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CHINESE BORN GLOBALS’ AND NON-BORN GLOBALS’ FOREIGN MARKET SELECTIONS IN THEIR EARLY INTERNATIONALIZATION: SURVEY EVIDENCE
ABSTRACT
The paper aims to discover the main drivers of Chinese born globals’ and non-born globals’ foreign market selections in their early internationalization. It is based on survey data from 712 firms. It shows that USA was the most popular first foreign market for both firm types: contrarily to studies on slow internationalizers, such firms did not enter Asian markets first; moreover, born globals entered distant markets without considerable knowledge. Many firms started internationalizing from more distant countries as foreign customers contacted them. This happened mostly in the 1990s and often resulted from local governments’ substantial export promotion. Even lack of foreign market knowledge did not stop these firms from exporting to USA and other distant countries without entering Asia first. Despite of the findings, managers of recently established Chinese firms should not necessarily start internationalizing from USA and other distant countries.
CHINESE BORN GLOBALS’ AND NON-BORN GLOBALS’ FOREIGN MARKET SELECTIONS IN THEIR EARLY INTERNATIONALIZATION: SURVEY EVIDENCE
INTRODUCTION
As market selection is one of the key steps in internationalization, it has received considerable research attention. While according to studies on born globals1 (Madsen & Servais, 1997) and international new ventures2 (Oviatt & McDougall, 1994), firms enter far markets soon after establishment, according to studies on slower internationalizers – for instance, in the case of innovation-related internationalization models (Bilkey, 1978) and the Uppsala model (Johanson & Vahlne, 1977, 1990) – internationalization takes more time and starts from closest and/or more familiar markets.

Still, despite of a large number of studies, there is still not enough evidence on the internationalization of firms from emerging countries including China. For example, Sandberg (2009, p. 108) stated that traditional internationalization theories “need to be adjusted and complemented to be suitable /…/ for studying firms taking off from a turbulent emerging market as China” and Drauz (2013, p. 281) concluded that Chinese firms’ internationalization “cannot be explained by one theoretical model only”. Moreover, Cardoza and Fornes (2013), Chen et al. (2011), Drauz (2013) and Xie and Amine (2009) found that only scant scholarly research had been conducted on Chinese firms’ – especially locally-owned SMEs’ – internationalization. Cardoza and Fornes (2013) and Söderman, Jakobsson and Soler (2008) also concluded that a majority of such articles were based on case studies: thus, surveys should be conducted preferably in multiple regions of China to increase the generalizability of the results.

It is also necessary to study the role of knowledge (especially, experiential knowledge3) in foreign market selection as several scholars (for instance, Johanson & Vahlne, 1977; Fina & Rugman, 1996 and Morgan & Katsikeas, 1997) have considered it to be a very important factor while some others – including Boisot and Meyer (2008), Liu, Xiao and Huang (2008), Naudé (2009), Sandberg (2009), Vissak and Zhang (2012) and Vissak, Zhang and Ukrainski (2012) – have concluded that it is not always necessary for Chinese firms’ fast entry to far markets. For instance, Naudé and Rossouw (2010) found that 62% of Chinese exporters started export operations in up to three years since establishment; thus, they probably could not have acquired considerable experiential knowledge. Consequently, it is still necessary to study what are the main drivers of Chinese born globals’ (BGs’) and slow internationalizers/non-born globals’ (NBGs’) market selections in early stages of their internationalization and if such firms differ in terms of knowledge or other characteristics.

This article aims to discover the main drivers of Chinese born globals’ and non-born globals’ foreign market selections in early stages of their internationalization. The article starts from a literature review on differences and similarities between BGs’ and NBGs’ foreign market selection criteria and pays especial attention to knowledge. Thereafter, the methodology will be introduced and survey results presented and discussed. The paper ends with managerial, research and policy implications.
LITERATURE REVIEW
Market selection is one of the key steps in a firm’s internationalization process and thus, it has received considerable research attention. Several approaches have been described and several terms used. For instance, Andersen and Buvik (2002) identified three main approaches to market selection – 1) systematic (starting from problem definition and continuing with identifying choice criteria, weighting them, generating alternatives and rating them and, finally computing the optimal decision); 2) non-systematic (mostly focusing on closest countries due to uncertainty avoidance); and 3) network approach (identifying and assessing potential partners, negotiating with them and selecting the best). On the other hand, Brouthers and Nakos (2005) focused only on a systematic and an ad-hoc/intuitive approach while Andersson (2011) distinguished between causation and effectuation logic4 in market selection.

In internationalization literature, two main internationalization paths have been identified. According to studies on born globals and international new ventures (Bell, 1995; Cannone & Ughetto, 2014; Cavusgil & Knight, 2009; Crick, 2009; Madsen & Servais, 1997; McDougall, Oviatt & Shrader, 2003; Oviatt & McDougall, 1994; Saarenketo et al., 2004), foreign markets – including one or more outside the firm’s home continent – are entered soon after establishment and often, firms view the world market similarly to their home market. Moreover, they will achieve a relatively high export share soon after establishment. On the other hand, according to studies on slower internationalizers – for instance, in the case of the Uppsala model and innovation-related internationalization models (see, for example, Bilkey, 1978; Johanson & Vahlne, 1977; 1990 and Johanson & Wiedersheim-Paul, 1975) – the first foreign market entry will take more time and firms start their internationalization from closest and/or more familiar markets because they lack contacts, knowledge and other resources to enter more distant and/or less similar markets first. Also, in the beginning of internationalization, their export share may be lower. Only after acquiring foreign market knowledge and other resources and creating the necessary contacts, they will gradually enter culturally and geographically more distant countries. 

Several authors have studied which types of knowledge are necessary for internationalization. For instance, Eriksson, Majkgård and Sharma (2000) identified three types of knowledge: 1) business knowledge (about foreign market conditions, customers and competitors), 2) institutional knowledge (about the foreign country’s norms, rules, values, government and institutional frameworks) and 3) internationalization knowledge (about the firm’s own capabilities and resources necessary for internationalization) while Sandberg (2014) distinguished between general internationalization, customer- and market-specific knowledge. Robertson and Wood (2001) and Wood and Robertson (2000), in turn, stated that a firm needs information about the target market’s market potential, economy, infrastructure, but also political, legal and cultural situation/factors for making an entry decision.

While according to the Uppsala model (Johanson & Vahlne, 1977), experiential knowledge is very important for internationalization, some other authors have disagreed: for instance, Oviatt and McDougall (1994) and Weerawardena et al. (2007) stated that very fast internationalization is possible without any foreign experience as other knowledge sources can be used and Cuervo-Cazurra (2011) concluded that some knowledge can be acquired through domestic operations and thus, far markets can be entered fast. Some literature on knowledge sources is summarized in Table 1.
***Table 1***
Besides knowledge, several other factors have been found to influence market selection. For instance, Sakarya, Eckman and Hyllegard (2007) stressed the importance of target countries’ similarity and market potential. According to Johanson and Vahlne (1990), firms take into account the stability of market conditions, while Luostarinen (1989) stressed the importance of the market’s size, closeness and GDP per capita, but also the firm’s assessment of its products’ suitability for that market. Welch, Benito and Petersen (2007) stated that the market’s production circumstances and opportunities for learning are also important. In addition, several factors – for instance, technological changes, having or suddenly creating contacts or getting governmental support (Cardoza & Fornes, 2013; Chandra, Styles & Wilkinson, 2009; Ciravegna, Majano & Zhan, 2014; Ge & Wang, 2013; Johanson & Vahlne, 2009; Lin, Chen & Lin, 2014; Morgan & Katsikeas, 1997; Oviatt & McDougall, 1994; and Zahra & George, 2002) – have been identified to explain why some firms internationalize very fast and enter far markets soon after establishment (become born globals) while some others internationalize more slowly.

Based on the above, we can conclude that: 1) foreign market knowledge is necessary for fast internationalization; 2) experience is not the only source of foreign market knowledge; 3) foreign market selection can be influenced by several factors; 4) foreign market selection is not always systematic.
DATA AND METHODS
In this paper, survey method was used as it allows achieving higher generalizability than case studies (Chidlow et al., 2015; Yang, Wang & Su, 2006). This paper is based on two surveys. The first one was conducted in December 2010-January 2011 in Anhui, Guangdong, Jiangsu and Zhejiang and the second one in December 2011-November 2012 in these provinces, but also in Fujian and Shanghai. China opened these regions among the first during its opening-up and reform policy in the late 1980s.

Both questionnaires were developed in English and translated to Chinese by a native Chinese speaker. In the first part of both questionnaires, the respondents were asked to provide their firms’ general data. Thereafter, they were asked to characterize their internationalization activities and explain how much knowledge they had before entry and which factors caused or affected their internationalization. The questions coincided only partially – for instance, in the second survey, only questions about the firms’ entry motives and level of knowledge of the first market were asked. Moreover, in the second sample, the firms were on average younger, larger and more involved in international business activities (for descriptive statistics, see Appendix 1). Thus, results are presented separately for both samples.

For the first survey, 18 353 firms were contacted and 420 responses received and for the second, 8829 firms contacted and 382 responses received. The list of potential respondents was composed based on lists of firms obtained from these regions’ local authorities, import/export associations and special economic zones’ and industrial zones’ business administration committees. The respondents did not coincide. We had to exclude 90 responses, in total, as these firms were not internationally active. So, the final sample size was 712.

A small response rate could have been caused by the following factors: 1) some potential respondents had never exported; 2) as we asked questions about activities on other continents, some potential respondents might have refused due to being active only on one continent; 3) both questionnaires were long (4 pages; in this paper, only responses to some questions will be analyzed); 4) we asked questions about firms’ development since their foundation but some potential respondents might have lacked such knowledge; 5) some potential respondents might have been unwilling to reveal their firms’ financial data due to ‘gray area’ operations. As we collected data from a limited number of Chinese regions, it has to be noted that the results do not represent the whole China. Moreover, young firms are under-represented as in our first sample the youngest firm was established in 2005 and in the second in 2006.

To assess the differences in the mean levels of knowledge and other characteristics of BGs and NBGs, we used a simple one-way analysis of variance (ANOVA) and estimated it with SPSS. According to the null hypothesis, there are no differences between these firms: H0=μBG=μNBG. We conducted a Levene’s (1960) test to assess homogeneity of variance (find out if standard deviations were similar across groups or not). Due to the lack of homogeneity (p<0.05) for several criteria, we also used two more robust tests – Brown-Forsythe (1974) and Welch (1951) tests – for testing the equality of means.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The firms’ selection of their first three markets is presented in Appendix 2. In the first sample, almost 64% of BGs and 51% of NBGs selected USA as their first foreign market. Canada, Germany and UK were most often selected as the second foreign market. In the second sample, USA was also the most popular first market for both BGs and NBGs with 45 and 38%, respectively. Thus, we can agree with Vissak et al. (2012), Zeng et al. (2010) and Zou and Ghauri (2010) that Chinese firms tend to start internationalization from distant countries and disagree with Söderman et al. (2008) that Asia is the most attractive market for Chinese firms. Also, we cannot agree with the Uppsala model and other literature on slower internationalizers (see, for example, Bilkey, 1978, Johanson & Vahlne, 1977, 1990 and Johanson & Wiedersheim-Paul, 1975) that such firms tend to enter closest countries first.

Reasons why firms selected particular markets as their first three foreign markets are shown in Appendix 3. It is evident that in the first sample, both BGs and NBGs preferred markets to which the Chinese government supported entry. In the 1990s, Chinese local governments were active in export promotion. Moreover, our sample firms often selected markets from which customers contacted them, and also, they entered large and rich markets. In the second sample, firms also preferred rich and large markets, and also those with good production opportunities. Thus, we can agree with Sakarya et al. (2007) that market potential is an important entry factor, with Luostarinen (1989) that market size and GDP per capita matter and with Andersen and Buvik (2002), Cardoza and Fornes (2013), Chandra et al. (2009), Ciravegna et al. (2014), Ge and Wang (2013); Johanson and Vahlne (2009), Lin et al. (2014), Morgan and Katsikeas (1997), Oviatt and McDougall (1994) and Zahra and George (2002) that network relationships and/or governmental support are important for foreign market selection. On the other hand, support from foreign governments and also the markets’ closeness to China were not important market selection factors at all. 

According to ANOVA and Brown-Forsythe and Welch tests, in the first sample, BGs differed from NBGs significantly (p<0.05) in terms of entering all three markets by three criteria: foreign customers’ contacts were more important, while strong contacts before entry and the market’s closeness to China were less important. We cannot confirm that such foreign entry of BGs and NBGs was systematic (Andersen & Buvik, 2002): rather, the firms used an ad-hoc or intuitive approach (Brouthers & Nakos, 2005) and effectuation logic (Andersson, 2011) and, to some extent, also, a network approach (Andersen & Buvik, 2002) in their market selection.

Based on Appendix 4 we can conclude that the respondents did not know much when they entered their first foreign markets. They claimed to know the most about their customers, suppliers and foreign market conditions but even then, the averages were below 3.7 on a 7-point Likert scale (where 7 meant very much and 1 meant none at all) for NBGs and in the first sample, below 1.6 and in the second, below 2.4 for BGs. Thus, we can agree with Boisot and Meyer (2008), Liu, Xiao and Huang (2008), Naudé (2009), Sandberg (2009) and Vissak and Zhang (2012) that knowledge is not always necessary for Chinese firms’ fast internationalization.

According to ANOVA and Brown-Forsythe and Welch tests, in the first sample, BGs differed from NBGs significantly (p<0.05) in terms of all knowledge criteria: they had less knowledge. On the other hand, in the second sample, BGs had more knowledge and the results were statistically significant except in terms of knowledge about customers and suppliers. In the second sample, BGs were slightly younger (founded on average, in 1999, not 1997) but larger than in the first sample, and this could have affected the results as according to Vissak et al. (2012), in 1999-2001, internet services were considerably expanded in China, but based on our data, we could not study this issue further. Moreover, we could not explain why in terms of some knowledge types, firms knew less about their third foreign market than the first, while in terms of some other types, they knew more.
CONCLUSIONS

This paper was based on survey results from 712 Chinese firms. The results show that USA was the most popular choice as the first foreign market for both BGs and NBGs. The latter is surprising as according to studies on slow internationalizers such firms should have entered Asian markets first. Such a market choice was caused by several reasons. For instance, many firms started their internationalization from more distant countries because foreign customers contacted them. This happened mostly in the 1990s and often resulted from Chinese local governments’ substantial export promotion. As a result, even firms that had almost no knowledge about foreign markets started exporting to USA and other distant countries without entering any Asian markets first. Also, most firms – both BGs and NBGs – preferred entering large and rich markets.

As the BGs in our samples internationalized on average in 1997-2000, we cannot suggest that managers of recently established Chinese firms should also necessarily start their internationalization from USA and other distant countries or guarantee that they would become successful without foreign market knowledge (on the other hand, we also cannot confirm whether acquiring such knowledge would speed up or slow down their internationalization). For that, further research is necessary as success in internationalization could depend on many other factors not studied in this paper.

We also found that while in the first sample, BGs had less knowledge than NBGs and it did not matter whether they entered their first, second or third market, this was not so in the second sample. Based on our data, we cannot confirm if the fact that in the second sample, BGs were slightly younger (founded when internet services were considerably expanded in China) but larger than in the first sample had any influence on this: further research is necessary for that. Moreover, with higher response rates, we could have received different results.

We also have to note that our results do not represent the whole China as we collected data only from a limited number of regions. Thus, data should be also collected from other Chinese regions. Future research should be based on even larger samples – not only from China, but also from other emerging countries – to increase generalizability of results and understand whether knowledge is more or less important to Chinese and other BGs than to NBGs, how frequently NBGs from outside China prefer entering distant countries first and if this is so, then due to which reasons this happens. Moreover, it would be also interesting to study the role of different knowledge sources in successful internationalization (taking also into account several differences between firms – for instance, size, sector and/or or ownership – but also if the firms are entering their first, second or third market) and find out if firms that internationalize without knowledge tend to exit markets more frequently.

NOTES

1 Several definitions of born globals have been developed but we follow the one by Kuivalainen, Sundqvist and Servais (2007) that such firms should achieve at least 25% of turnover from abroad and enter culturally distant foreign countries during the first three years since establishment. We also agree with Madsen and Servais (1997: 579) that such firms should “seek to derive significant advantages from /…/ the sale of outputs to multiple countries/continents right from their legal birth“. Thus, we expect BGs to enter at least one continent outside Asia in three years or less since establishment and achieve a minimum 25% export share during this period.

2 An international new venture should also internationalize fast – according to Crick (2009) in three years or less since establishment while according to McDougall et al. (2003) in maximum six years – but it does not have to enter other continents.

3 Experiential knowledge is accumulated during foreign operations. Knowing more, in turn, increases the firm’s commitment to that market as then, it becomes easier to identify further expansion opportunities and also, the market will be perceived as less risky (Johanson and Vahlne, 1977).

4 Effectuation logic means that, to choose a marketing strategy, entrepreneurs start from taking into account their own traits, tastes, abilities, knowledge and social networks instead of analyzing different markets and evaluating different foreign market entry methods systematically (Andersson, 2011).
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Table 1. Sources of knowledge

	Source of knowledge
	Source

	the firm’s own experience
	Johanson and Vahlne, 1977; Fina and Rugman, 1996; Morgan and Katsikeas, 1997; Sandberg, 2014

	the owner’s or manager’s pre-existing knowledge (e.g. from working in international firms)
	Andersson, 2011; Cannone and Ughetto, 2014; Chandra et al., 2009; McDougall et al., 2003; Weerawardena et al., 2007; Wiedersheim-Paul et al., 1978

	the firm’s partners (e.g. suppliers, customers)
	Andersson, 2011; Brennan and Garvey, 2009; Freeman et al., 2010; Ge and Wang, 2013; Johanson and Vahlne, 2009; Saarenketo et al., 2004; Sandberg, 2009; Schweizer et al., 2010

	acquiring international firms
	Pajunen and Maunula, 2008

	hiring internationally experienced managers and other staff (e.g. those that had studied or worked abroad or worked in exporting firms)
	Brennan and Garvey, 2009; McAuley, 1999; McDougall et al., 2003; Naudé and Rossouw, 2010; Vissak and Zhang, 2012; Wolff and Pett, 2000

	pre-entry visits
	Pedersen and Petersen, 2004; Vissak et al., 2012; Zou and Ghauri, 2010

	conferences, exhibitions and trade fairs
	Chandra et al., 2009; Ciravegna et al., 2014; Liu et al., 2008; McAuley, 1999; Vissak et al., 2012

	domestic operations
	Cuervo-Cazurra, 2011

	industry associations and governmental organizations (e.g. export promotion agencies)
	Chandra et al., 2009; Child and Rodrigues, 2005; Vissak et al., 2012

	export consultants
	Zucchella et al., 2007


Appendix 1. Descriptive statistics

	
	Total
	Mean
	NBG
	Mean
	Mean: BG*

	Sample 1
	
	
	
	
	

	The year of establishment
	380
	1996.61
	261
	1996.54
	1996.76

	Turnover (2010)
	380
	31.92
	261
	30.41
	35.22

	The number of employees (2010)
	380
	231.83
	261
	221.66
	254.12

	The year of first export out Asia
	369
	1999.83
	250
	2000.93
	1997.51

	The export share (2010)
	380
	39.42
	261
	24.70
	71.69

	The year when achieved 25% export share
	243
	2001.27
	124
	2002.94
	1999.53

	Number of countries (any foreign operations)
	380
	3.22
	261
	1.93
	6.06

	The overall success of internationalization (subjective estimation) (max=100 points)
	380
	75.99
	261
	75.54
	76.97

	Sample 2
	
	
	
	
	

	The year of establishment
	332
	1998.32
	122
	1996.65
	1999.30

	Turnover (2007)
	332
	78.88
	122
	79.64
	78.43

	Turnover (2010)
	332
	76.86
	122
	64.60
	76.65

	Turnover (2011)
	332
	83.65
	122
	84.69
	83.05

	The number of employees (2007)
	332
	306.85
	122
	355.93
	278.34

	The number of employees (2011)
	332
	326.13
	122
	387.49
	290.48

	The year of first export out Asia
	332
	2000.62
	122
	2000.62
	2000.63

	The export share (2007)
	332
	42.85
	122
	39.20
	44.98

	The export share (2011)
	332
	45.11
	122
	41.48
	47.22

	The year when achieved 25% export share
	332
	2001.43
	122
	2001.97
	2001.11

	Number of countries (any foreign operations) (2007)
	332
	5.90
	122
	5.28
	6.26

	Number of countries (any foreign operations) (2011)
	332
	6.24
	122
	5.72
	6.54

	The overall success of internationalization (subjective estimation)
	332
	74.82
	122
	74.65
	74.90


*- in Sample 1 for 119 BGs and in Sample 2 for 210 BGs
Appendix 2. The most popular markets

	
	Sample 1,1st market
	Sample 1, 2nd market

	
	NBG
	%*
	BG
	%
	Total
	%
	NBG
	%
	BG
	%
	Total
	%

	USA
	134
	36.31
	76
	20.60
	210
	56.91
	9
	3.88
	9
	3.88
	18
	7.76

	Germany
	30
	8.13
	13
	3.52
	43
	11.65
	16
	6.90
	24
	10.34
	40
	17.24

	UK
	17
	4.61
	5
	1.36
	22
	5.96
	12
	5.17
	22
	9.48
	34
	14.66

	Italy
	13
	3.52
	0
	0.00
	13
	3.52
	7
	3.02
	2
	0.86
	9
	3.88

	Australia
	10
	2.71
	5
	1.36
	15
	4.07
	7
	3.02
	9
	3.88
	16
	6.90

	Canada
	7
	1.90
	7
	1.90
	14
	3.79
	17
	7.33
	24
	10.34
	41
	17.67

	France
	2
	0.54
	1
	0.27
	3
	0.81
	3
	1.29
	5
	2.16
	8
	3.45

	Holland
	4
	1.08
	1
	0.27
	5
	1.36
	5
	2.16
	5
	2.16
	10
	4.31

	Russia
	9
	2.44
	3
	0.81
	12
	3.25
	1
	0.43
	0
	0.00
	1
	0.43

	Other
	24
	6.50
	8
	2.17
	32
	8.67
	37
	15.95
	18
	7.76
	55
	23.71

	Total
	250
	67.75
	119
	32.25
	369
	100
	114
	49.14
	118
	50.86
	232
	100

	Sample 1, 3rd market
	Sample 2, 1st market

	
	NBG
	%
	BG
	%
	Total
	%
	NBG
	 %
	BG
	%
	Total
	%

	USA
	2
	1.16
	8
	4.62
	10
	5.78
	46
	13.86
	95
	28.61
	141
	42.47

	Germany
	4
	2.31
	16
	9.25
	20
	11.56
	13
	3.92
	25
	7.53
	38
	11.45

	UK
	4
	2.31
	9
	5.20
	13
	7.51
	10
	3.01
	19
	5.72
	29
	8.73

	Italy
	2
	1.16
	3
	1.73
	5
	2.89
	2
	0.60
	0
	0.00
	2
	0.60

	Australia
	4
	2.31
	18
	10.40
	22
	12.72
	13
	3.92
	8
	2.41
	21
	6.33

	Canada
	4
	2.31
	11
	6.36
	15
	8.67
	17
	5.12
	27
	8.13
	44
	13.25

	France
	5
	2.89
	10
	5.78
	15
	8.67
	4
	1.20
	3
	0.90
	7
	2.11

	Holland
	2
	1.16
	12
	6.94
	14
	8.09
	0
	0.00
	3
	0.90
	3
	0.90

	Russia
	4
	2.31
	4
	2.31
	8
	4.62
	7
	2.11
	10
	3.01
	17
	5.12

	Other
	27
	15.61
	24
	13.87
	51
	29.48
	10
	3.01
	20
	6.02
	30
	9.04

	Total
	58
	33.53
	115
	66.47
	173
	100
	122
	36.75
	210
	63.25
	332
	100


*– % of all respondents that selected this market as their 1st, 2nd or 3rd market 

Appendix 3. Market selection criteria (1: not at all, 7: very much)

	
	Sample 1
	
	
	Sample 2

1st market

	
	1st market
	2nd market
	3rd market
	

	
	N
	Mean
	SD
	N
	Mean
	SD
	N
	Mean
	SD
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	N
	Mean
	SD

	Support from the Chinese government
	NBG
	259
	4.76
	1.316
	114
	5.87
	.888
	55
	6.40
	.494
	122
	4.48
	1.12

	
	BG
	119
	5.71****
	.741
	118
	5.92
	.764
	115
	6.30
	.499
	210
	4.29
	1.24

	
	Ʃ
	378
	5.06
	1.245
	232
	5.90
	.826
	170
	6.34
	.498
	332
	4.36
	1.20

	A foreign customer’s contact
	NBG
	261
	5.03
	1.011
	114
	4.96
	.866
	58
	6.14
	.511
	122
	4.80
	1.31

	
	BG
	119
	6.40****
	.751
	118
	5.81****
	.653
	115
	6.37****
	.597
	210
	4.87
	1.26

	
	Ʃ
	380
	5.46
	1.133
	232
	5.39
	.876
	173
	6.29
	.578
	332
	4.84
	1.27

	Rich (a high income per capita)
	NBG
	261
	5.72
	1.305
	114
	5.42
	1.038
	58
	5.07
	1.349
	122
	5.10
	1.35

	
	BG
	119
	5.89
	.998
	118
	5.74**
	.938
	115
	5.71****
	.886
	210
	5.16
	1.26

	
	Ʃ
	380
	5.77
	1.219
	232
	5.58
	.999
	173
	5.50
	1.103
	332
	5.14
	1.29

	Big (population)
	NBG
	261
	5.47
	1.275
	114
	4.59
	1.196
	56
	4.84
	1.262
	121
	5.10
	1.11

	
	BG
	118
	5.80***
	1.034
	117
	4.74
	.957
	114
	4.96
	1.258
	210
	5.07
	1.11

	
	Ʃ
	379
	5.57
	1.214
	231
	4.67
	1.082
	170
	4.92
	1.257
	331
	5.08
	1.11

	The firm’s product/ service was better 
	NBG
	259
	4.41
	.860
	114
	4.43
	.912
	58
	4.14
	.847
	122
	3.92
	1.39

	
	BG
	119
	4.28
	.882
	118
	4.20**
	.780
	115
	3.75***
	.736
	210
	3.75
	1.43

	
	Ʃ
	378
	4.37
	.868
	232
	4.31
	.853
	173
	3.88
	.794
	332
	3.81
	1.42

	Good for production 
	NBG
	260
	4.60
	1.196
	114
	3.10
	1.182
	57
	2.53
	.684
	122
	4.93
	1.14

	
	BG
	119
	5.53****
	.973
	118
	2.86*
	.899
	115
	2.23***
	.465
	210
	4.82
	1.11

	
	Ʃ
	379
	4.89
	1.210
	232
	2.97
	1.052
	172
	2.33
	.563
	332
	4.86
	1.12

	Less risky
	NBG
	261
	2.59
	1.158
	114
	2.95
	.920
	58
	3.22
	.702
	122
	3.25
	1.20

	
	BG
	119
	2.67
	1.082
	118
	2.81
	.765
	115
	3.06
	.753
	210
	3.22
	1.15

	
	Ʃ
	380
	2.62
	1.134
	232
	2.88
	.846
	173
	3.12
	.738
	332
	3.23
	1.16

	Good learning opportunities
	NBG
	261
	3.15
	1.089
	114
	2.09
	1.209
	56
	3.04
	.687
	122
	4.09
	1.40

	
	BG
	119
	2.95*
	.964
	118
	1.49****
	.814
	115
	2.90
	.706
	210
	4.02
	1.31

	
	Ʃ
	380
	3.08
	1.054
	232
	1.78
	1.067
	171
	2.94
	.700
	332
	4.05
	1.34

	Empty: no similar services/products 
	NBG
	259
	2.54
	1.035
	114
	2.57
	.872
	58
	2.55
	.882
	122
	3.52
	1.30

	
	BG
	118
	2.47
	.903
	118
	1.98****
	.773
	115
	2.31*
	.583
	210
	3.29*
	1.18

	
	Ʃ
	377
	2.52
	.995
	232
	2.27
	.873
	173
	2.39
	.704
	332
	3.37
	1.23

	Strong contacts before entry
	NBG
	260
	2.08
	1.209
	114
	2.99
	1.327
	57
	1.72
	.921
	122
	1.95
	1.12

	
	BG
	119
	1.49****
	.735
	118
	1.08****
	.417
	115
	1.03****
	.263
	210
	2.45****
	1.46

	
	Ʃ
	379
	1.89
	1.116
	232
	2.02
	1.367
	172
	1.26
	.654
	332
	2.27
	1.36

	Close to China
	NBG
	261
	1.83
	1.464
	114
	1.98
	1.439
	58
	2.02
	1.584
	122
	2.34
	1.37

	
	BG
	119
	1.53**
	1.134
	118
	1.48****
	.771
	115
	1.37***
	.820
	210
	2.30
	1.44

	
	Ʃ
	380
	1.73
	1.375
	232
	1.73
	1.173
	173
	1.58
	1.171
	332
	2.32
	1.41

	Support from the foreign government
	NBG
	258
	1.65
	.926
	114
	1.48
	.778
	57
	1.30
	.626
	122
	2.62
	1.37

	
	BG
	118
	1.41**
	1.015
	118
	1.34
	.527
	115
	1.10**
	.295
	210
	2.36*
	1.21

	
	Ʃ
	376
	1.57
	.960
	232
	1.41
	.665
	172
	1.16
	.442
	332
	2.45
	1.28


*p<0.1, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01, ****p<0.001 based on the ANOVA and robust tests of equality of means (Welch and Brown-Forsythe). The results of Welch and Brown-Forsythe tests are used in the cases where the results of Levene’s test are significant (p<0.05), because it means that the equal variances are not assumed and we have heterogeneity and cannot rely on ANOVA results. 

Appendix 4. Knowledge characteristics (1: not at all, 7: very much)

	
	Sample 1
	Sample 2 

1st market

	
	1st market
	2nd market
	3rd market
	

	
	N
	Mean
	Std. dev.
	N
	Mean
	Std. dev.
	N
	Mean
	Std. dev.
	N
	Mean
	Std. dev.

	Customers
	NBG
	261
	3.40
	1.184
	115
	3.45
	1.428
	61
	3.51
	.942
	122
	2.32
	1.26

	
	BG
	119
	1.31****
	.767
	117
	1.19****
	.776
	114
	1.06****
	.466
	210
	2.39
	1.02

	
	Total
	380
	2.74
	1.444
	232
	2.31
	1.611
	175
	1.91
	1.347
	332
	2.36
	1.11

	Suppliers
	NBG
	260
	3.63
	1.209
	115
	2.74
	.849
	61
	3.49
	.924
	122
	1.80
	.95

	
	BG
	119
	1.55****
	.661
	117
	1.13****
	.580
	114
	1.04****
	.264
	210
	2.10
	1.03

	
	Total
	379
	2.97
	1.440
	232
	1.93
	1.085
	175
	1.89
	1.311
	332
	1.99
	1.01

	Foreign market conditions
	NBG
	261
	3.48
	1.090
	115
	3.10
	1.059
	61
	3.03
	.774
	122
	1.95
	.84

	
	BG
	119
	1.20****
	.720
	117
	1.09****
	.491
	114
	1.04****
	.264
	210
	2.16**
	.89

	
	Total
	380
	2.76
	1.446
	232
	2.09
	1.296
	175
	1.73
	1.078
	332
	2.08
	.88

	Competitors
	NBG
	260
	3.12
	1.106
	115
	3.60
	1.362
	61
	2.87
	.785
	122
	1.90
	.75

	
	BG
	119
	1.18****
	.481
	117
	1.16****
	.682
	114
	1.04****
	.264
	210
	2.13**
	.93

	
	Total
	379
	2.51
	1.312
	232
	2.37
	1.625
	175
	1.67
	1.013
	332
	2.05
	.88

	Foreign norms, rules and values 
	NBG
	260
	3.16
	1.151
	115
	2.21
	.960
	61
	3.16
	1.036
	122
	1.70
	.75

	
	BG
	119
	1.13****
	.536
	117
	1.10****
	.480
	113
	1.03****
	.210
	210
	2.04****
	.88

	
	Total
	379
	2.53
	1.373
	232
	1.65
	.937
	174
	1.78
	1.203
	332
	1.92
	.85

	Foreign government, laws and institutions
	NBG
	260
	2.98
	1.263
	115
	2.13
	.874
	61
	2.87
	.846
	122
	1.75
	.81

	
	BG
	119
	1.09****
	.390
	117
	1.09****
	.508
	114
	1.04****
	.264
	210
	2.01***
	.89

	
	Total
	379
	2.39
	1.382
	232
	1.61
	.881
	175
	1.67
	1.030
	332
	1.92
	.87


*p<0.1, **p<0.05, ***p<0.01, ****p<0.001 based on the robust test of equality of means (Welch and Brown-Forsythe). The results of Welch and Brown-Forsythe tests are used in the cases where the results of Levene’s test are significant (p<0.05), because it means that the equal variances are not assumed and we have heterogeneity and cannot rely on ANOVA results.
