Take-off time, Take-off Strategies and Speed of International Expansion
Abstract
Speed of firm internationalization is a multidimensional concept with performance consequences for the firm. Extant research has identified internal and external factors affecting speed, but less is known about the interaction between different time-related concepts in the international expansion of the firm. This paper addresses these deficiencies by developing and testing three hypotheses on the role of the take-off time, the take-off strategy and their interaction for predicting the continued speed of internationalization. The hypothesized model is confronted with a dataset collected on site at 203 SMEs. Our analysis reveals that (i) the earlier the take-off time for the SME the lower the speed of increase in breadth of international markets, (ii) the more horizontal the take-off strategy, the lower the speed and (iii) there is an antagonistic interaction effect revealing that the negative effect on the speed caused by an earlier take-off time is reduced if the firm had a horizontal take-off strategy. These results contribute to research by giving a more nuanced picture of the speed concept. Our paper also addresses the debate on the validity of traditional internationalization models and the uniqueness of international new ventures. The paper ends with managerial implications and suggestions for further research.
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INTRODUCTION
Flying vehicles have different ways of taking off from ground. Helicopters take off vertically while most airplanes have a more horizontal take-off. In this paper, along the suggestions by Jansson and Söderman (2012), we argue that the same reasoning can be used to describe the internationalization process of the firm. Some firms are taxiing longer at ground and have a horizontal take-off strategy, thus, staying longer in the home market before entering the international market, whereas other firms have a shorter taxiing time, applying a more vertical take-off strategy. Traditional internationalization theories (e.g. Johanson and Wiedersheim-Paul, 1975; Bilkey and Tesar, 1977; Johanson and Vahlne, 1977; Cavusgil, 1980) predict a relatively long taxiing time and a horizontal take-off strategy whereas observations of Born Globals, and International New Ventures (INV) (Oviatt and McDougall, 1994) have opened our eyes to the presence of the opposite. According to these research findings, firms no longer consolidate the business in the domestic market before seeking international growth, but internationalize at a high speed and take off vertically from the domestic market (e.g. Oviatt and McDougall, 1994). 

Thus, speed in its different disguises seems to be at the core of the debate about the validity of the Uppsala model and the relative strength of the emerging INV-paradigm. It is therefore surprising that we lack systematic studies focusing solely on temporal concepts of internationalization and. our knowledge regarding the interplay between the different time-related constructs in the international evolvement of the firm remains inadequate.  Several studies (Autio et al., 2000; Hilmersson and Johanson, 2015; Casillas and Acedo, 2013) suggest that there exists a relationship between the age of the firm and its speed of international expansion, the timing of the first exports and the continued speed of international expansion and the speed to first export and the continued speed of international expansion. These arguments however, remain on the speculative level and have not yet been supported by any empirical evidence. In addition, besides the empirical gaps, confusion seems to prevail about the time-related concepts, which we address in this study.

In this paper, we seek to fill these voids by examining the relationships between concepts capturing the temporal and dynamic nature of internationalization. In order to reduce the confusion and to bring conceptual clarity we advance three concepts. We use the term speed of international expansion, which, in opposite to majority of studies (Coeurderoy and Murray, 2008; Musteen, Francis and Datta, 2010; Ramos, Acedo, and Gonzalez, 2011), that in practice study entry into one foreign market, offer a definition that captures how fast the firms spread s its operations to various country markets. Consequently, speed of international expansion is the relation between number of country markets that the firm has entered and the time that has elapsed since internationalization started. The second concept is take-off time, which is developed in order to analyze if firms nowadays begin to internationalize sooner or later than thy used to do. Thus, take-off time is the year the firm started its internationalization. Finally, we aim to grasp how soon after inception the firm begins to internationalization, which we refer to this as the take-off strategy. Take-off strategy is the elapsed time between firm inception and first international sales. A short elapsed time between inception of the firm and the first foreign sales is refered to as a vertical take-off strategy in contrast to a later start and a more gradual, horizontal, take-off strategy (Jansson and Söderman, 2012). This is the time elapsed between inception of the firm and its first foreign sales. Our ambition is to answer the research question: how does the take-off time and the take-off strategy affect the speed of international expansion by SMEs? 

We argue changes in the global business environment (Hashai and Almor, 2004; Oviatt and McDougall, 1994) have changed the role of time and speed for firm internationalization and we lean on the theory of Learning advantage of newness (LAN) (Autio et al., 2000), as we claim that the firm’s routines to integrate capabilities and experiential knowledge drive the temporal dimension of internationalization, but as markets change, the role and the way routines are developed are also likely to change. Several studies overlook the dimension of time and compare empirical evidence gathered in different time periods while the international business context is arguably affected by changes of the last decades, assuming that samples from different time periods are homogenous or comparable can explain inconclusive or conflicting results concerning internationalization speed and performance indicators (Yuan and Pangarkar, 2015). Therefore, we have reason to believe that the point in time when the internationalization starts is an important factor explaining speed and take-off strategy. Advancement of knowledge in this field is important both for theoretical development and for practitioners. We contribute to theoretical advancement as speed is at the core of the debate on validity of traditional internationalization models. Furthermore, we contribute to the discussion by highlighting the contextual difference for businesses in different time periods. For practitioners, further knowledge about different aspects of speed is important, as recent research has shown that speed of internationalization affects performance.  

The rest of the paper is structured as follows. First, we present a review of the literature on internationalization and its time-related aspects. Second, we develop our hypotheses. Third, the method for data collection, data analysis and the results of our hypotheses tests are introduced. Fourth, we discuss the research results. Fifth, we end the paper with the conclusions, limitations and implications for theory and practitioners. 

LITERATURE REVIEW
Time and process in the internationalization models
Regarding the internationalization of firms, the two main streams of research: the internationalization process theory (Johanson and Vahlne, 1977; Bilkey and Tesar, 1977; Cavusgil, 1980) and the INV-stream (Oviatt and McDougall, 1994), both view internationalization as a process that takes place over time. They try to explain the dynamics of the process by developing temporal concepts. Internationalization process theory predicts that the internationalization is an incremental process through which the firm gradually expands its international operations over time (Johanson and Vahlne, 1977; Johanson and Wiedersheim-Paul, 1975). Along the lines suggested by Cyert and March (1963), limitations in managers’ ability to process information hampers decision-making, which makes the generation of experiential knowledge the key in reducing uncertainties (Hilmersson and Jansson, 2012), as it allows managers to commit more resources to foreign markets. 

Starting in the early 1990s, the observations of INVs, starting up on an international basis from inception, called for alternative explanations of firm internationalization (Oviatt and McDougall, 1994). INVs are seen as resulting from more global market conditions, for example, because of homogenization of markets (Oviatt and McDougall, 1994), the increasing role of global niche markets (Knight, 1997), and advances in technology and communication (Cavusgil, 1994). Researchers following these ideas (e.g. Bell, 1995; Cavusgil, 1994) argue that for newly started firms, the incremental stage models are no longer valid. However, other researchers in this field (e.g. Bloodgood, et.al, 1996; Madsen and Servais, 1997) argue that the classical incremental models are valid for INVs if the experience of their founders is taken into account. These scholars mean that the two views have partly different foci, but also that they share the same key concepts, knowledge and learning, both stressing the importance of these concepts in explaining internationalization. These perspectives both emphasize experiential knowledge as a driving force as it reduces uncertainty and gives the SME a platform for seizing opportunities. 

Furthermore, both schools of research recognize time as a concept that has an impact on internationalization, but they put different emphases on time-related aspects. Four such time-related aspects are (1) inception of the firm, (2) speed to internationalization, (3) rhythm of internationalization, and (4) speed of internationalization (see Table 1). In the INV theory, the inception of the firm and the start of internationalization are two integrated processes, and the roots of internationalization can often be established before the firm is even founded. Therefore, the INV theory may not explain why internationalization starts, but it has put a lot of effort into explaining how it starts. In contrast, the traditional theory does not pay any attention to the inception of the firm; that is simply not within the scope of the theory. 

Perhaps the most significant reason why INV theory has emerged is that it observed that SMEs may begin to internationalize very soon after inception. Speed to internationalization, the take-off strategy, is thus a key aspect of this theory (e.g. Luo, Zhao and Du, 2005; Pla-Barber and Escribá-Esteve, 2006; Zucchella, Palamara and Denicolai, 2007). An early start, i.e. a vertical take-off strategy, unites INV scholars as it provides a key component of the definition of INVs. An impressive body of literature tries to explain why INVs can succeed internationally. In contrast, the traditional literature, dealing with the gradually internationalizing firms, neglects both the take-off strategy of the internationalization and the reasons why it starts. Nevertheless, INV scholars often assert that the traditional literature claims that internationalization starts late, i.e. a horizontal take-off strategy, and that it is only after the firm has established itself in the home market that it is able to grow elsewhere.
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Rhythm is a temporal concept capturing the ratio of the internationalization (Lin, 2012; Vermeulen and Barkema, 2002).  In the traditional literature, rhythm does not have any specific meaning, but those who have interpreted it tend to argue that firms internationalize at a constant rhythm. The internationalization pursues a gradual development, where the mode and market choices follow a specific path. This is usually the target of most of the INV scholars’ criticism, who claim that internationalization is characterized by anything but an even and gradual rhythm. They argue that choices regarding modes and markets do not follow any specific development path and that there are no specific intervals between such events. The rhythm of INVs is accordingly sometimes called leapfrogging and was actually observed already before the emergence of an INV school (Hedlund and Kverneland, 1985). 

Notably, speed is not the same as an early start or a certain rhythm and there is a need to distinguish between the speed of internationalization and the speed to internationalization, the take-off strategy. We suggest the term take-off strategy to capture the elapsed time between inception of the firm and its first foreign sales. On the other hand, the speed of internationalization refers to the degree of internationalization that the firm reaches during a specific time. To capture this dimension we refer to it as the speed of increase in breadth of international markets. The INV theory has provided the traditional literature with the epithet that such internationalization is characterized by a low speed, while the speed of INVs’ internationalization is high. However, with the exception of the study by Khavul, Pérez-Nordtvedt and Wood (2010), there are no empirical studies on the speed of SME internationalization, but several on how long it takes before SMEs start to internationalize. However, other studies on SME internationalization, which has its theoretical underpinning in the Uppsala school (Chetty, Johanson and Martin, 2014; Hilmersson, 2014; Hilmersson and Johanson, 2015), analyze speed of internationalization, beyond the first entry into the international market, and especially to what extent speed influences performance. Similar studies on sustained speed’s impact on performance have also been conducted on multinational companies (Jiang, et al., 2014; Vermeulen and Barkema, 2002; Wagner, 2004).

HYPOTHESES DEVELOPMENT
Take-off strategy and speed of international expansion
The international take-off strategy of a firm can be seen as vertical or horizontal (Jansson and Söderman, 2012). The time that has elapsed from inception to first sales abroad reflects the length of the start up process  and research shows that some firms manage to internationalize early after inception, thus following a vertical strategy (Oviatt and McDougall 1994; Knight and Cavusgil 2004). Oviatt and McDougall (1994) argued that firms with unique competences, like entrepreneurial capabilities and an international outlook, may start their internationalization soon after inception. This line of arguing got support from later researchers (e.g. Jones, Coviello and Tang 2011; Knight and Cavusgil 2004), basing their arguments on the resource- and capability-based view (Barney 1991; Rialp et al. 2005). 

Some INV-scholars find that high technology promotes a vertical strategy (Preece et al. 1999), while others (e.g. Hennart, 2014) claims that business models are the key to understand the relationship between vertical strategy and speed of international expansion. These ideas focus implicitly on technological and business distance, rather than cultural distance, and that they make up the main barrier. As business partners share a mutual goal in overcoming these distance, they are easier and faster reduced than cultural and institutional distances. This is in line with Eriksson et al. (1997) who argue that firms that internationalize at an early age are more likely to view internationalization as less risky or costly than firms that turn international at a later stage. They are more aware, capable and willing to pursue international opportunities (Penrose, 1959). These observations can have in common, that the development and integration of capabilities needed for internationalization is critical mechanism for why firms pursuing a vertical strategy also can maintain a high speed of international expansion.  

Routines to develop and integrate capabilities are not given, but something that emerge. This concerns also capabilities needed for internationalization. The longer period the firm stays entirely in the domestic market, the more likely that the emerging routines fit primarily the domestic market. As these routines emerge and are validated in interaction with the market, a horizontal strategy tends to make routines strong and robust, but mainly useful to integrate capabilities about non-foreign markets (Autio et al., 2000). In this case, routines become a constraining factor. On the other hand, firms pursuing a vertical take-off strategy do this without having to deconstruct and replace routines, as they were adapted to foreign markets directly from inception and in interaction with the foreign market. Since the take-off was recent, these firms are likely to have a flexible structure and flexible routines that makes decision-making processes short and simple, in turn enhancing the international performance, which, in turn, is a reason to maintain a high speed. A consequence is that firms with a vertical take-off strategy are less likely to be caught in a competence traps (Cohen and Levinthal 1990), but also having fewer routines that need to be unlearned (Barkema and Vermeulen 1998) or being less caught up in relational patterns. Consequently, we argue that firms with a vertical take-off strategy are better equipped than firms with a horizontal strategy to nurture their international capabilities. This leads us to our first hypothesis:

Hypothesis 1: The more horizontal the take-off strategy, the lower the speed of international expansion.

International take-off time and speed of international expansion
The take off time refers to when the internationalization process starts. Many reports have pointed to the fact that the world nowadays is more institutionally and culturally homogeneous than before. Barriers for trade have been reduced and national legislations harmonized. In addition, there are now both cheaper and faster means of physical transportation and a dramatic IT development has made communication, even virtual face-to-face interaction, available almost instantly and at a low cost. As a consequence, there are a steadily increasing number of individuals with both private and business experience of travel and interaction across national borders, resulting in an increased awareness, knowledge and harmonization of cultures. The resulting impact of these changes is increased market homogenization and a state of conditions that makes it easier and less resource demanding to discover and take advantage of business opportunities internationally today as compared to previous decades (Oviatt and McDougall, 1994). This reasoning implies that the longer one goes back in time, the greater the difference between markets and the more likely that the firm suffered from liabilities of foreignness and high levels of uncertainty. Under such circumstances, young firm were more reluctant to embark on the internationalization journey. This reluctance postpone the take-off, which, in turn, lead to that they concentrated on their domestic market and developed routines to integrate knowledge that were aimed for a market, that the firm already had relatively good insight in. It therefore seems reasonable to argue that the more heterogeneous the markets, the lower speed of international expansion.

This argument is amplified by the limited experience among managers, in general, but also by the fact that the routines were not only adapted to the domestic market over a long period of time, which made the less flexible and more rigid, and less developed to integrate knowledge about markets that were more different than they are nowadays. The result of developing and adapting routines is not only a result of how long this process takes, but also to how difference between the main operations and to the new context to which firm adapts its routines. 

The closer in time to our days, the lower the costs of information gathering, communication and coordination and an increased harmonization of institutions and cultures, which leads to lower perceived uncertainties and risks of foreign operations. Lower costs of transportation, administration and communication in addition to reduced uncertainties are therefore likely to result in an increasing speed of international expansion once the internationalization has started in comparison with previous decades. This development is further strengthened by increased availability of international financing opportunities. Thus, managers perceive foreign markets as less foreign, and therefore as less uncertain, which makes them less reluctant to establish business in foreign markets than before. When, referring to the point in time, the firm begins its internationalization, is likely to have changes. We denote this the international take-off time and we believe that this point in time will influence the firm’s speed of firm internationalization. Consequently, in the light of bigger market heterogeneity and more rigid and less flexible routines developed over a long period of time to markets more different than today, we posit that: 

Hypothesis 2: The earlier the international take off time of the SME, the lower the speed of international expansion. 

Take-off time, take-off strategy and speed of international expansion
A key assumption in traditional internationalization research is that firms begin to enter foreign markets only after a period of domestic maturation and home market saturation (Caves, 1982; Porter, 1990; Vernon 1966). In other words, firms are expected to dedicate a long period of time to developing a competitive advantage compared to other firms and gaining a significant market share in the home market, which means that they have developed an organizational structure and routines in order to manage the domestic market. This is also how the Uppsala model has implicitly been interpreted; firms tend to start internationalization a long time after inception and to do this in a slow and gradual way. However, as Johanson and Vahlne (1977) builds on the idea of adaptive rationality, they argue that the speed of the internationalization process is dependent on the firm’s ability to learn and on the routines to integrate this experiential knowledge. This means that firms that started to internationalize a long time ago can spread the international operations faster if they begin their internationalization when a long time has elapsed from inception, i.e. by applying a horizontal take-off strategy. Then the firm, besides having developed a competitive advantage and a big market share, has had time to develop routines to successfully integrate experiential knowledge. Thus, the negative effect from an early take-off time is reduced if the firm takes the time to build its competitiveness in the home market before entering the international market. 

In contrast, an argument for learning advantage of newness is that the routines developed in order to fit the conditions in the first foreign market nowadays are more valid in other markets than before, as increasing global homogeneity increases the similarities between markets. Improved and less costly transportation and communication between markets have increased the general knowledge about other markets, which together with a harmonization of both formal and informal institutions have contributed to market homogenization. When foreign markets differed more, both in relation to each other and to the domestic market  i.e. they were more heterogeneous than today  adaptations and new routines needed required longer periods of time to be developed and had to be tested over a longer periods of time to become viable.  

[bookmark: _GoBack]In sum we argue that increased market homogenization has changed the conditions for internationalization. Firms founded a long time ago took off from the home market with alternative strategies than today, which has the consequence that .the earlier the take-off time, the greater the market heterogeneity. Heterogeneous markets, in turn, are expected to negatively influence speed of internationalization. We assume however, that this negative effect is reduced by the time it took before the firm started to internationalize, that is the take off strategy. Firms following a horizontal take-off strategy had time to consolidate their business and develop their routines and competitiveness before starting internationalization. Under the influence of increased market homogenization this need for time and resources for adapting to varying market conditions has decreased. Under present conditions, the routines that develop, as time passes, may even become a hindrance that outweighs the benefits of a consolidated business. Consequently, we expect an antagonistic interaction, where speed of increase in international expansion increases if a horizontal take-off strategy is subject to a less recent point in time. This leads to our third hypothesis:

Hypothesis 3: The horizontal take-off strategy moderates the negative relationship between an earlier take-off time and the speed of international expansion. 

METHOD
Sample and Data collection
We test the three hypotheses on data collected on site from 203 small and medium-sized manufacturing firms (SMEs) in Sweden. The sample firms have a total export turnover exceeding €1 million. To identify the sample we ordered data from Statistics Sweden, covering all exporting SMEs in southern Sweden following the EU definition of SMEs (headcount <250), giving a sampling source of 692 firms. Thereafter, two steps were followed to exclude firms not belonging to the population (manufacturing SMEs in mature EU-15 markets with experience of entries into emerging markets). First we screened the lists from statistics Sweden, and second, personal phone calls where undertaken leaving 277 firms as a representative sample. Once the sample had been identified, our data collection followed an on-site design. This strategy was chosen to ensure acceptable data quality and it came with three generic advantages. First, we could minimize the number of missing values in the dataset. Second, we could ensure that experienced and well informed respondents answered to our questionnaire under full attention. Third, and perhaps of greatest importance, we could ensure a high response-rate. Similar studies performed online or with mails, seldom reach more than 20 percent of response. In this study, we reached a rate of response of 73 percent. Thus, 203 of the 277 firms in the sample were visited and interviewed on-site. The remaining 74 firms did not participate as they referred to policies of not participating in research projects, were unable to invite us for a visit during the time for data collection or where unreachable after four attempts. Even though, we had a very high response rate we tested for non response biases by comparing the turnover, growth rate and profitability between the interviewed firms and the firms not participating in the study. These tests did not return with any significant results. 

Risks of common method biases were reduced by following the remedies suggested by Podsakoff, Scott, MacKenzie, Podsakoff and Lee (2003). The questions were answered to in different sequences and we did not ask directly for the dependent variable. Instead it is calculated from two separate variables of the study. Thus, when answering the questions, the respondent could possibly not identify the relationships to be tested. There were also discussions in between as, each section of questions in the questionnaire was introduced and clarified to the respondent before we asked them to report their answer. Before the subsequent section was handed over, the interviewer was accessible for clarifications and comments. Once the questionnaire was completed, a general discussion was held where we made sure that no answers where problematic and that no parts of the questionnaire were un-answered. 

Measures and Control variables
The dependent variable – speed of international expansion, was measured based on the conceptual suggestions of Casillas and Acedo (2013), a measure, which was validated empirically by Hilmersson and Johanson (2015).  Thus, dividing the number of export markets of the firm, by the time it took to reach this level, captures speed of increase in breadth of international activities. This measure captures the average speed at which the firm has spread its sales internationally, or more specifically, the average number of new markets entered per year since the start of the process.
 
The independent variables were measured as follows. The take-off strategy was measured in the same way as previous research has discussed the speed to internationalization. Thus, we measure the take-off strategy as the number of years elapsed from inception of the firm to its first foreign sales. Take-off time refers to the point of time when the first foreign sales took place. This, we measured by subtracting the year of first foreign sales of the firm, from the year of the study. Consequently, a firm that was founded in 1981, exporting to 15 countries, with its first foreign sales in 1987 would have the following values: take-off time: 21 (2008-1987), take-off strategy: 6 (1987-1981) and speed of international expansion: 0,55 (15/27). 

In the test of our hypotheses, we control for three variables. First, we controlled for the ownership of the firm by including a control variable (dummy) separating family owned firms from firms with other types of ownership. Second, we controlled for size of the firm by testing for the number of employees of the firm. Third, we included a variable controlling for the turnover of the firm. 

Descriptive data and correlations
The descriptive statistics and the correlation matrix is provided in Table 2.
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Hypotheses tests
To test the three hypotheses, multiple regression analysis was performed in SPSS. We present the results of the analysis in table 3. Model 1 presents the effects of the control variables, Model 2 adds the take-off strategy, Model 3 adds the take-off time and Model 4 presents the interaction effects of the independent variables. 

Model 1 shows that the turnover of the firm positively affects the speed of internationalization, it is also indicated that the family owned firms expand at a lower speed than firms with alternative ownership. In model 2, where we add the take-off strategy in order to test hypothesis 1 it is revealed that an increase in the time elapsed before first foreign sales reduces the speed of internationalization. Thus, we find support for hypothesis 1 at the one percent level. 

In model 3 we add the take-off time of internationalization to our analysis. This test of hypothesis 2 returns with support. As revealed in Table 3, model 2, hypothesis 2 is supported at the one percent level. In model 3, we include the interaction between the independent variables to test hypothesis 3. As shown in model 4, hypothesis 3 returned with significant support at the one percent level. Thus, an antagonistic interaction is revealed as the predictor and moderator have the same effect on the outcome but the interaction is in in the opposite direction. 
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DISCUSSION
This paper made an attempt to contribute to a more nuanced picture of the speed concept in internationalization research. The premise of our research was that there are many voids to be addressed on the temporal concepts of internationalization. We have argued that such a discussion is important for three main reasons. First, for managers it is important, as previous research has shown that speed of firm internationalization influence firm performance. Second, for research in this field, it is important that we reach a point where we have consensus in definitions and measurements of the speed construct. Third, speed of firm internationalization is at the core of the debate on validity of established models for firm internationalization and we mean that even if the conditions have changed most concepts are still valid.

Our first contribution has been to bring clarity to the difference between the concepts of speed to internationalization and the speed of internationalization. We argue that these are two different concepts that have not been properly handled, neither empirically nor theoretically, in the literature to this point. As a matter of fact, most research on speed of firm internationalization has focused on the time elapsed before the entry of the firm into the international market and less so on the continued international expansion. In this paper, we developed the concept of take-off strategy in order to examine the effect of an early internationalization start (vertical take-off) from a later internationalization start (horizontal take-off). 

Our second contribution was to establish the relationship between the international take off strategy of the firm and the speed of international expansion. The first hypothesis we developed posited that the more horizontal the take-off strategy, the lower the speed of increase in breadth of international operations. Our hypothesis was supported and these findings indicate that the younger the firm is when starting to internationalize business activities, the quicker it will be able to continue its international expansion. This result supports the findings of Autio et al. (2000). Likely, firms that begin to internationalize late, risk developing a structure and routines that primarily fit the domestic market. Costs and inefficiencies will occur when such firms start expanding internationally as they need to deconstruct and replace routines developed for the domestic market. Consequently, we argue that the role of LAN is important in predicting the speed of international expansion of firms. Firms, enjoying LAN are expected to be more dynamic and flexible, which reduces the risks of being caught in competence traps (Cohen and Levinthal, 1990). 

Our third contribution has been to explicitly address the point in time that the internationalization started and the effects of this take-off time on the subsequent speed of increase in breadth of international operations. Prior to this research, there have been numerous authors arguing that trade barriers have been reduced, transport solutions more efficient, communication technologies more advanced and cultures more harmonized. These factors are all said to enable a faster internationalization of the firm, and are therefore often described as the antecedents to the existence of Born Global firms or INVs. No studies to this point however, have explicitly tested the effects of when the internationalization started on the subsequent speed of the international expansion of the firm. Our second supported hypothesis posited that the earlier the international take-off time of the SME, the lower the speed of international expansion. These results confirm what most INV scholars claim, namely that firms nowadays in general begin to spread their operations through different channels than was the case before. Obviously, better communication and transportation accompanied with dismantled trade barriers and general institutional liberalization of economies in countries like China, India, Russia as well as Central and Eastern Europe are likely to be some of the driving factors on macro level. Besides the most traditional entry modes, we have over time seen how firms use other tools in order to share or reduce uncertainty and risk (joint ventures and strategic alliances) and to more quickly gain strong positions and market shares (mergers and acquisition). Moreover, venture capital, a new type of ownership, uncommon in most countries before the 1990s, pushes firms abroad for quicker growth. For firms from small countries with a limited home market, like Austria, the Czech republic, the Netherlands and the Scandinavian countries, there are no other options to survive than to enter foreign markets early and fast. This is especially the case for firms dealing with high-technology products.  

Our fourth contribution was to test the interaction between the take-off time and the take-off strategy. We argued that different strategies (vertical or horizontal) are likely to have different outcomes in different contexts. Some decades ago, a horizontal take-off strategy was needed as the firm needed to develop its resource base and competitiveness before seeking international growth. In todays environment on the other hand, firms often see an advantage in expanding internationally with a high speed soon after inception. Therefore, our third supported hypothesis posited that the take-off strategy would moderate the negative relationship between an earlier take-off time and the speed of increase in breadth of international operations. Our argument builds on the suggestion that the earlier in time the firm started its internationalization process, the greater the barriers to internationalization, the less efficient the communication technology and the less efficient the transportation options, in total resulting in a negative effect on speed of international expansion. We showed however, that this negative effect is moderated by a horizontal take-off strategy. We established an antagonistic interaction where the speed of increase in breadth of international operations increases if an early internationalization start was subject to a longer take-off time (a horizontal take-off strategy). We based this argument on the suggestions by Johanson and Vahlne (1977) and Vernon (1966) that firms should seek to develop their competitiveness and efficiencies in the home market for later exploitation in the foreign market. In contrast, in more recent times, characterized by an international environment with fewer barriers to trade, the learning advantages of newness have gained in importance. Consequently, the horizontal take-off strategy has, in particular for niche industries, in many cases been replaced by the vertical take-off strategy. 

Taken together, these findings shed new light on the speed concept. By studying different temporal concepts of internationalization, a more nuanced picture has been provided. On the one hand, the study shows that a vertical take-off strategy positively influences the continued speed of international expansion. On the other hand, we have shown that the positive effect of a vertical take-off strategy was less pronounced earlier in time. When firms could not exploit modern technology, low transportation costs and harmonized legislation, it seem as if it was important to build efficiencies and competitiveness in the home market before the internationalization took off. 

CONCLUSIONS
In this study, we systematically examined the interplay between concepts that have been central in the internationalization literature since the 1990s. Prior to this study however, no empirical examinations have been presented on the effects of the take-off time and the take-off strategy on the speed of international expansion. Instead, the speed concept had been used relatively unreflected and with different or missing definitions. We have brought theoretical clarity to three concepts that have been used to capture speed and we have developed a model, analyzing the relations between them. We have shown that the take-off strategy influences the speed of the continued increase in breadth of international operations of firms. We have also shown that the take-off time influences the speed of the continued internationalization of firms. Our study has finally revealed an antagonistic interaction showing that the negative effect of an earlier take-off time on the speed of increase in breadth of international operations is reduced if the take-off strategy was horizontal. Our study showed the importance of including the dimension of time in the contextual environment where firms operate. Our contribution is important for theoretical advancement as it separates different temporal concepts in the internationalization literature. For practitioners, it is important, as recent research has shown that speed of internationalization affects performance. 
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Table 1. Different time-related aspects of internationalization 
	
	International new venture
	Traditional firm

	Inception
	Internationalization and inception are intertwined processes, and internationalization cannot be understood without analyzing inception and what happened before it.

	Inception is not assumed to have any importance for the firm’s internationalization. 

	Take-off
strategy
	Vertical (short time from inception to start of internationalization)
	Horizontal (first gains a dominant position in the home market)


	Rhythm
	Uneven internationalization and leapfrogging
	Gradual and even internationalization


	Speed of 
	High speed
	Low speed
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Table 2. Descriptive statistics and the correlation matrix









	
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	Std. dev.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6

	1, Ownership (dum)
	1
	2
	1.59
	.49
	-
	
	
	
	
	

	2, Turnover 000000 €
 (ln)
	.842
	1.66200
	42,81
	27.57
	.85
	-
	
	
	
	

	3, Employees
	9
	380
	99.97
	82.72
	.146
	.586**
	-
	
	
	

	4, Take-off strategy
	1
	145
	16.65
	23.66
	.023
	.023
	.063
	-
	
	

	5, Take-off time
	1
	112
	37.38
	18.12
	.073
	.085
	.068
	.555**
	-
	

	6, Speed of intl.
	0.4
	9.25
	.85
	1.22
	.166*
	-.028
	.101
	.-280**
	-.274**
	-





Table 3. Hypotheses test
	 
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3
	Model 4

	 
	β
	s.e.
	β
	s.e.
	β
	s.e.
	β
	s.e.

	Control variables
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Ownership
	.145† 
	.211
	.150†
	.203
	.151†
	.200
	.129
	.199

	Turnover
	.272**
	.000
	.274**
	.000
	.265**
	.000
	.271**
	.000

	Employees
	-.131
	.002
	-.143
	.002
	-.131
	.002
	-.133
	.002

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Independent variables
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Take-off strategy
	 
	 
	-.294**
	.004
	.-233**
	.005
	-.526**
	.009

	Take-off time
	 
	 
	 
	 
	-.199**
	.006
	.-.309**
	.007

	Interaction 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Take-off strategy*time
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 .388**
	 .000

	Diagnostics
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	R2
	.073
	.154
	.195
	.223

	Adj. R2
	.052
	.127
	.162
	.184

	F-statistics
	3.409
	5.640
	5.918
	5.788

	Standadized estimate parameters reported. †, *, ** show significance at ten, five and one percent respectively
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