

- Growth motives (e.g. (Orser, Spence, Riding, & Carrington, 2008)) 

Managerial motives 

- International growth orientation (Orser, Spence, Riding, & Carrington, 2008) (Autio, 

Sapienza , & Almeida, 2000) 

- Managerial attitudes (Burpitt & Rondinelli, 2000) (Katsikeas & Piercy, 1993) 

- Education (Andersson, 2000) (Rhee, 2002) 

- International experience  (Manalova, Brush, Linda, & Greene, 2002) (Reuber & 

Fischer, 1997) 

Market-based motives 

- Limited domestic market (Korsakienė & Tvaronavičienė, 2011) (Karagozoglu & 

Lindell, 1998) 

- Market information (Autio, Yli-Renko, & Salonen, 1997) 

- International market opportunities (Karagozoglu & Lindell, 1998) 

Industry specific motives 

- Competition (Korsakienė & Tvaronavičienė, 2011) 

- Technology (Rhee, 2002)  

Firm Specific motives 

- Firm size (e.g. (Akoorie & Enderwick, 1992)) 

- Export involvement (e.g. (Diamantopoulos & Inglis, 1988)) 

- Export experience (e.g. (Johanson & Vahlne, 1990)) 
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3.6 Barriers to internationalisation 

In this chapter, we explore the literature regarding barriers to 

internationalisation. First, we take a look at the five main types of barriers to 

internationalisation. Then, explore the perception of barriers to 

internationalisation and how it affects internationalisation. Next, we present the 

five types of barrier to internationalisation. We focus on which barriers have 

proven to be the most important for INVs, by researchers.  

3.6.1 Five types of barriers to internationalisation 

Not all new ventures are ready to expand into foreign markets, because of barriers 

to internationalisation. Barriers are factors that can either prevent firms to 

internationalise or at least slow down the process of internationalisation. This part 

will seek to reveal types of barriers to internationalisation, and how they impact 

new ventures.  

Barriers to internationalisation in general have been widely researched in the 

past. (eg. (Leonidou L. C., 1995) (Campbell, 1996) (Katsikeas & Morgan, 1994) 

(Morgan & Katsikeas, 1997) Previous literature has categorised the barriers to 

internationalisation into five broad areas: financial barriers, managerial barriers, 

market-based barriers, industry-specific barriers and firm-specific barriers. These 

barriers can be further divided into internal barriers, and external barriers 

(Leonidou L. C., 2004), where financial barriers, managerial barriers and market-

based barriers are considered internal barriers, and industry-specific and firm-

specific barriers are considered external barriers.  

Barriers to internationalisation are widely acknowledged to exist at any stage in 

the internationalisation process. (e.g. (Morgan & Katsikeas, 1997)) The perception 

of barriers has been found to vary in intensity depending on the degree of 

internationalisation of the firm as well. (e.g. (Katsikeas & Morgan, 1994)) 
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3.6.2 Perception of barriers 

Internal resources held by firms create value via the development of competitive 

advantage, according to the resource-based view. (Ireland, Hitt, & Sirmon, 2003) 

Internal resources do not only determine the outcome of organisational activities 

but also by how these internal resources fit with the environmental conditions.  

(Ireland, Hitt, & Sirmon, 2007) Barriers play an important role in business 

development, but they are not the only reasons against progress in 

internationalisation. Barriers alone will neither prohibit nor inhibit the 

internationalisation progress of the firm. The characteristics of the manager, the 

organisation and the environment, in which the firm operates in, are important to 

how the firm can internationalise itself. (Barrett & Wilkinson, 1985) Two firms at 

the same stage of development will therefore not necessarily perceive or experience 

the barriers to internationalisation nor react in the same way. Firms can perceive 

possibilities and uncertainties in foreign environments differently, which is an 

important factor considering internationalisation. 

Managerial factors are of importance as they determine the type, content and 

impact of a barrier. Firms with managers that are incompetent, risk-averse and 

inward-looking are generally speaking more likely to perceive barriers as more 

intense and severe than firms with managers that are competent, risk-taking and 

foreign-oriented. (Dichtl, Köglmayr, & Müller, 1990) Managers attitudes toward 

costs, profits and growth can determine how a barrier impacts the firm’s decisions 

(Leonidou, Katsikeas, & Piercy, 1998). Suarez-Ortega (2003) found that the 

perception of uncertainty and risk can vary from firm to firm. 

Organisational factors might have a discriminating effect on barrier perceptions 

as well. Leonidou ( (2000)) found evidence that younger firms are more sensitive to 

export barriers compared to competitors that had been in the market for a longer 

time. Katsikeas and Morgan (1994) found that the size of the organisation 

mattered as well. They found that the smaller the firm, measured in the number 

of employees or sales turnover, the more vulnerable it is to barriers that are related 

to resource limitations, operating difficulties and trade restrictions. There has also 

been evidence that firms from different industries appear to perceive barriers 
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differently (e.g. (Kedia & Chhokar, 1985)). Hitt, Hoskisson and Kim (1997) found 

that firms´ managers/founders perceive foreign markets as hostile because of 

differing cultures and legal regulations.   

The last factor Barret and Wilkinson (1985) found to be important were 

environmental factors. These result from the fact that “a firm conducting 

transactions in a foreign country has certain disadvantages compared to 

indigenous firms, such as governmentally instituted barriers to trade and an 

incomplete understanding of laws, language, and business practices” (Oviatt & 

McDougall, 1994, p. 55).  They can affect the barrier perceptions in two ways: they 

can be the source of domestic barriers, e.g. barriers connected to the government 

and infrastructural facilities, and secondly, they shape the barriers to foreign 

markets such as economic, political and sociocultural barriers. The environmental 

factors are affected by external changes, incorporate high levels of uncertainty and 

are usually out of control of the individual firm. (Leonidou L. C., 1995) Carpenter 

and Fredrickson (2001) found the degree of perceived environmental barriers to 

having a moderating effect on the influence of INV determinants.  

While liabilities of foreignness, for example, inhibit foreign market development 

post-entry  (Zaheer, 1995), the perception of barriers to internationalisation has a 

pre-entry impact of the decision to internationalise. (Leonidou L. C., 2004) The 

perception of barriers to internationalisation is essential for comparisons of INVs 

and DNVs as they can also be found among firms not internationalised. The 

perception of barriers can reflect the manager’s/founder’s subjective opinions.  

(Leonidou L. C., 1995) 

3.6.3 Financial Barriers 

Limitations of financial resources and physical resources are often highlighted as 

barriers to internationalisation for firms. Financial barriers can be financial 

difficulties in general (e.g. (Campbell, 1996) (Burpitt & Rondinelli, 2000) (Ward, 

1993)), availability of financial resources (e.g. (Ali & Camp, 1993) (Karagozoglu & 

Lindell, 1998)), cost of operations abroad (Rhee, 2002) and limited access to capital 

and credit (e.g. (Ward, 1993) (Coviello & McAuley, 1999) ). Financial barriers might 
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lead to limited options in conducting business, limited options in acquiring new 

assets and new technology, as well as limited access to financial assistance like 

loans for example. (Orser, Spence, Riding, & Carrington, 2008) Previous literature 

on SME internationalisation have found “lack of financial resources” as one of the 

most important barriers to internationalisation. (e.g. (Karlsen, Silseth, Benito, & 

Welch, 2003), (Shaw & Darroch, 2004)) Shaw and Darroch (2004) found “Limited 

financial resources” to be the most important barrier to internationalisation for all 

firms, i.e. non-exporters, exporters and likely exporters, in a study done to reveal 

barriers to internationalisation for entrepreneurial new ventures in New Zealand.  

Burpitt and Rondinelli (2000) found that many firms stop their international 

activities after attempts to internationalise, because of economic reasons. This 

proves that even though financial resources might or might not be a barrier in pre-

entry stages of the internationalisation process, it can prove to be a barrier to 

internationalisation in post-entry stages. 

An OECD rapport (2009) concluded after researching studies from 14 different 

countries from five continents that “shortage of working capital” to finance exports 

was one of the leading barriers to internationalisation. The evidence included that 

smaller Canadian firms had disadvantages compared to more established 

counterparts, regarding access to operating and term loans (Orser, Spence, Riding, 

& Carrington, 2008). Lack of capital requirements and other firm resources and 

limited access to key infrastructure were also reported as significant barriers to 

internationalisation. (OECD, 2009) 

Campbell (1996) did a study to reveal the effects of the NAFTA deal on the 

exporting strategy of smaller firms in North-America. Campbell (1996) found that 

smaller firms in the North America did not perceive internal barriers to export 

significantly important, but that the internal barriers shaped their export strategy 

to the extent that they were not as able as the bigger firms to capitalise on the 

increased export opportunities that were created after the introduction of NAFTA. 

The NAFTA deal gave an increase in the free trade between the given countries. 

The study showed that the major internal barriers to export for proactive exporters 
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were resource-based, e.g. of a financial matter (amongst other factors). Financial 

resource constraints were ranked highest out of the internal export barriers for the 

proactive exporters. Even though financial resource constraints were ranked 

highest out of the internal export barriers, they were still considered to be of low 

importance to the respondents. About 70% of them felt that the internal 

constraints were of low importance or of no relevance. 

Karagozoglu and Lindell (1998) did an exploratory study of small and medium-

sized firms in the US that represented technology-based industries. They argued 

that SMEs have certain advantages over larger firms, e.g. flexibility, speed and 

advantage-seeking behaviour (Fiegenbaum & Karnani, 1991), but that the 

unavailability of resources often offsets the advantages of smaller firms. The 

resource constraints and capability limitations of smaller firms, in the technology-

based industries, present challenges (Lefebvre, Lefebvre, & Haivey, 1993). 

"Differences in resource availability compared to bigger firms” was considered one 

of the highest rated barriers to internationalisation in their study. The barrier was 

the 4th highest rated barrier in this survey, with a total of 32% of the respondents 

considering it as a barrier. As discussed before, larger global companies have 

access to a variety of technologies due to their financial resources, setting smaller 

firms at a disadvantage in relation to competition, which may become an additional 

barrier to internationalisation. 

Small and medium-sized firms often face big challenges in the arena of 

international competition due to limited resources and capabilities. Forrest (1990) 

found that small technology-based companies lack resources (e.g. financial 

resources) and/or business acumen to commercialise achievements successfully 

after initial success in the earlier stages of the innovation process. This is in line 

with Burpitt and Rondinelli´s (2000) findings that financial barriers might prove 

as a barrier at a later stage of the internationalisation process. 
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3.6.4 Managerial Barriers 

Managerial barriers are considered one of the most important barriers for early 

internationalisation of new ventures. (Shaw & Darroch, 2004) (Karagozoglu & 

Lindell, 1998) (Reuber & Fischer, 1997) (Oviatt, McDougall, & Shrader, 2003) The 

managerial barriers can be divided into several sub-categories: lack of 

international experience/skills (Chandler & Jansen, 1992) (Karagozoglu & Lindell, 

1998) (Manalova, Brush, Linda, & Greene, 2002), managerial attitudes 

(Andersson, 2000)  (Burpitt & Rondinelli, 2000) (Manalova, Brush, Linda, & 

Greene, 2002), commitment and partnership difficulties. (Karagozoglu & Lindell, 

1998) (Lamb & Liesch, 2002) 

Manalova et al.  (2002) found that managers with international experience were 

likely to draw upon this experience when internationalising. This made them see 

internationalisation as less uncertain, their psychic distance to foreign markets 

could be less as a result of their experience. Karagozoglu & Lindell (1998) found 

lack of managerial experience to be the second most important barrier to 

internationalisation after difficulties in forming international partnerships. 

However, managers of firms that have already internationalised do not perceive 

the experience as big of a barrier as their non-internationalised counterparts, 

because they are already acquiring knowledge. (Shaw & Darroch, 2004) Shaw and 

Darroch (2004) proved that the perceived lack of experience and knowledge of 

foreign markets to be a greater barrier for founders than managers, as they often 

have a more technical background.   

Researchers have also found managerial attitudes toward internationalisation to 

be an important determinant of internationalisation. Burpitt & Rondinelli (2000) 

found that managers valuing organisational learning as criteria for evaluating the 

success of internationalisation were more likely to continue exporting, while 

Manalova et al.  (2002) discovered that managers perception of the environment to 

be an important factor for internationalisation.  
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3.6.5 Market-Based Barriers  

Foreign markets can be challenging for firms to compete in. They must overcome 

the liability of foreignness, that derives from a large geographical distance from 

their headquarters, psychic distance (Johanson & Vahlne, 1977) (Karagozoglu & 

Lindell, 1998), lack of market knowledge (Darroch & Shaw, 2004), cultural 

differences  (Bell, 1995), governmental (Albaum, Strandskov, & Duerr, 1998) 

(Terpstra & Sarathy, 2000), marketing practices (Moini, 1997), etc. (Krug & 

Daniels, 2008) (Hymer, 1976) (Johanson & Vahln, 1977) resulting in foreign 

companies incurring higher costs of doing business than comparable local 

competitors. (Lu & Beamish, 2001). This is found to be especially true for new 

ventures, which have lesser resources and experience to overcome the liability of 

foreignness. (Rhee, 2002) (Martin & Chen, 2001) However, the liability of 

foreignness can diminish with networks and experience of doing business in the 

country. (Lu & Beamish, 2001) (Karagozoglu & Lindell, 1998) The most important 

market-based barriers for small firms like INVs has been theorised to be lack of 

market knowledge, access to distribution channels and cultural differences, while 

government regulations and tariffs have been proved to be of little importance. 

(Darroch & Shaw, 2004) (Karagozoglu & Lindell, 1998) (Campbell, 1996)  

Examples of market-based barriers, and their impact: 

Informational barriers occur when problems with identifying, selecting and 

contacting international markets due to information inefficiencies arise. ( (Morgan 

& Katsikeas, 1997) This category can be divided into four barriers: finding market 

data, identifying foreign business opportunities, contacting customers from foreign 

markets and locating/analysing foreign markets. (Leonidou L. C., 2004)  

Procedural barriers relate to barriers that can arise in aspects of transactions with 

foreign customers. Examples of procedural barriers are unfamiliarity with 

techniques/procedures, communication problems and problems with the collection 

of payments. (e.g. (Kedia & Chhokar, 1985) (Moini, 1997) 

Marketing barriers are the largest problem area for the exporting firms, according 

to Leonidou (2004). Marketing barriers deal with the company's product, price, 
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distribution, logistics and promotional activities abroad. (Moini, 1997) 

Governmental barriers are connected to the action/inaction by the government of 

the firm’s origin. There are two ways the regulatory action can create barriers to 

internationalisation for new ventures: limited help and interest by the government 

to provide incentives to internationalisation, and unfavourable government rules 

and regulations in the home country of the firm. 

• Lack of assistance and incentives from the home government: There are 

different ways governments can promote internationalisation: guaranteeing 

loans, subsidising prices, organising trade fairs, sponsoring trade missions 

and by publishing basic market data. (Albaum, Strandskov, & Duerr, 1998) 

There have been a lot of complaints from companies all over the world that 

governmental assistance and incentives have been insufficient. This will 

always depend on the resources of the government in the country in 

question, considering knowledge about internationalisation. In some 

instances, assistance offered by governments did not cater the specific needs 

of small firms, nor did they consider their stage of development. 

(Seringhaus, Rolf, & Rosson, 1990) A government that does not have the 

knowledge and know-how to give qualified assistance can become a barrier 

to internationalisation consequently. 

• Unfavourable government rules and regulations by the home government: A 

home government can set restrictions on, e.g. exports to certain countries 

for political reasons and restrictions on products with national security or 

foreign policy significance. (Terpstra & Sarathy, 2000)  

Previous research within this field has found governmental barriers to only have 

a relatively moderate impact on internationalisation. However,  (McDougall P. P., 

1989) did find that INVs did perceive a higher degree of restrictiveness due to 

government regulations, compared to DNVs. 
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3.6.6 Industry Specific Barriers 

Industry specific barriers relate to the barriers that are attributable to the 

business environment in which the firm operates. There are two examples of 

industry specific barriers; competition (Karagozoglu & Lindell, 1998) and 

technology. (Chetty & Hamilton, 1996) (Shaw & Darroch, 2004)  

Competition barriers are often related to the customers, - and competitors in 

foreign markets. The subject has attracted a lot of research, with foreign 

competition being considered as a bigger barrier than the habits of foreign 

customers. A competitive advantage for the firm in the domestic market may not 

be a competitive advantage in global markets. It all depends on the level of 

competition in the foreign market(s). First of all, the competition can originate 

from domestic companies, international companies or public enterprises backed by 

the government. The incumbents of a foreign market will often seek to create 

barriers to entry, to prevent foreign companies from entering the market (Porter, 

1980) The incumbents of the foreign market can also operate on a different base, 

i.e. with a low-cost strategy, differentiation strategy or with government 

protection. The competition depends on whether the firm internationalising is a 

leader, challenger or a follower in the foreign market.  

David B. Stewart (1997) found that “high degree of internationalisation” was 

obtained if the firm selected markets with lower levels of price competition. He did 

a survey testing 207 Canadian exporters. One of the objects of the research was to 

explain the degree of internationalisation of SME´s, to see which factors 

contributed to higher levels of internationalisation. He concluded that more highly 

internationalised firms tend to choose markets that are defined by other factors 

than price, suggesting that the price competitiveness of a market act as a barrier 

to the internationalisation of the firm for SME´s in Canada, and the choice of 

internationalisation strategy as well.  

An industry factor that has been found to give motives for internationalisation for 

INVs are related to domestic market conditions, and then especially insufficient 

domestic market size (Crick & Jones, 2000) (Moen, 2002) and domestic 
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competition. (Oesterle, 1997) Karagozoglu and Lindell (1998) conducted a survey 

where they asked Small and Medium-sized Technology-based Firms (SMTF) to 

rate motives to internationalisation. A total of 26% of the respondents listed 

“domestic market saturation” as a motive to internationalise their business. While 

this number might not be so significant, it can be argued that this number would 

be higher among more traditional sectors or industries due to the fact that SMTFs 

have the ability to exploit opportunities that can create new markets or revive 

existing markets. (Karagozoglu & Lindell, 1998) Crick and Jones (2000) found that 

technology-oriented firms turn to international markets because of insufficient 

demand and supply in the domestic market. Additionally, Oesterle (1997) did a 

qualitative study on how different types of innovation creates different conditions 

for internationalisation. One of the results of the test was that domestic 

competition appeared to be related to the emergence of INVs. In addition, Oesterle 

(1997) argued that the domestic market could be hostile towards new technology, 

and thus drive new ventures into internationalisation.  

Different foreign customer habit/attitudes are also considered as industry specific 

barriers. Consumer habits and attitudes are different around the world because of 

many reasons: cultural differences, climatic and topographic conditions, 

knowledge, income level, educational standards, and so on. These differences lead 

to different product preferences, price sensitivity, distribution systems and usage 

patterns amongst other factors. These differences create a barrier between to 

internationalisation, as the firm often must change its strategy to accommodate 

these changes, which again incurs higher costs and usage of resources. (Leonidou 

L. C., 2004) 

Another example of an industry specific barrier is technology. (Shaw & Darroch, 

2004) Technology has been adopted and increasingly more used in business 

organizations over the years. Technological awareness and sophistication have 

become an important discriminator within all industries. (Chetty & Hamilton, 

1996) Fontes and Coombs (1997) argued that new technology-based firms that 

operated in a country whose national system of innovation (Lundvall, 2010) were 

less developed and integrated would most likely be confronted with problems in 
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relation to technology access (Perez & Soete, 1988) (Walsh, 1987) and market 

expansion. (Dahlman & Westphal, 1982) Limitations of the local environment at 

the level of technology supply and demand may force new technology-based firms 

to internationalise to gain technological knowledge (Fontes & Coombs, 1997). 

Litvak (1992) found that SME´s that were technology based had to adopt 

international perspectives in order to be able to compete with global competition 

by internationalising the business. Even the technology-oriented SME´s whose 

primary orientation is domestically must be internationally competitive in order 

to secure long-term success (Wright & Ricks, 1994). Crick and Jones (2000) found 

evidence to prove that highly technology-orientated firms turn to international 

markets rapidly because of an insufficient size of the domestic market. They found 

that firms in these types of industries often wanted to obtain their competitive 

advantage internationally by using their internal competencies to exploit the 

technological know-how by internationalising to several markets rather than 

relying on only the domestic market or a few key markets. (Crick & Jones, 2000) 

3.6.7 Firm specific Barriers 

Firm specific barriers include liability of newness (Lu & Beamish, 2001) (Rhee, 

2002) limited resources (Fillis, 2001) and size. (Ali & Camp, 1993) (Campbell, 1996) 

(Chetty & Hamilton, 1996)  The liability of newness can involve a need to build 

business relationships with stakeholders, establish legitimacy and 

recruitment/training of new employees to staff new operations (Barringer & 

Greening, 1998). Other examples of firm specific barriers are limitations in 

managerial time, inadequacies in personnel, unavailable production capacity and 

a shortage of capital, (Leonidou L. C., 2004) which all refers to limited resources. 

Smaller firms have been found to, due to their size limitations, often have limited 

financial capital and a lack of other internal resources like human capital and 

managerial resources compared to more established and larger firms. (Buckley P. 

, 1989) These barriers have been found largely inconclusive and of small 

importance for internationalisation of new ventures. Most of them are also part of 

the other types of barriers like managerial and financial. We have therefore not 

emphasised this type of barriers in the hypotheses development. 
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Table 5. Summary of most important barriers to internationalisation 

Financial barriers 

- Financial barriers in general (e.g. (Burpitt & Rondinelli, 2000) (Campbell, 1996) 

- Resource availability (e.g. (Ali & Camp, 1993), (Forrest, 1990); (Karagozoglu & 

Lindell, 1998)) 

- Limited access to capital (e.g. (Ward, 1993) (Shaw & Darroch, 2004) 

Managerial barriers 

- Lack of international experience and skills (Chandler & Jansen, 1992) (Karagozoglu & 

Lindell, 1998) (Manalova, Brush, Linda, & Greene, 2002) 

- Managerial attitudes (Andersson, 2000)  (Burpitt & Rondinelli, 2000) (Manalova, 

Brush, Linda, & Greene, 2002) 

- Commitment and partnership difficulties (Karagozoglu & Lindell, 1998) (Lamb & 

Liesch, 2002) 

Market-based Barriers 

- Lack of market knowledge (Karagozoglu & Lindell, 1998) (Lamb & Liesch, 2002) 

- Cultural differences/psychic distance (Bell, 1995) (Karagozoglu & Lindell, 1998) 

Industry specific barriers 

- Competition (e.g. (Oesterle, 1997) (Karagozoglu & Lindell, 1998)) 

- Technology (e.g. (Crick & Jones, 2000) (Karagozoglu & Lindell, 1998)) 

Firm Specific barriers 

- Limited resources (e.g. (Ali & Camp, 1993), (Forrest, 1990); (Karagozoglu & Lindell, 

1998)) 

- Size (e.g. (Katsikeas & Morgan, 1994)) 
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4. Hypothesis development 
 

The goal of this chapter is to develop hypotheses regarding characteristics, 

motives and barriers and their link to the internationalisation of new ventures, 

in accordance with the literature review conducted in the last chapter. We 

develop 13 hypotheses in total, and these are divided into financial factors, firm-

specific factors, managerial factors, market-based factors, industry-specific 

factors and network factors. 

4.1 Financial barriers 

Limited financial resources have been proven by several researchers to be a 

significant barrier to internationalisation. (e.g. (Karlsen, Silseth, Benito, & Welch, 

2003) (Shaw & Darroch, 2004) (Burpitt & Rondinelli, 2000)) The added costs of 

internationalisation compared to operating domestic-only, is an especially big 

consideration for INVs. A reason to this is that they do not have the same financial 

resource capabilities as the established firms have, because of their newness and 

size. INVs are therefore more cost-sensitive than MNEs when internationalising. It 

is, therefore, reasonable to suggest that new ventures that in fact have 

internationalised have more financial resources than DNVs. Therefore, INVs will 

perceive lack of financial resources to be a lesser significant barrier to 

internationalisation than the domestic counterparts do. Of the financial barriers, we 

found lack of financial resources to be the biggest financial barrier to 

internationalisation in our literature review.  Thus, we hypothesise: 

Hypothesis 1: A perceived lack of financial resources is negatively linked to 

internationalisation. 
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4.2 Market Based Barriers 

Lack of knowledge regarding the international market, competitors, technologies 

and opportunities has been found to be a significant barrier for small firms 

(Karagozoglu & Lindell, 1998) (Lamb & Liesch, 2002) (Darroch & Shaw, 2004). In 

contrast to established firms, they often cannot rely on their subsidiaries to gather 

information for them.  (Karagozoglu & Lindell, 1998) INVs has to gather 

information themselves, and the information that is available to new ventures are 

often scarce, and difficult to obtain. (Johanson & Vahln, 1977) “Market knowledge 

can be acquired by contracting for its purchase (externalised acquisition), by 

learning or gained through experience (internalised acquisition)”.  (Lamb & Liesch, 

2002, p. 9) New ventures lack resources to obtain knowledge by contracting. They 

usually have to gain it themselves through experience. Managers of 

internationalised firms have been proven to perceive both the domestic and 

international business environment more positively and the regulatory 

environment less negatively than managers of domestic firms. (Manalova, Brush, 

Linda, & Greene, 2002) This implies that market knowledge is greater among 

internationalised firms and that domestic firms might see market knowledge as a 

greater barrier to internationalisation.  Thus, we hypothesise: 

Hypothesis 2: A perceived lack of market knowledge is negatively linked to 

internationalisation. 

High psychic distance was especially focused on in early research on 

internationalisation, with Johanson and Vahlne (1977) developing the Uppsala 

model based on this. A market with higher psychic distance is considered more 

hostile and results in a higher liability of foreignness, according to the Uppsala 

model  (Johanson & Vahln, 1977) Therefore, cultural differences can be seen as a 

barrier to internationalisation, and firms are thought to start internationalisation 

in markets with a low psychic distance. Following the Uppsala model, there is 

evidence of small technology firms from smaller open economies like the 

Norwegian, the Finnish and the Costa Rican economies choosing to first 

internationalise to markets with a low psychic distance in relation to their home-



Page 64 of 131 

 

market (Bell, 1995) (Lopez, Kundu, & Ciravegna, 2009), implying cultural 

differences to be perceived as a barrier to internationalisation. However, INVs 

contradict the Uppsala model with their rapid internationalisation, and without 

following a pattern where they start internationalising to foreign markets with low 

psychic distance. This implies that INVs do not rate perceived cultural differences 

as a major barrier. Thus, we hypothesise:  

Hypothesis 3: A high degree of perceived cultural differences are negatively linked 

to internationalisation 

4.3 Managerial Barriers 

International experience has been proved by several researchers to have a positive 

correlation with rapid internationalisation of smaller firms.  (Darroch & Shaw, 

2004) (Karagozoglu & Lindell, 1998) (Manalova, Brush, Linda, & Greene, 2002) 

(Reuber & Fischer, 1997) As INVs do not possess these experiences themselves 

(Oviatt & McDougall, 1994), international experience is most likely to be found at 

an individual level in the managers or founders as tacit knowledge. INVs´ lack of 

collectively embedded organisational experience can, therefore, be compensated by 

the experience of managers and founders. (Cooper & Dunkelberg, 1986) The 

international experience of the start-up team has been found to be one of the most 

significant competitive advantages at the founder level. (McDougall, Shane, & 

Oviatt, 1994) Founders with international experience tend to see opportunities of 

combining resources from different national markets. (McDougall, Shane, & 

Oviatt, 1994) Managers with extensive international experience have been found 

to internationalise earlier than managers with limited international experience. 

(Reuber & Fischer, 1997). Thus, we hypothesize: 

Hypothesis 4: Founders with a high degree of international experience are positively 

linked to internationalisation 
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4.4 Managerial Attitudes 

The managements view on organisational learning is an important factor for a 

firm’s survival and performance. (Burpitt & Rondinelli, 2000)(Hitt, Hoskisson, & 

Kim, 1997) (Johanson & Vahln, 1977) The ability to manage and draw on internal 

knowledge differentiates a firm’s success from failure. (Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995) 

Researchers have found that managers who are perceiving the internationalisation 

as a learning activity, to gather new skills and enhanced organisational 

capabilities, have a larger tendency to continue through the difficult early stages, 

compared to managers only focusing on financial gains. (Burpitt & Rondinelli, 

2000) The internationalisation activity in small firms is therefore heavily 

influenced by the success criteria used by managers. (Rhee, 2002) Rhee (2002) also 

found some evidence suggesting that new ventures can overcome the liability of 

foreignness through learning as they become older and larger. The ability of firms 

to achieve financial gains through exporting is dependent on the firm’s ability to 

learn from their internationalisation process and build up an organisational 

capacity.  Thus, we hypothesise: Hypothesis 5: Managers/founders valuing 

organisational learning are positively linked to internationalisation. 

The managements´ attitude towards, and views on, growth and 

internationalisation is a major factor determining if new ventures internationalise. 

(Orser, Spence, Riding, & Carrington, 2008) (Autio, Sapienza , & Almeida, 2000) ), 

defined as the managements’ international growth orientation. An INV is defined 

as new ventures that “from inception, seeks to derive significant competitive 

advantage from the use of resources and the sale of outputs in multiple countries” 

(Oviatt & McDougall, 1994) It is crucial for founders to have an international 

mindset and a high degree of “international growth orientation”. This is especially 

true for “global start-ups” as they seek to internationalise several value chain 

activities coordinated across numerous countries. A founder’s proactive mindset 

towards internationalisation is reflected in a growth seeking behaviour  (Covin, 

Slevin, & Covin, 1990) and has been found to result in an earlier 

internationalisation of the new venture  (Autio, Sapienza , & Almeida, 2000) Thus, 

we hypothesise: 
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Hypothesis 6: “Managers/founders with a high degree of international growth 

orientation are positively linked to internationalisation”. 

Shaw and Darroch (2004) pointed out the different perspectives on international 

experience between founder (technical) and managers (marketing), where founders 

perceived their lack of international experience as being a greater barrier than 

managers. (Shaw & Darroch, 2004) Competence in the managerial role is found to 

be increased with a business degree. (Chandler & Jansen, 1992) While Rhee (2002) 

found that entrepreneurs with a technical background were more likely to 

internationalise, only business experience proved a positive relationship to 

performance. Andersson (2000) distinguished three types of entrepreneurs based 

on his empirical findings and Schumpeter’s classifications:  

1. The technical entrepreneur, pursuing an international pull strategy.  

2. The marketing entrepreneur, pursuing an international push strategy.  

3. The structure entrepreneur and international industry restructuring.  

However, the structure entrepreneur type is not applicable to INVs, as they focus 

on the mature market. The results suggest that different types of entrepreneurs 

would pursue different strategies, which would give rise to different market entry 

modes and international markets. (Andersson, 2000) Marketing entrepreneurs 

with more international and managerial experience focus on an international push 

strategy. Thereby they are more likely to internationalise quickly and form INVs, 

than technical entrepreneurs pursuing a pull-strategy.  Thus, we hypothesise: 

Hypothesis 7a: Managers/founders with a business degree are positively linked to 

internationalisation. 

Hypothesis 7b: Managers/founders with a technical degree are negatively linked to 

internationalisation. 
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4.5 Industry specific barriers 

Competition within industries has been found to have a significant impact on 

internationalisation (Karagozoglu & Lindell, 1998). While global competition has 

been found by researchers to be a small barrier to internationalisation (Shaw & 

Darroch, 2004), limited domestic market opportunities have been found to be a 

significant motive to internationalise  (Karagozoglu & Lindell, 1998) (Korsakienė 

& Tvaronavičienė, 2011). Limited domestic market opportunities can be caused by 

low supply and demand (Crick & Jones, 2000), or by high competition causing the 

market to be saturated with smaller market shares to fight for (Korsakienė & 

Tvaronavičienė, 2011). Research has found that smaller firms more often enter 

foreign markets that are not based on price competition, due to better market 

opportunities abroad. With the argument that it has become easier to avoid global 

competition, it is reasonable to argue that new ventures will rather 

internationalise than compete in a domestic market with limited opportunities. 

Thus, we hypothesise: 

Hypothesis 8: Limited domestic market opportunities is positively linked to 

internationalisation. 

New technology and technological sophistication have been found to be important 

for firms within all industries. (Chetty & Hamilton, 1996) Technology-oriented 

industries have been found to be internationalising to foreign markets to get access 

to new technology, in lack of opportunities to gain technological knowledge in the 

domestic market. (Fontes & Coombs, 1997) There has also been evidence that 

SMTFs´ that from inception originally only wanted to compete domestically have 

to be internationally competitive as well (Wright & Ricks, 1994), which again can 

lead them to internationalisation to acquire technology that is not easily acquired 

in the domestic market. Thus, we hypothesise: 

Hypothesis 9: Better access to technology in foreign markets are positively linked to 

internationalisation. 



Page 68 of 131 

 

4.6 Networks  

Partnerships and networks have been found to be of great importance for both 

engaging in international business and succeeding. This can help the firm 

overcome the lack of resources they endure, compared to large MNE’s. (Knight & 

Liesch, 2016) (Spence M. , 2003) (Oviatt & McDougall, 1994). Social capital is likely 

to help internationalising firms with access to new markets, distribution, financing 

and customers, etc., which MNEs usually have access to within their organisation. 

The importance of networks was emphasised by (Johanson & Vahlne, 2009), when 

they presented their new take on the Uppsala model. A network of relationships 

can enhance the knowledge base and organisational learning in a firm, which is 

proved to be crucial for a firm’s internationalisation.  

A strong network (relational social capital) is thought to limit the risk of entering 

a market, while a large network (structural social capital) can more easily give you 

information regarding opportunities and facilitating the initial entering of a 

market. (Weerawardena, Mort, Liesch, & Knight, 2007). Thus, we hypothesise: 

Hypothesis 10a: “High structural social capital is positively linked to 

internationalisation” 

Hypothesis 10b: “High relational social capital is positively linked to 

internationalisation” 

4.7 Strategy 

Previous studies on INVs have found that two characteristics affect the choice of 

strategies considering internationalisation: general resource scarcity and 

difficulties with making a physical global presence. (Aspelund, Madsen, & Moe, 

2007) A resource scarcity will cause vulnerability to competition from large global 

companies. (Aspelund, Madsen, & Moe, 2007) INVs have therefore often been 

found to pursue specific niche markets (Bloodgood, Sapienza, & Almeida, 1996) 

(Knight & Cavusgil, 2004), (Moen, 2002) where the competition is less intense, but 

the profit opportunities are significant. McDougall et al. (2003) showed that INVs 

are more likely to follow differentiation strategies than domestic start-ups are, to 
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prevent high levels of competition. A combination of resource scarcity as a barrier 

and the opportunity to gain rapid market shares as a motive to compete in foreign 

markets, it can be argued that INVs are likely to choose a differentiation focus 

strategy. While firms that operate with a differentiation strategy will sell 

products/services that are differentiated to a broad market, a differentiation focus 

strategy means that the firm will target smaller markets with more specialised 

needs. Based on our literature review, where researchers have found INVs to 

compete in niche markets, we hypothesise that: 

Hypothesis 11: Differentiation focus strategy is positively linked to 

internationalisation. 
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5.0 Results 

In this chapter, we will present the results of our questionnaire. We will start by 

presenting the most important characteristics of the INVs in our sample. After 

that, we go through all our hypotheses developed in the hypothesis development 

chapter. We reject or accept the hypotheses based on descriptive statistics, F-tests 

for variance, t-tests and correlation. Finally, we present a table showing which 

hypotheses were accepted and rejected. 

5.1 Characteristics of the INVs in our sample 

As Table 6 shows on the next page, over 47% of the participating firms employ less than ten 

people, and thus 53% of the participating firms employ over ten employees. None of the 

responding firms had over 30 employees. This implies that the new ventures tested are 

relatively small in terms of labour force. A broad spread of industries is represented, but with 

a strong weight on technology-oriented companies with about 42% of the responses. A reason 

for this might be that our data selection is based on firms thriving in the Scandinavian market, 

and start-ups, in which companies from technology-oriented industries are generally the most 

successful of the new ventures. 

Nine of the respondents to the questionnaire were CEO´s of the company, four were founders, 

and five respondents had other positions than CEO or founder of the company. As seen in 

figure 6, most of the respondents originated from Norway and Denmark, with only two of the 

respondents originating from Sweden. We sent the questionnaire to 50 new ventures of each 

of the countries in an attempt to get approximately the same amount of responses from the 

differing countries to give a fair representation of the Scandinavian market. 
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Table 6: Respondent profile 

 

Figure 6: Country of origin 

 

Figure 7: Respondent profile chart 

COUNTRY OF ORIGIN

Norway Sweden Denmark

% OF INV RESPONDENTS VS. DNV 

RESPONDENTS

International new ventures Domestic new ventures

Number of employees % of respondents  Industry % of respondents 

Less than 5 29 % Software  18 % 

6-10 18 % Services 24 % 

11-15 24 % Real estate investments 6 % 

16-20 18 % e-commerce 18 % 

21-25 0 % Textile and garment 12 % 

26-30 12 % Financial 12 % 
  

Internet of Things 6 % 
  

Oil & Gas 6 % 
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5.1.1 Level of involvement 

Out of the 18 participating firms to our questionnaire, 12 had internationalised, 

and six had not internationalised. The distribution of the respondents are shown 

in figure 7.  Out of the six that had not internationalised, two of them had specific 

plans to do so in the future while four of them answered “maybe” instead of yes or 

no. Of the internationalised firms, a total of ten firms had internationalised to over 

three foreign markets, with eight of them having internationalised to over five 

foreign markets. Only two of the participants served one to two foreign markets.   

The level of involvement in internationalisation seems relatively high for our 

sample, at least compared to the results of Shaw and Darroch (2004) and 

McNaughton (2003). Shaw and Darroch´s ( (2004) sample of study in New Zealand 

had approximately 40% of the internationalised firms that only operated in one to 

two foreign markets, and only 26,4% serving more than five foreign markets. 

(Shaw & Darroch, 2004) Out of the 12 INVs to participate in our questionnaire, 

five of them had internationalised to over ten foreign markets, with two of them 

having internationalised to only one foreign market. As we can see in figure 8 on 

the next page, approximately 83% of our sample is operating in over three foreign 

markets. Our sample might suggest that Scandinavian INVs are relatively highly 

internationalised, especially if percentage of turnover from international markets 

is considered as well. The most popular foreign market served outside Scandinavia 

for our sample is the United States of America, with 8 out of 12 INVs targeting 

this country. A surprising finding, given USA´s geographic and psychic distance to 

the Scandinavia, although the cultural differences between the US and 

Scandinavia might not be the largest. Most of the INVs internationalising to the 

US were technology-oriented, which explains why the physical distance might not 

be of great importance for them. Germany is also a preferred market for our 

respondents, with 5 out of 12 INVs choosing to internationalise to the German 

market.   
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Figure 8: Number of foreign markets engaged in. 

The sample of Shaw and Darrochs (2004) study showed that 42,7% of the 

participants had under 5% of their revenue from foreign markets. (Shaw & 

Darroch, 2004) The spread of revenue generated from abroad in our sample was 

relatively high in comparison, with revenues generated from everywhere between 

approximately 10% to 90%, and with an average of 54%. (Two respondents not 

specifying any percentage of sales abroad). The level of revenues generated abroad 

might indicate that serving foreign markets are profitable for the INVs of our 

sample. 

Figure 9: Percentage of revenue generated abroad. 
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5.1.2 Type of international new venture 

Interestingly, we found that every INV in our sample had internationalised to 

foreign markets outside Scandinavia, and many of them had even 

internationalised outside Europe. Another observation is that 10 of the 12 

respondents are characterised as Global start-ups, while the last two are 

characterised as Geographically focused start-ups. The high degree of Global 

start-ups in our sample might be an indication that many of the international 

new ventures originating from the Scandinavia are internationalising rapidly to 

many foreign countries, with many of the operational activities done abroad as 

well, e.g. manufacturing.  

We found that most the INV respondents (58,3% of the respondents) 

internationalised within one year after inception. Most of our INV respondents are 

technology-oriented, which might explain the high level of internationalisation and 

rapid internationalisation. Technology-oriented firms are found to compete in 

markets with high intensity of global competition, which is a major factor in 

explaining the rapid internationalisation (Coviello & Munro, 1995)    

5.1.3 Market position domestically 

Most of the INVs in our sample rated their market position domestically as small 

but growing. This makes sense as most of the INVs of our sample are technology-

oriented, thus requiring them to internationalise in early stages as limitations of 

the local environment at the level of technology supply and demand may force new 

technology-based firms to internationalise to gain technological knowledge. 

(Fontes & Coombs, 1997). Domestic market saturation and limited opportunities 

domestically were reported to be one of the biggest motives to internationalise, 

indicating that the INVs might internationalise to utilise their competitive 

advantages globally as soon as possible, as the demand for the product/service 

domestically is not satisfying enough. 
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5.2 Hypotheses Results 

Hypothesis 1: A perceived lack of financial resources is negatively linked to 

internationalisation. 

H0: INV = DNV 

H1: INV < DNV 

  International New Ventures Domestic New Ventures 

Mean 2,333 4,083 

Variance 2,060 2,442 

Observations 12 6 

Hypothesized Mean Difference 0 
 

df 16 
 

t Stat -2,371 
 

P-value two-tail 0,031 
 

t Critical two-tail 2,120   

 

We asked the managers/founders of the INVs and DNVs to rate “Limited financial 

resources” and “Limited access to capital” as barriers to internationalisation. We 

took the average of the responses as a basis for the two-sided t-test. First, we 

conducted an F-test two-sample for variance, which gave us a P-value of 0,377. We, 

therefore, assume equal variance in the two samples (INVs and DNVs) Next, we 

performed a two-sided t-test assuming equal variance, the results are shown above. 

The INVs average mean of the financial barriers as barriers to internationalisation 

was 2,33, whereas DNVs mean were 4,08. We can see a quite big gap in how the 

two opposed sides rate the factors as barriers to internationalisation.  The P-value 

of 0,031 is lower than 0,05, meaning that there is a significant difference in the 

mean rating between INVs and DNVs. 

  INV Average Financial Barriers 

INV 1 -0,478 

Average Financial Barriers -0,478 1 

 

We find a strong negative correlation of -0,478 between INVs and the perception 

of limited financial resources and lack of access to capital as barriers to 

internationalisation. Meaning that a perceived lack of financial resources is 

negatively linked to internationalisation. Thus, the null hypothesis is rejected. 
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Hypothesis 2: A perceived lack of market knowledge is negatively linked to 

internationalisation. 

H0: INV = DNV 

H1: INV < DNV 

  International New Venture Domestic New Venture 

Mean 2,125 3,417 

Variance 0,506 1,342 

Observations 12 6 

Hypothesized Mean Difference 0 
 

df 16 
 

t Stat -2,950 
 

P-value two-tail 0,009 
 

t Critical two-tail 2,120   

 

The respondents were asked to rate “Limited knowledge of international markets” 

and “Lack of knowledge of how to access foreign markets” as barriers to 

internationalisation. We hypothesised that a lack of market-knowledge would be 

negatively linked to internationalisation. First, we conducted an F-test two-sample 

for variance, which gave us a P-value of 0,082. We, therefore, assume equal 

variance in the two samples (INVs and DNVs) Next, we performed a two-sided t-

test assuming equal variance, the results are shown above. The average means of 

the two groups suggests this as well, with a mean of 2,125 (INVs) and 3,416 

(DNVs). The DNVs rate market-knowledge as a greater barrier to 

internationalisation than the INVs do. The P-value of 0,009 is much lower than 

0,05, meaning that there is a very significant difference in the mean rating 

between INVs and DNVs. 

  INV Market-knowledge 

INV 1 -0,593 

Market-knowledge -0,593 1 

 

The correlation is strongly negative at -0,593 between a lack of market 

knowledge and internationalisation. This means that DNVs perceive that they 

have less market knowledge than INVs. Thus, the null hypothesis is rejected. 
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Hypothesis 3: High degree of perceived cultural differences are negatively 

linked to internationalisation. 

H0: INV = DNV 

H1: INV < DNV 

  International New Ventures Domestic New Ventures 

Mean 2,666 2,917 

Variance 1,106 1,142 

Observations 12 6 

Hypothesized Mean Difference 0 
 

df 16 
 

t Stat -0,473 
 

P-value two-tail 0,643 
 

t Critical two-tail 2,120   

 

We hypothesised that cultural differences would be negatively linked to 

internationalisation, and asked the respondents to rate “Different customer 

habits/attitudes in foreign markets”, and “cultural differences” in relation to them 

being barriers to internationalisation. First, we conducted an F-test two-sample 

for variance, which gave us a P-value of 0,446. We, therefore, assume equal 

variance in the two samples (INVs and DNVs) Next, we performed a two-sided t-

test assuming equal variance, the results are shown above.  The average means of 

the two groups are relatively similar. The variance of the responses was relatively 

low as well. The P-value of 0,643 is much higher than 0,05, meaning that there is 

not at all a significant difference in the mean rating between INVs and DNVs. 

  INV Cultural differences 

INV 1 -0,117 

Cultural differences -0,117 1 

 

The correlation was negative, but only by -0,117 showing that there is almost no correlation 

between perceived cultural differences and internationalisation. Thus, the null hypothesis is 

not rejected.  
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Hypothesis 4: Founders with a high degree of international experience are 

positively linked to internationalisation 

H0: DNV = INV 

H1: INV > DNV 

  International New Ventures Domestic New Ventures 

Mean 5 11 

Variance 28,4 160 

Observations 11 6 

Hypothesized Mean Difference 0 
 

df 6 
 

t Stat -1,109 
 

P(T<=t) two-tail 0,310 
 

t Critical two-tail 2,447   

 

We asked how many years of international experience the founders had, to 

enable us to test the link of international experience to internationalisation. 

First, we conducted an F-test two-sample for variance, which gave us a P-value of 

0,01. We, therefore, assume unequal variance in the two samples (INVs and 

DNVs) Next, we performed a two-sided t-test assuming unequal variance, the 

results are shown above. We found that the DNVs had double as many years of 

international experience on average than the managers of INVs. Average years of 

international experience of our sample were five years for the INVs, and 11 years 

for the DNVs.  However, as we can see from the variance, there is a big spread in 

the years of int. experience of founders, especially amongst the 

managers/founders of the DNVs. The P-value of 0,310 is higher than 0,05, 

meaning that there is not a significant difference in the mean rating between 

INVs and DNVs. 

  INV International Experience 

INV 1 -0,338 

International Experience -0,338 1 

 

The correlation coefficient is negatively medium at -0,338, indicating a negative 

relationship between international experience and internationalisation. However, 

it is not significant. Thus, the null hypothesis is not rejected.  
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Hypothesis 5: Managers/founders valuing organizational learning are positively 

linked to internationalisation. 

H0: DNV = INV 

H1: INV > DNV 

  International New Ventures Domestic New Ventures 

Mean 2,833 3,583 

Variance 0,606 1,242 

Observations 12 6 

Hypothesized Mean Difference 0 
 

df 16 
 

t Stat -1,672 
 

P-value two-tail 0,114 
 

t Critical two-tail 2,120   

 

We asked the participants of the questionnaire to rate motivations to 

internationalisation from 1 to 5, where organisational learning was one of the 

motives they could rate. First, we conducted an F-test two-sample for variance, 

which gave us a P-value of 0,150. We, therefore, assume equal variance in the two 

samples (INVs and DNVs) Next, we performed a two-sided t-test assuming equal 

variance, the results are shown above. As we can see from the mean of INVs (2,833) 

and DNVs (3,583), it is higher rated amongst the latter. INVs seems to rate it 

averagely, while the DNVs rate it relatively high. The P-value of 0,114 is higher 

than 0,05, meaning that there is not a significant difference in the mean rating 

between INVs and DNVs. 

  INV Organizational learning 

INV 1 -0,386 

Organizational learning -0,386 1 

 

The correlation coefficient is medium negative at -0,386, indicating a negative 

relationship between valuing organisational learning and internationalisation. 

However, it is not significant. Thus, the null hypothesis is not rejected.  
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Hypothesis 6: Managers/founders with a high degree of international growth 

orientation are positively linked to internationalisation. 

H0: DNV = INV 

H1: INV > DNV 

  International New Ventures Domestic New Ventures 

Mean 3,875 2,833 

Variance 0,733 1,367 

Observations 12 6 

Hypothesized Mean Difference 0 
 

df 16 
 

t Stat 2,159 
 

P-value two-tail 0,046 
 

t Critical two-tail 2,120   

 

We asked the respondents to rate motivations to internationalisation, in relation 

to how important they are/were. They could rate it from 1 to 5, where 1 was not 

important and 5 highly important. First, we conducted an F-test two-sample for 

variance, which gave us a P-value of 0,19. We, therefore, assume equal variance 

in the two samples (INVs and DNVs) Next, we performed a two-sided t-test 

assuming equal variance, the results are shown above.  We hypothesised that 

managers/founders that had a high degree of international growth orientation 

would be more likely to internationalise. As we can see from the results, the 

mean average of the INV´s (3,875) response is higher than the mean average of 

the DNV´s (3,00). The P-value of 0,046 is lower than 0,05, meaning that there is a 

significant difference in the mean rating between INVs and DNVs. 

 

  INV Int. growth orientation 

INV 1 0,4358 

Int. growth orientation 0,436 1 

 

The correlation is medium positive at 0,436 between international growth 

orientation and internationalisation. Thus, the null hypothesis is rejected.  
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Hypothesis 7a: Founders with a business degree are positively linked to 

internationalisation. 

H0: DNV = INV 

H1: INV > DNV 

  International New Ventures Domestic New Ventures 

Mean 1,5 0,333 

Variance 2,091 0,267 

Observations 12 6 

Hypothesized Mean Difference 0 
 

df 15 
 

t Stat 2,495 
 

P-value two-tail 0,025 
 

t Critical two-tail 2,131   

 

We asked the respondents to name how many of the founders that had a business 

degree. We hypothesised that founders with a business degree were more likely to 

internationalise than founders that had no business degree. First, we conducted 

an F-test two-sample for variance, which gave us a P-value of 0,017. We, therefore, 

assume unequal variance in the two samples (INVs and DNVs) Next, we performed 

a two-sided t-test assuming unequal variance, the results are shown above. As we 

can see from the average mean of the two groups, there is a big gap between them 

from 1,5 (INV´s) and 0,33 (DNV´s). However, we can also see that the variance is 

high in the responses from the INV´s. The P-value of 0,025 is lower than 0,05, 

meaning that there is a significant difference in the mean rating between INVs 

and DNVs. 

  INV Business degree 

INV 1 0,427 

Business degree 0,427 1 

 

There is a medium positive correlation of 0,427 between founders with a business 

degree and internationalisation positive correlation. This indicates that a new 

venture with more founders with a business degree is more likely to 

internationalise. Thus, the null hypothesis is rejected. 
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Hypothesis 7b: Founders with a technical degree are negatively linked to 

internationalisation. 

H0: INV = DNV 

H1: INV < DNV 

  International New Ventures Domestic New Ventures 

Mean 1,333 0,333 

Variance 2,242 0,266 

Observations 12 6 

Hypothesized Mean Difference 0 
 

df 15 
 

t Stat 2,079 
 

P-value two-tail 0,055 
 

t Critical two-tail 2,131   

 

We asked the respondents to name how many of the founders that had a 

technical degree. We hypothesised that founders with a technical degree would 

rather not internationalise than internationalise. First, we conducted an F-test 

two-sample for variance, which gave us a P-value of 0,015. We, therefore, assume 

unequal variance in the two samples (INVs and DNVs) Next, we performed a 

two-sided t-test assuming unequal variance, the results are shown above. As we 

can see, the average mean of INVs clearly surpasses the average mean of the 

DNVs, meaning that INVs have more founders with a technical background than 

DNVs. The variance of the INVs responses is significantly higher than the 

variance of the DNVs, suggesting that the spread of the managers/founders with 

a technical degree in INVs are greater than in DNVs. The P-value of 0,055 is 

higher (barely) than 0,05, meaning that there is not a significant difference in the 

mean rating between INVs and DNVs. 

  INV Technical degree 

INV 1 0,365 

Technical degree 0,365 1 

 

The correlation is moderately positive with 0,365, which indicates that there is 

more likely that INVs will have founders with a technical degree than DNVs. 

However, it is not significant. Thus, the null hypothesis is not rejected.  
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Hypothesis 8: Limited domestic market opportunities are positively linked to 

internationalisation. 

H0: INV = DNV 

H1: INV > DNV 

  International New Ventures Domestic New Ventures 

Mean 3,750 2,167 

Variance 2,204 2,167 

Observations 12 6 

Hypothesized Mean Difference 0 
 

df 16 
 

t Stat 2,138 
 

P-value two-tail 0,048 
 

t Critical two-tail 2,120   

 

The respondents were to answer, to rate how they see limited domestic market 

opportunities as a motive to internationalisation, from 1 to 5 where 1 is weak, 

and 5 is strong. First, we conducted an F-test two-sample for variance, which 

gave us a P-value of 0,530. We, therefore, assume equal variance in the two 

samples (INVs and DNVs) Next, we performed a two-sided t-test assuming equal 

variance, the results are shown above.  Our questionnaire showed that the DNVs 

perceived the domestic competition to be higher than the INVs perceived it, with 

a mean of 3,75 and 2,17 respectively. The variance among both INVs and DNVs 

are about the same, indicating equal spread of ratings in both groups. The P-

value of 0,048 is (barely) lower than 0,05, meaning that there is a significant 

difference in the mean rating between INVs and DNVs. 

 
INV Domestic Competition 

INV 1 -0,291 

Domestic Competition -0,291 1 

 

The correlation coefficient of -0,291 shows a medium negative link between a 

higher rating of domestic competition and internationalisation. Thus, the null 

hypothesis is rejected. 
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Hypothesis 9: Better access to technology in foreign markets are positively linked 

to internationalisation.  

H0: INV = DNV 

H1: INV > DNV 

  International New Ventures Domestic New Ventures 

Mean 1,833 1,166 

Variance 1,788 0,166 

Observations 12 6 

Hypothesized Mean Difference 0 
 

df 14 
 

t Stat 1,586 
 

P(T<=t) two-tail 0,135 
 

t Critical two-tail 2,145   

 

The respondents were asked to rate “access to technology” as a motive for 

internationalisation, to let us test if access to technology was positively linked to 

internationalisation. First, we conducted an F-test two-sample for variance, which 

gave us a P-value of 0,008. We, therefore, assume unequal variance in the two 

samples (INVs and DNVs) Next, we performed a two-sided t-test assuming 

unequal variance, the results are shown above.  The mean average of both groups 

was relatively low, with a mean of 1,83 for the INVs and 1,16 for the DNVs. The 

variance of the INV respondents is relatively high, indicating a significant spread 

in the answers. The P-value of 0,135 is higher than 0,05, meaning that there is not 

a significant difference in the mean rating between INVs and DNVs. 

 

The correlation coefficient between increased access to technology and 

internationalization is medium positively at 0,282. However, the relationships 

are not significant. Thus, the null hypothesis is not rejected.  

  INV Increased Access to Technology 

INV 1 0,282 

Increased Access to Technology 0,282 1 
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Hypothesis 10a: High structural social capital is positively linked to 

internationalisation. 

H0: INV = DNV 

H1: INV < DNV 

  International New Ventures Domestic New Ventures 

Mean 23,667 2,5 

Variance 914,75 3,5 

Observations 9 6 

Hypothesized Mean Difference 0 
 

df 8 
 

t Stat 2,094 
 

P(T<=t) one-tail 0,035 
 

t Critical one-tail 1,860 
 

P(T<=t) two-tail 0,070 
 

t Critical two-tail 2,306   

 

We hypothesised that high structural social capital was linked to 

internationalisation, and asked the respondents to name how many international 

network contacts and partnerships they had to test if the INV´s had a higher 

level than the DNV´s. First, we conducted an F-test two-sample for variance, 

which gave us a P-value of near 0. We, therefore, assume unequal variance in the 

two samples (INVs and DNVs) Next, we performed a two-sided t-test assuming 

unequal variance, the results are shown above.  INVs have much more 

international network contacts and partnerships than the DNVs as we can see 

from the average means of the two groups (23,66 versus 2,5). However, the 

variance among INVs is very high at 914,75. The P-value of 0,070 is a bit higher 

than 0,05, meaning that there is not a significant difference in the mean rating 

between INVs and DNVs. 

  INV Social structural capital 

INV 1 0,425 

Social structural capital 0,425 1 

 

The correlation coefficient is medium positive at 0,425 between structural social capital and 

internationalisation. This means that INVs are more likely to have more international 

network contacts. However, it is not a significant link. Thus, the null hypothesis is rejected.  
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Hypothesis 10b: High relational social capital is positively linked to 

internationalisation. 

H0: DNV = INV 

H1: INV > DNV 

  International New Venture Domestic New Venture 

Mean 2,917 2,167 

Variance 1,174 0,567 

Observations 12 6 

Hypothesized Mean Difference 0 
 

df 15 
 

t Stat 3,056 
 

P-value two-tail 0,008 
 

t Critical two-tail 2,131   

 

The respondents were asked how often they had contact with their most important 

international cooperation partners, with 1 being never, 2 being monthly, 3 being 

weekly and 4 being daily. First, we conducted an F-test two-sample for variance, 

which gave us a P-value of 0,021. We, therefore, assume unequal variance in the 

two samples (INVs and DNVs) Next, we performed a two-sided t-test assuming 

unequal variance, the results are shown above. The average means of the INVs 

and DNVs indicates that the managers/founders of INVs have more often contact 

with important international cooperation partners than DNVs do. The P-value of 

0,008 is much lower than 0,05, meaning that there is a very significant difference 

in the mean rating between INVs and DNVs. 

  INV Relational Social Capital 

INV 1 0,429 

Relational Social Capital 0,429 1 

 

The correlation coefficient is moderately positive at 0,429. This suggests a positive 

link between relational social capital and internationalisation. Thus, the null 

hypothesis is rejected. 
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Hypothesis 11: Differentiation focus strategy is positively linked to 

internationalisation. 

H0: DNV = INV 

H1: INV > DNV  

  International new ventures Domestic New Ventures 

Mean 0,166 0,333 

Variance 0,151 0,266 

Observations 12 6 

Hypothesized Mean Difference 0 
 

df 16 
 

t Stat -0,770 
 

P-value two-tail 0,453 
 

t Critical two-tail 2,120   

 

The respondents were asked to answer which strategy they had, choosing between 

cost-leadership, cost-leadership focus, differentiation and differentiation focus.  

First, we conducted an F-test two-sample for variance, which gave us a P-value of 

0,202. We, therefore, assume equal variance in the two samples (INVs and DNVs) 

Next, we performed a two-sided t-test assuming equal variance, the results are 

shown above. The mean average of DNVs was higher than the mean of INVs, 

indicating that differentiation focus strategies are more common for the DNVs 

than the INVs. The questionnaire showed that only about 17% of the INVs had a 

differentiation focus strategy, while 33% of the DNVs had a differentiation focus 

strategy. Interestingly, only 2 out of 15 of our sample responded that they had a 

cost-leadership strategy (both types), while three of the respondents did not 

answer. The P-value of 0,453 is higher than 0,05, meaning that there is a 

significant difference in the mean rating between INVs and DNVs. 

  INV Differentiation Focus Strategy 

INV 1 -0,189 

Differentiation Focus Strategy -0,189 1 

 

The correlation coefficient of -0,189 shows a small negative link between 

differentiation focus strategy and internationalisation. However, it is not 

significant. Thus, the null hypothesis is not rejected. 
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  Overview of hypotheses results P-

value 

Correlat

ion 

Rejected/acce

pted 
H1 A perceived lack of financial resources is negatively linked to internationalisation. 0,031 -0,478 Accepted 

H2 A perceived lack of market knowledge is negatively linked to internationalisation. 0,009 -0,593 Accepted 

H3  A high degree of perceived cultural differences is negatively linked to internationalisation 0,643 -0,117 Rejected 

H4 Founders with a high degree of international experience are positively linked to internationalisation 0,31 -0,338 Rejected 

H5 Managers/Founders valuing organizational learning are positively linked to internationalisation. 0,114 -0,386 Rejected 

H6 Managers/Founders with a high degree of international growth orientation are positively 

linked to internationalisation. 

0,046 0,436 Accepted 

H7a Founders with a business degree are positively linked to internationalisation. 0,025 0,427 Accepted 

H7b Founders with a technical degree are negatively linked to internationalisation. 0,055 0,365 Rejected 

H8 Limited domestic market opportunities are positively linked to internationalisation 0,048 0,471 Accepted 

H9 Better access to technology in foreign markets are positively linked to internationalisation.  0,135 0,282 Rejected 

H10

a 

High structural social capital is positively linked to internationalisation 0,07 0,425 Rejected 

H10

b 

High relational social capital is positively linked to internationalisation 0,008 0,429 Accepted 

H11 Differentiation focus strategy is positively linked to internationalisation. 0,453 -0,189 Rejected 
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6.0 Discussion 

In this chapter, we will discuss the results of our research. We start off by 

discussing the results of the hypothesis which we developed during the literature 

review, with assumed links between motives/barriers to internationalisation. We 

have structured the chapter by discussing the different hypotheses relating to the 

various factors in this order: financial factors, market based factors, managerial 

factors, industry specific factors, network factors and choice of strategy. 

Afterwards, we discuss reasons for the rating of barriers and motives by our 

respondents, where we discuss differences between the responses of the INVs and 

the DNVs. 

6.1 Financial Factors 

We found financial resources to be negatively linked to internationalisation, where 

the DNVs rated lack of financial resources as a significantly greater barrier than 

the INVs, with a p-value of 0,028. The DNVs in our sample rated it as the largest 

barrier to internationalisation, and the INVs rated it as the third biggest barrier 

as well. This is in line with previous research and is one of the least surprising 

findings of our thesis as it is widely accepted to be one of the biggest barriers to 

internationalisation for new ventures. It does not seem to be specifically for 

Scandinavian new ventures neither, as an OECD rapport concluded it to be the 

biggest barrier to internationalisation across 14 countries and over different 

continents. (OECD, 2009) 

An interesting observation to our study is that the INVs that rated “lack of 

financial resources” and “access to capital” as very low barriers (1 out 5 on both 

ratings) had only recently internationalised, i.e. within the last two years. The 

INVs that rated it slightly higher had been internationalised for a longer time 

(averagely three times longer), which could be in line with what Burpitt and 

Rondinelli (2000) stated; lack of financial resources can become a barrier to 

internationalisation in any stage of the internationalisation process (Forrest, 

1990). In this case, it seems like it might become a greater barrier post-entry at a 

later stage. Another observation to this is that the INVs that are rating lack of 



Page 90 of 131 

 

financial resources higher than the other INVs have internationalised to more 

foreign markets than the rest, which might indicate they have come further in the 

internationalisation process, thus having a higher level of involvement as well.   

However, we cannot say anything certain about the causality. The INVs can have 

internationalised because they perceived that they possessed enough capital pre-

entry, or they can have rated it as a less important barrier than DNVs because 

they have not perceived lack of financial resources as such a big problem post-entry 

as the DNVs perceive it.     

6.2 Market based factors 

We tested two hypotheses regarding market factors related to internationalisation. 

These were concerning the topics of market knowledge (Hyp.2) and perceived 

cultural differences (Hyp.3). The results of the hypotheses testing showed that 

hypothesis 2 was accepted and hypothesis 3 was rejected. 

Managers and founders of INVs seem to be considerably less concerned with both 

knowledge of the international markets and lack of understanding of how to enter 

new foreign markets. The latter is logical as INVs have already accessed foreign 

markets and already acquired some experience. Market knowledge has been 

proven to be a great barrier for small firms and new ventures looking to 

internationalise, while already internationalised firms are thought to have gained 

more knowledge than their domestic counterparts and are gaining knowledge for 

every day that passes. This is also in line with our research and hypothesis. 

However, we cannot say anything certain about the causality, if INVs possess more 

knowledge before entering or if they rate it as a less important barrier because 

they have already gained knowledge by internationalising.  

Surprisingly, we were not able to prove a link between perceived cultural 

differences and internationalisation. DNVs rated perceived cultural differences 

slightly higher as a barrier compared to INVs. However, it was not enough to prove 

a link at a 95% confidence level. It is important to notice that both INVs and DNVs 

rated perceived cultural differences highly as a barrier to internationalisation. In 
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fact, it was the two-highest rated barriers among INVs (cultural differences and 

different customer habits in foreign markets). They were rated to be of 

approximately the same importance for INVs (2,67) and DNVs (2,91), suggesting 

that perceived cultural differences are still relevant and a significant barrier to 

internationalisation among both DNVs and INVs. However, there is no significant 

difference in the rating between DNVs and INVs. It should be noted that INVs, in 

general, rated all barriers lower than DNVs, cultural differences might therefore 

be perceived as a greater barrier for INVs than DNVs as it is rated comparatively 

higher on their list of barriers. 

6.3 Managerial Factors 

We tested five hypotheses regarding managerial factors related to 

internationalisation. These were concerning the topics of international experience 

(Hyp.4), organisational learning (Hyp.5), international growth orientation (Hyp.6) 

and two barriers concerning the educational background of founders (Hyp.7a and 

Hyp.7b). The results of the hypothesis testing showed that hypotheses 4,5 and 7b 

were rejected, while hypotheses 6 and 7a were supported. Although, hypothesis 6 

was barely supported at a p-value of 0,046.  

Surprisingly, our findings suggest that founders of INVs do not possess more 

international experience than founders of DNVs. This is contradicting a lot of 

earlier research on this topic, which suggests this to be one of the most important 

factors linked to internationalisation. (Manalova, Brush, Linda, & Greene, 2002) 

Our results showed a mean of 5 years for INVs and 11 for DNVs, but the variance 

among DNVs was also much greater than for INVs. Four out of six respondents 

among DNVs reported having some international experience. They had a mean 

international experience of 16,5 years, even though one of them only had only one 

year of experience. 4 out of 11 INVs that answered the question had no 

international experience at all. The mean of international experience amongst the 

rest was 7,8 years. This implies that the founders of DNVs are older and more 

experienced in general, while founders of INVs are younger and more 

inexperienced. The reason behind this might be that older founders, although more 
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experienced, are more set in the old ways of doing business. They seem to follow 

the old theories like the Uppsala model, first securing a solid place in the domestic 

market before thinking about internationalising. 

Next, we discovered that managers and founders of DNVs valued organisational 

learning higher than managers and founders of INVs as criteria for evaluating 

internationalisation activities. INVs, on the other hand, seem to focus more on 

financial and growth criteria for evaluating their internationalisation success, 

with ratings; sales (4,58 vs 4,16), increased profits (4,25 vs 3,83) and growth (4,50 

vs 3,50). This is a surprising and contradicting finding to what we were expecting. 

Financial and growth factors are well understood to be important motives and 

criteria for evaluating the success of internationalisation. However, researchers 

have had a hard time linking international entrepreneurship to financial gains. 

Therefore, it is suppressing to see INVs not rating organisational learning higher 

and financial and growth criteria lower in comparison to DNVs. This can be 

explained by the definition of INVs, “An INV is a business organization that, from 

inception, seeks to derive significant competitive advantage from the use of resources 

and the sale of outputs in multiple countries” (Oviatt & McDougall, 1994, p. 4) 

Thereby, suggesting that INVs see internationalisation as the core of their 

business and the main source of how they will make financial gains. DNVs, on the 

other hand, might see internationalisation as an opportunity to learn, which they 

have less of a need to profit off compared to INVs. 

We found that managers and founders with a perceived high degree of 

international growth orientations are linked to internationalisation. This is in line 

with previous research, suggesting that managers actively seeking to grow 

internationally will easier discover possibilities in the international market and 

therefore internationalise. However, it is noteworthy that the hypothesis was 

barely accepted with a p-value of 0,046. It is also interesting to note that the 

variance among INVs were only 0,73 compared to 1.37 for DNVs, suggesting a 

larger spread among DNVs international growth orientation, where two DNVs 

gave high ratings of 4 and 4,5. One of these answered that they were planning to 

internationalise in the future.  
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Our two last hypotheses concerning managers were testing how their educational 

background is linked to internationalisation. Our belief, supported by earlier 

research, was that founders with a business degree would be positively linked to 

internationalisation and founders with a technical degree would be negatively 

linked to internationalisation. However, the literature was somewhat inconclusive 

and scattered. A technical background seemed to suggest a pull strategy and later 

internationalisation compared to a business degree suggesting a proactive push 

strategy. Our hypotheses revealed that founders with a business degree are in fact 

positively linked to internationalisation. However, our hypothesis for founders 

with a technical degree not being linked to internationalisation is not supported 

by our research. Contrary, founders with a technical degree also seems to be linked 

to internationalisation. Although, with a p-value of 0,055 it is not significant. Our 

numbers might be somewhat skewed by one of the companies having five founders 

listed with a business degree and technical degree. 

All INVs has at least one founder in the team with higher education, while 33% of 

the DNVs asked started out without any founders with higher education. We also 

discovered that INVs in our sample had more founders in their team, with an 

average of 3,5 in comparison to 1,67 for DNVs. This can suggest that founders 

starting new ventures looking to internationalise know they will need more 

experience, expertise and capital to successfully internationalise early. Therefore, 

higher education in general and number of founders might be linked to 

internationalisation. 

6.4 Industry-Specific Factors 

We hypothesised that limited domestic market opportunities would be positively 

linked to internationalisation based on our literature review, and our sample 

showed that it was linked, with a p-value of 0,048. The INVs rated limited domestic 

market opportunities with an average mean as 3,75 (1 to 5), in relation to it being 

a motive to internationalise. The DNVs rated it with an average mean of 2,167. 

Interestingly, INVs rated “limited domestic market opportunities” as the fourth 

biggest motive to internationalise, and “market opportunities” abroad as the 
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biggest motive as well. This might indicate that INVs in our samples see their 

domestic market as saturated, which is in line with the findings of Crick and Jones 

(2000) who found that technology-oriented firms turn to international markets 

because of insufficient demand and supply in the domestic market. While many of 

INVs in our sample are technology-oriented, it makes sense that they did not 

perceive the domestic competition as too high, with a mean of 3,25 (1 to 5), but 

rather that the opportunities in the domestic market were too small.  

We hypothesised that “better access to technology in foreign markets” would be 

positively linked to internationalisation, but found no significant link between the 

two with a p-value of 0,135. The motivation was not very highly rated as a 

motivation to internationalisation with means of under 2 (1 to 5) for both INVs and 

DNVs. This is contradictory to previous findings in our literature review, which 

suggested that the need to be competitive with new technology would lead to 

internationalisation. (Fontes & Coombs, 1997) These findings might suggest that 

necessary technology is easily accessed in the Scandinavia.  It is also interesting 

that the INVs that are technology-oriented in our sample does not rate it high as 

a motivation, which might suggest that they are not pushed to 

internationalisation. Contrary, they rather internationalise to use their 

competitive advantage in foreign markets as well, which is in line with “market 

opportunities” being rated as the biggest motivation to internationalisation for the 

INVs. 

6.5 Network based factors 

We tested two hypotheses regarding network based factors related to 

internationalisation. These were concerning the topics of structural social capital 

(10a) and relational social capital (10b). The results of the hypotheses testing 

showed that hypothesis 10a was rejected and hypothesis 10b accepted. 

Structural social capital is concerned with the size of a firm’s or manager’s 

network. Researchers believe that structural social capital is best suited to 

facilitate internationalisation because networks can provide information about 

opportunities in foreign markets.  (Weerawardena, Mort, Liesch, & Knight, 2007) 
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Our research does not reveal if this is the case. However, it does suggest a link 

between the size of a firm’s/manager’s network and internationalisation although 

not a significant one. The mean number of network contacts of an INV was 23,67 

compared to 2,5 for DNVs, which is a huge difference in size. The variance for INVs 

is also extremely high being 915 compared to 2,5 for DNVs. All but three INVs had 

over five network contacts, while only one DNV had five network contacts. The 

INV with most network contacts had 80, which is very high. However, it is thought 

to be impossible to have a close relationship with more than 20 network contacts., 

which is thought to be the most important. (Oviatt & McDougall, 2005) It is hard 

to say if INVs have more network contacts or if they are a result of 

internationalising, both might be a right answer here. Gaining new network 

contacts was also perceived as the fourth most important motive for 

internationalisation among DNVs. Our hypothesis suggesting that relational 

social capital is positively linked to internationalisation did not get accepted. The 

variance between the two groups was enormous, and the t-test did not manage to 

support this not being a random coincidence.   

Relational social capital, on the other hand, is concerned with how strong the ties 

in the network are. This is thought to be the best social capital for imitating risk 

in the internationalisation process.  (Weerawardena, Mort, Liesch, & Knight, 2007) 

It can give firms access to resources they would not otherwise have. We used how 

often firms were in contact with their international network contacts as a proxy to 

determine their network strength. The results showed that INVs on average were 

in contact with their international network contacts and partners every week. In 

contrast, DNVs were on average in contact with their international network 

contacts and partners every month. No DNVs had contact with their international 

network contacts every week, while four of the INVs were in contact with theirs 

every day. This suggests that a high degree of international relational social 

capital is much more common among INVs and hard to establish without 

internationalising. We cannot say if INVs had this close relationship with their 

international network contacts and partners before internationalising or if it is a 

result of them internationalising. 
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6.6 Strategy 

We hypothesised that there would be a link between internationalisation and 

differentiation focus strategy (hypothesis 11), but our results showed no link at all 

with a p-value of 0,252. We found that most of our sample used a differentiation 

strategy, but with no difference between the INV´s and DNV´s. This is interesting, 

as previous literature has found that smaller niche markets are often chosen as 

the preferred markets for international new ventures with fewer resources than 

the established firms in the foreign markets.  

Even though our test did not prove that there is a link between differentiation 

focus strategy and internationalisation, our results showed clear signs that 

differentiation is preferred to cost-leadership. With most of the DNVs open to 

internationalisation in the near future as well, it could be argued that new 

ventures in a position to internationalise are characterised with a differentiation 

strategy. This could be researched further. 
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6.7 Barriers to Internationalisation 

Table number seven shows that the highest rated barriers on average among all 

firms are limited financial resources (3,00), cultural differences (2,78), limited 

access to capital (2,72), limited knowledge of international markets (2,72) and 

different customer habits/attitudes in o/s markets (2,72). These are several 

different barriers, all originating from the two main barriers to 

internationalisation; financial barriers (limited financial resources and limited 

access to capital) and market based barriers (cultural differences, limited 

knowledge of international markets and different customer habits/attitudes in o/s 

markets). All of which have been identified by other researchers before. (Darroch 

& Shaw, 2004) (Krug & Daniels, 2008) (Hymer, 1976) (Johanson & Vahln, 1977)  

It is somewhat surprising to see that the cultural differences barrier was rated in 

second place on average by all firms. This is in stark contrast to the theory of “born 

globals” that suggests that new ventures today are not as affected by cultural 

differences and psychic distance. (Knight & Liesch, 2016) Half of the firms we 

questioned followed an internationalisation pattern in accordance with the 

Uppsala model, starting in countries with a low psychic distance before 

internationalising to countries with a higher psychic distance. This suggests that 

the Uppsala model is still relevant today and that all firms most likely have to face 

the liability of foreignness. However, several firms also followed an 

internationalisation pattern similar to what the “born global” theory states.  

All barriers except “firm too small to operate in foreign market” was rated higher among 

DNVs. This can be a result of managers of DNVs often perceiving both the domestic 

and international market more pessimistically than managers of INVs. 
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Table 7 – Barriers to Internationalisation       All firms                  INV            DNV 

Barriers Mean Std. deviation Mean Std. deviation Mean Std. deviation 

Limited financial resources 3,00 1,68 2,50 1,57 4,00 1,55 

Cultural differences 2,78 1,11 2,75 1,14 2,83 1,17 

Limited access to capital 2,72 1,60 2,17 1,34 3,83 1,60 

Limited knowledge of international markets 2,72 1,18 2,25 0,87 3,67 1,21 

Different customer habits/attitudes in o/s 
countries 

2,72 1,13 2,58 1,16 3,00 1,10 

International markets too competitive 2,56 1,20 2,25 1,14 3,17 1,17 

Different business practices in international 
markets 

2,50 1,38 2,42 1,16 2,67 1,86 

Lack of access to potential foreign partners 2,50 1,04 2,33 1,07 2,83 0,98 

Lack of understand how to access o/s markets 2,50 1,20 2,00 0,85 3,50 1,23 

Firm too small to operate in o/s markets 2,39 1,33 2,42 1,31 2,33 1,51 

High costs of selling abroad 2,33 1,50 2,08 1,38 2,83 1,72 

Ability to compete in foreign markets 2,28 1,27 1,83 0,94 3,17 1,47 

Inadequate/inexperienced staff/management 2,28 1,13 2,08 1,00 2,67 1,37 

Lack of access to o/s distribution channels 2,22 1,44 1,92 1,16 2,83 1,84 

Limited international experience 2,11 1,13 1,75 0,75 2,83 1,47 

Market opportunities 1,78 0,94 1,50 0,80 2,33 1,03 

Not interested or willing to expand internationally 1,39 0,85 1,08 0,29 2,00 1,26 
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The lowest rated barriers to internationalisation were found to be; not interested 

or willing to expand internationally, Lack of market opportunities, limited 

international experience, lack of access to o/s distribution channels and 

inadequate/inexperienced staff/management. With the most surprising results 

being limited international experience and lack of access to o/s distribution 

channels was rated this low (2,11 and 2,22 in mean rating on average among all 

firms).  

Limited international experience has been identified as one of the most important 

barriers to internationalisation by several researchers. (Darroch & Shaw, 2004) 

(Karagozoglu & Lindell, 1998) (Manalova, Brush, Linda, & Greene, 2002) (Reuber 

& Fischer, 1997) However, it is important to notice the large difference in mean 

rating between INVs and DNVs with 1,75 and 2,83 as their respective mean 

ratings. INVs have already internationalised, and their managers might, 

therefore, have gained the necessary international experience and therefore see it 

as less of a barrier in hindsight. (Darroch & Shaw, 2004) Managers of DNVs, on 

the other hand, have not gained the necessary experience yet. Lack of access to o/s 

distribution channels has been found to be one of the most important barriers by 

several researchers. However, it can be explained by the limited amount of 

manufacturing firms in our sample. Internet sales have increased over an extended 

period, and most of the firms in our sample look to sell their products directly to 

the customer through their own stores or online. 

Rank All firms INVs DNVs 

1 Limited financial 

resources 

Cultural differences Limited financial 

resources 

 

2 

Cultural differences Different customer 

habits/attitudes in o/s 

countries 

Limited access to 

capital 

3 Limited access to 

capital 

Limited financial 

resources 

Limited knowledge of 

international markets 
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4 

Limited knowledge of 

international markets 

Different business 

practices in 

international markets 

Lack of understand 

how to access o/s 

markets 

 

5 

Different customer 

habits/attitudes in o/s 

countries 

Firm too small to 

operate in o/s markets 

Ability to compete in 

foreign markets 

 

Looking at the top five rated barriers for INVs and DNVs it is noticeable that 

financial barriers (limited financial resources and limited access to capital) are 

especially rated as being more important barriers among DNVs in comparison to 

INVs. DNVs rated these barriers on mean as 4,0 and 3,8 vs 2,5 and 2,2 for INVs.  

However, market based barriers (cultural differences, different business practices 

in international markets and different customer habits/attitudes in o/s countries) 

are also rated higher on mean by DNVs in comparison to INVs. This shows that 

DNVs, in general, rated barriers to internationalisation to be greater than INVs 

do.  

However, the difference in rating of market based barriers is less substantial. 

While DNVs rate financial barriers as the two most important barriers, INVs are 

more concerned with the market based barriers, especially cultural differences 

(2,75) and the different customer habits/attitudes (2,58).  It is also interesting to 

notice that INVs rate firm too small to operate in o/s markets to be a top five 

barriers. Several researchers have found this barrier to be insignificant and mostly 

present as an excuse among DNVs. Even though it is ranked as number five, the 

mean rating is pretty low (2,42). However, some INVs can have faced some 

problems regarding their size. The std. deviation for this barrier among INVs is 

also pretty significant, implying a wide distribution of answers.  

DNVs rate the two most important barriers to internationalisation to be limited 

financial resources (4,0) and limited access to capital (3,83). Financial barriers 

might have been rated as greater barriers among DNVs because firms with a larger 

amount of financial resources have already internationalised. Firms with the least 
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financial resources are forced to focus on the domestic market. However, there it 

is also important to point out the major difference between the INVs and DNVs 

regarding the age (INVs founded in average in 2013 vs 2015) and size of the firms 

(13 vs 7 employees). This implies that the INVs in our study are more developed 

than the DNVs. 

The third-place ranking of barriers by DNVs was Limited knowledge of 

international markets. This has been found to be one of the most important 

barriers to internationalisation by several researchers. (Darroch & Shaw, 2004) 

(Manalova, Brush, Linda, & Greene, 2002) However, this was not even on the top 

five-list for INVs. This is because managers of firms that have already 

internationalised are already learning and acquiring knowledge. (Darroch & 

Shaw, 2004) Therefore, they do not see this as a major barrier in contrast to DNVs 

seeing it as one of the most important. 

The last two barriers on the top-five list by DNVs are lack of understanding how 

to access o/s markets (3,50) and ability to compete in foreign markets (3,17). These 

are firm-specific barriers regarding the firm’s ability to internationalise and be 

successful in the international market. It is natural for DNVs to rate this higher 

than INVs as they have more doubts about internationalising. Researchers have 

found that managers of domestic firms have a more pessimistic view on the 

competition level in both domestic and international markets compared to 

managers of INVs. (Manalova, Brush, Linda, & Greene, 2002) 

Motives for Internationalisation 

Table 8 shows that the perceived most important motives on average for going 

international among all firms are market opportunity (4,56), increase profits 

(4,28), business expansion (3,94), improve market position (3,61) and gaining new 

network/partners (3,22). Not surprisingly is market opportunity the highest rated 

as firms tend to internationalise more easily if a good opportunity presents itself. 

Increase profits, business expansion and improve market opportunity are all 

concerned with growing and expanding the business. In small open economies like 

the Scandinavian countries, a logical way to achieve this is through 
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internationalisation. Improve market position is an important motive as 

internationalisation can lead to both a better international and domestic market 

position.  

Researchers have proven that internationalisation can contribute to the 

organisational learning of a firm and development of capabilities (Nonaka & 

Takeuchi, 1995), which can differentiate success from failure.  The fifth motive is 

gaining new network/partners, which is increasingly important both for 

international and domestic firms. However, DNVs rate it higher as they have a 

less developed network than INVs. The least important motives for going 

international are perceived to be access to natural resources (1,28), increased 

control over the supply chain (1,44), increased access to technology (1,79), 

increased access to clusters (1,83) and access to highly or specially educated labour 

(1,89). The first two motives are normally motives associated with manufacturing 

companies. Naturally, they are therefore among the least important as our sample, 

as it is catheterised by very few manufacturing companies. The low rating of 

increased access to technology and clusters implies that the firms in our case have 

access to all the necessary technology and cluster from their home country. This is 

believable in developed countries like Scandinavia, where firms have great access 

to technology and certain clusters. A low rating of access to highly/specialized 

labour suggests that there are enough potential employees in the Scandinavian 

countries for the firms. Alternatively, the open economies in Scandinavia with free 

transfer of labour in the EU, minimize this motive for internationalisation.   
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Table 8 - Motives for internationalisation          All firms               INV             DNV 

                                                                                Motives Mean Std. deviation Mean Std. deviation Mean Std. deviation 

Market Opportunity 4,56 0,70 4,50 0,80 4,67 0,52 

Increase profits 4,28 0,75 4,33 0,65 4,17 0,98 

Business expansion 3,94 1,16 4,17 1,19 3,50 1,05 

Improve the market position 3,61 1,09 3,58 1,17 3,67 1,03 

Gaining new network/partners 3,22 1,44 3,00 1,48 3,67 1,37 

Limited domestic market opportunities 3,22 1,63 3,75 1,49 2,17 1,47 

Established networks/partners are present in the market 3,17 1,58 3,17 1,80 3,17 1,17 

High international growth orientation 3,00 1,19 3,25 1,22 2,50 1,05 

Gaining new knowledge and skills 2,94 1,47 2,58 1,56 3,67 1,03 

Organizational learning 2,61 1,38 2,50 1,51 2,83 1,17 

High international experience 2,50 1,25 2,25 1,14 3,00 1,41 

High knowledge of the market 2,39 1,24 2,17 1,12 2,83 1,47 

Market more suitable for product/service 2,39 1,33 2,58 1,17 2,00 1,67 

Reduce costs 2,28 1,36 2,17 1,27 2,50 1,64 

Increased access to capital 2,00 1,03 2,08 1,17 1,83 0,75 

Firm size 2,00 1,08 2,25 1,22 1,50 0,55 

Access to highly or specially educated labour 1,89 1,13 2,00 1,28 1,67 0,82 

Increased access to clusters 1,83 1,20 1,83 1,03 1,83 1,60 

Increased access to technology 1,61 1,14 1,83 1,34 1,17 0,41 

Increased control over the supply chain 1,44 0,78 1,58 0,90 1,17 0,41 

Access to natural resources 1,28 0,67 1,17 0,58 1,50 0,84 
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Rank All firms INVs DNVs 

1 Market Opportunity Market Opportunity Market Opportunity 

2 Increase profits Increase profits Increase profits 

3 Business expansion Business expansion Improve the market 

position 

4 Improve the market 

position 

Limited domestic market 

opportunities 

Gaining new 

network/partners 

5 Gaining new 

network/partners 

Improve the market 

position 

Gaining new 

knowledge and skills 

 

INVs and DNVs both have market opportunity and increase profits rated as the two top 

motives for internationalisation. With a mean rating of 4,50 and 4,33 for INVs in 

contrast to 4,67 and 4,17 for DNVs. However, third place is different with business 

expansion for INVs and improve market position for DNVs. This shows a difference in 

mindset, where INVs focus on expansion and growth of the company both domestically 

internationally. DNVs, on the other hand, focus more on improving their market 

position. This implies a less aggressive business strategy with more focus on gradual 

improvement vs radical expansion.  The strategies of INVs are usually targeted at 

aggressive international growth with internationally oriented founders  (McDougall P. 

P., 1989), suggesting that INVs are firms with a higher degree of international growth 

orientation in comparison to DNVs. Limited domestic market opportunities are rated at 

number four among INVs. This suggests that INVs has chosen a differentiation focus 

strategy, selling a niche product/service with a focus on differentiation, which needs a 

larger market place than a single Scandinavian country. Alternatively, their goals for 

business expansion are so great that they need to internationalise. DNVs rated gaining 

new network/partners as their fourth motive. Logically, DNVs usually have a smaller 

international network than INVs and are looking to expand it. The same is true for 

DNVs fifth ranked motive gaining new knowledge and skills. 
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7.0 Conclusion 

The purpose of this study was to gain knowledge about INVs originating from 

Scandinavia and how they are affected by their perception of barriers and motives to 

internationalisation. The literature review built the basis for us to develop our 

hypotheses and to identify important motives and barriers. The hypothesis development 

formulates our beliefs of how the major barriers and motives were linked to 

internationalisation and if international new ventures had utilised networks or 

different strategies to overcome barriers to internationalisation. This thesis contributes 

to the academic field by enhancing the knowledge of INVs originating from Scandinavia, 

how they perceive barriers and motives, how they are affected by them and how they 

try to limit the effects of barriers to internationalisation.  

We have found the following conclusions to the three sub-questions: 

1. How are the most important barriers and motives, according to literature, linked 

to the internationalisation of new ventures from Scandinavia? 

The results of the tests show that perceived lack of financial resources, perceived lack 

of market knowledge seems to be negatively linked to internationalisation, and that 

managers/founders with a high degree of international growth orientation, founders 

with a business degree, limited domestic market opportunities and high levels of 

relational social capital seems to be positively linked to internationalisation.  

2. Which perceived barriers and motives to internationalisation, do new ventures 

from Scandinavia perceive to be the most important? 

The results show that financial barriers are most important for DNVs. Market based 

barriers, on the other hand, are perceived as being the most important barriers for INVs. 

International market opportunities and increased profits are perceived to be the most 

important motives by both INVs and DNVs. Next, we see that DNVs are more concerned 

about improving their market position while INVs are motivated by growth. 
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3. How can new ventures overcome barriers to internationalisation? 

We found evidence that INVs had more relational social capital than DNVs, enabling 

them to mitigate some of the effects of the barriers to internationalisation. However, we 

did not find significant evidence of them having more relational social capital or utilising 

differentiation focus strategies to a larger extent than DNVs. The majority of new 

ventures in our sample used differentiation strategy to overcome their lack of resources 

and ability to compete on price. However, there was no significant difference in the use 

of differentiation strategies between INVs and DNVs. 

The research question defined in chapter 1.2 

How are new ventures from Scandinavia affected by their perception of 

barriers and motives to internationalisation? 

 

Our study shows that international new ventures from Scandinavia that rate a 

perceived lack of financial resources and lack of market knowledge as significant 

barriers to internationalisation, are less likely to have internationalised. New ventures 

perceiving a lack of opportunities in the domestic market, have managers/founders with 

a high degree of international growth orientation or founders with a business degree 

are more likely to internationalise.  

We also found that international new ventures were more likely to a have a high degree 

of relational social capital (strong network contacts), helping them overcome barriers to 

internationalisation. However, we were not able to prove that they had a higher 

structural social capital (more network contacts) than domestic new ventures, or that 

they were more likely to pursue differentiation focus strategies to overcome barriers to 

internationalisation. Our research suggests that all new ventures choose a 

differentiation strategy and only very few choose differentiation focus. 
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7.1 Limitations and further research 

This research was conducted as a case-study with a focus on a few new ventures from 

Scandinavia. Therefore, this research should only be seen as a start of understanding 

INVs originating from Scandinavia, which motives that drive them and which barriers 

they face on the way. The limited number of firms studied in this research means that 

further research is needed to validate our findings. A single case-study does not entitle 

any generalizations of INVs from Scandinavia. It is also important to notice that only a 

few domestic new ventures and Swedish new ventures participated in this research. 

Therefore, we have not looked into any differences between the Scandinavian countries, 

which could be very interesting to do in the future. We were not able to test for any 

differences between different industries and types of INVs due to our limited sample 

size; this could be an interesting topic to research further in the future. Further research 

with a greater sample size and with a more evenly distribution sample should be done. 

It can also be interesting to test how much a strong network and a differentiation 

strategy can limit the effects of barriers to internationalisation. 
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Appendix 2: F-test of hypotheses, to determine unequal or equal variance in the two 

samples.  

 

F-Test Two-Sample for Variances    

  INV DNV 

Mean 2,333333 4,083333 

Variance 2,060606 2,441667 

Observations 12 6 

df 11 5 

F 0,843934 
 

P(F<=f) one-tail 0,376656 
 

F Critical one-tail 0,312122   

Hypothesis 1 

F-Test Two-Sample for Variances    

  Variable 
1 

Variable 
2 

Mean 2,125 3,416667 

Variance 0,505682 1,341667 

Observations 12 6 

df 11 5 

F 0,376906 
 

P(F<=f) one-tail 0,082428 
 

F Critical one-tail 0,312122   

Hypothesis 2 

F-Test Two-Sample for Variances    

  INV DNV 

Mean 2,666667 2,916667 

Variance 1,106061 1,141667 

Observations 12 6 

df 11 5 

F 0,968812 
 

P(F<=f) one-tail 0,445442 
 

F Critical one-tail 0,312122   

Hypothesis 3 
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F-Test Two-Sample for Variances 
   

  INV DNV 

Mean 5 11 

Variance 28,4 160 

Observations 11 6 

df 10 5 

F 0,1775 
 

P(F<=f) one-tail 0,010015 
 

F Critical one-tail 0,300676   

Hypothesis 4 

F-Test Two-Sample for Variances    

  INV DNV 

Mean 2,833333 3,583333 

Variance 0,606061 1,241667 

Observations 12 6 

df 11 5 

F 0,488103 
 

P(F<=f) one-tail 0,149366 
 

F Critical one-tail 0,312122   

Hypothesis 5 

F-Test Two-Sample for Variances    

  INV DNV 

Mean 3,875 2,833333 

Variance 0,732955 1,366667 

Observations 12 6 

df 11 5 

F 0,536308 
 

P(F<=f) one-tail 0,180743 
 

F Critical one-tail 0,312122   

Hypothesis 6 
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F-Test Two-Sample for Variances 
   

  INV DNV 

Mean 1,5 0,333333333 

Variance 2,090909091 0,266666667 

Observations 12 6 

df 11 5 

F 7,840909091 
 

P(F<=f) one-tail 0,017034169 
 

F Critical one-tail 4,703967233   

Hypothesis 7a 

F-Test Two-Sample for Variances    

  INV DNV 

Mean 1,333333 0,333333 

Variance 2,242424 0,266667 

Observations 12 6 

df 11 5 

F 8,409091 
 

P(F<=f) one-tail 0,014602 
 

F Critical one-tail 4,703967   

Hypothesis 7b 

F-Test Two-Sample for Variances    

  INV DNV 

Mean 3,75 2,166667 

Variance 2,204545 2,166667 

Observations 12 6 

df 11 5 

F 1,017483 
 

P(F<=f) one-tail 0,52988 
 

F Critical one-tail 4,703967   

Hypothesis 8 

 

 

 

 

  



 

Page 131 of 131 

 

 

F-Test Two-Sample for Variances    

  INV DNV 

Mean 1,833333 1,166667 

Variance 1,787879 0,166667 

Observations 12 6 

df 11 5 

F 10,72727 
 

P(F<=f) one-tail 0,00846 
 

F Critical one-tail 4,703967   

Hypothesis 9 

F-Test Two-Sample for Variances    

  INV DNV 

Mean 23,66667 0,833333 

Variance 914,75 1,766667 

Observations 9 6 

df 8 5 

F 517,783 
 

P(F<=f) one-tail 7,27E-07 
 

F Critical one-tail 4,81832   

Hypothesis 10a 

F-Test Two-Sample for Variances    

  INV DNV 

Mean 2,916667 1,833333 

Variance 1,174242 0,166667 

Observations 12 6 

df 11 5 

F 7,045455 
 

P(F<=f) one-tail 0,021499 
 

F Critical one-tail 4,703967   

Hypothesis 10b 

F-Test Two-Sample for Variances    

  INV DNV 

Mean 0,166667 0,333333 

Variance 0,151515 0,266667 

Observations 12 6 

df 11 5 

F 0,568182 
 

P(F<=f) one-tail 0,201793 
 

F Critical one-tail 0,312122   

Hypothesis 11 


