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Influences of Cognitive Dimensions on the Collaborative Entry Mode 

Choice of Small and Medium-Sized Enterprises  

 
ABSTRACT 

Purpose – Our paper addresses internationalisation of small and medium-sized enterprises 

(SMEs) by specifically focusing on collaborative entry modes. Despite significant research 

done on market entry and internationalisation strategies of firms, the use of collaborative entry 

modes by SMEs during internationalisation has not received a lot of attention. We contribute 

to foreign market entry studies by analysing the influences of cognitive dimensions on 

collaborative entry mode choice (equity vs. non-equity modes) of SMEs in their international 

markets.  

Design/methodology/approach – We analyse the influences of cognitive dimensions on the 

choice between equity-based vs. non-equity-based collaborative entry modes. Our empirical 

sample consists of internationalisation strategies of 345 Italian SMEs, where we used a 

questionnaire to collect the data. We use structural equation modelling (SEM) to analyse 

influences of factors like asymmetric information, informal institutional distance, time trends 

of country, perception of size and resources of potential host country partners, and perception 

of host country partners’ power on this important market entry mode. 

Findings – Our results show that high informal institutional distance leads to preference of 

non-equity-based collaborative entry mode by Italian SMEs. We also find that positive time 

trends of the host country, positive perception of size and resource of the local partner, as well 

as the local partners’ power leads to preference of equity-based collaborative entry mode by 

Italian SMEs.   

Originality/value – This study focuses on an ignored aspect of market entry strategies, i.e., 

equity vs. non-equity collaborative entry mode choice of SMEs. We use insights from resource 

based view and cognitive dimensions literature, to address the influences of five cognitive 

dimensions on the collaborative entry mode choice of SMEs during their internationalisation. 

 

Keywords – Cognitive Dimensions, Collaborative Entry Mode, Internationalisation, Resource 

Based View, and SMEs  

 

Type of paper – Research paper 

 

1. INTRODUCTION 



 

Foreign market entry mode analysis represents a highly researched topic in international 

business and marketing studies (Brouthers and Hennart, 2007; Slangen and Hennart, 2008; 

Demirbag et al., 2009). These studies addressed equity-based entry modes as well as non-

equity-based entry modes (Agarwal and Ramaswami, 1992; Pan and David, 2000; Wooster et 

al., 2016). Some studies concentrating on equity-based entry modes have focused on the choice 

between greenfield investment and acquisition, referred to as establishment mode in the 

literature (e.g., Dikova and van Witteloostuijn, 2007; Slangen and Hennart, 2008; Arslan and 

Larimo, 2011; Klier et al., 2016). Other studies have focused on the level of equity ownership 

sought by firms in foreign subsidiaries by differentiating between joint ventures and wholly 

owned subsidiaries, referred to as ownership mode in the literature (e.g., Xu et al., 2004; Jung 

et al., 2008; Arslan, 2012; Cho et al., 2014; Hennart and Slangen, 2015). Moreover, a number 

of studies have addressed aspects of both establishment and ownership modes together, 

adopting different theoretical and empirical lenses for the analysis (e.g., Chang and 

Rosenzweig, 2001; Elango and Sambharya, 2004; Dikova, 2012; Arslan et al., 2015; Wooster 

et al., 2016).   

 

Collaborative entry modes can be both equity based (e.g., joint ventures and partial 

acquisitions) and non-equity based (e.g., non-equity partnerships and alliances). Earlier studies 

have addressed operational and management aspects of joint ventures in detail (e.g., Kogut, 

1988, Beamish, 1993; Hennart, 1998; Killing, 2012, Larimo et al., 2016; Le Nguyen et al., 

2016). However, dynamics of collaborative entry mode strategies of firms in new international 

markets, specifically, have not received a lot of attention by researchers (e.g., Ekeledo and 

Sivakumar, 2004; Nielsen and Nielsen, 2011). Past research on collaborative entry modes has 

focused on factors influencing choice between partial acquisition vs. partial greenfield 

investment (e.g., Talay and Cavusgil, 2009; Arslan and Larimo, 2015) and dynamics of choice 

between equity and non-equity alliances (e.g., Oxley, 1997; Das and Teng, 2000; Majocchi et 

al., 2013). Some researchers addressing collaborative entry modes have also addressed the 

performance of these strategies (López-duarte and Garcia Canal, 2002, 2004; López-duarte and 

Vidal-Suarez, 2008) along with other entry modes. However, the majority of these studies has 

highlighted the benefits of collaborating with foreign partners in order to access marketing-

specific knowledge, as well useful resources that foreign firms lack, due to cultural and 

institutional differences (Scuotto and Morellato, 2013; Della Corte, 2014; Scuotto et al., 2016;). 

This is why we observe a continued use of collaborative entry modes by firms, despite 



problems associated with managing international collaborative ventures mentioned in earlier 

literature (e.g., Beamish, 1993; Tyre and Von Hippel, 1997; Hennart, 1998; Killing, 2012; 

Chang et al., 2013). The focus of the current paper is also on collaborative entry modes, and 

we have chosen to concentrate on a rather interesting context for analysis, as explained below.  

 

Extant literature differentiates internationalisation strategies of small and medium-sized 

enterprises (SMEs) from those of multinational enterprises (MNEs). SMEs generally tend to 

have fewer resources than large MNEs (e.g., Lu and Beamish, 2006; Matlay et al., 2006; Cao 

et al., 2016). Firm’s resources are generally divided into tangible and non-tangible resources 

(Das and Teng, 2000). Internationalisation literature has addressed influences of tangible 

resources (financial, human, and technological) on SMEs’ internationalisation strategies in 

detail, especially during the last decade (e.g., Matlay et al., 2006; Ruzzier et al., 2007; Huxham 

and Vangen, 2013; Onkelinx et al., 2015, 2016). However, intangible resources have received 

less attention, and slowly scholars in the context of SME internationalisation and market entry 

research are recognising their importance (e.g., Mohr and Batsakis, 2014; Pehrsson et al., 

2015). Intangible resources have also been shown to contribute more to a firm’s performance 

than tangible ones (e.g. Hitt et al., 2012). Therefore, we aim to address some of these intangible 

resources also along with tangible ones, in the context of collaborative entry mode choice of 

SMEs in this paper.  

 

Moreover, previous studies have established that cognitive dimensions significantly influence 

the possibilities of a firm to develop and manage a long-term relationship with foreign partners 

(Brouthers, 2002; Fiske et al., 2007; Del Giudice et al., 2012; Elliot et al., 2015). Therefore, 

cognitive dimensions have been found to influence a firm’s choice of foreign partners while 

developing internationalisation and market entry strategies (Steenkamp, 2001; Weber et al., 

2011; Costa et al., 2016). The cognitive dimensions are also linked with tangible, as well as 

intangible resources like market knowledge, human capital, corporate reputation, innovation 

and intellectual property (e.g. Amit and Shoemaker, 1993; Hall, 1993; Flatt and Kowalczyk, 

2008). Our paper aims to bring together the discussion on cognitive dimensions with research 

on the role of both tangible and intangible resources, to address collaborative entry mode choice 

of SMEs. Based on literature review, we have identified five cognitive dimensions that are 

interlinked with intangible resources, including asymmetric information, informal institutional 

distance, time trends of country, perception of size and resources belonging to foreign partners, 

and perception of the partners’ power (e.g. Garner, 1983; Peng, 2001; Pothukuchi et al., 2002; 



Dong and Glaister, 2006; Bluemelhuber et al., 2007; Kim and Hemmert, 2016). Building on 

earlier research addressing these cognitive dimensions as well as tangible and intangible 

resources, we address their influences on the collaborative entry mode choice of SMEs during 

their internationalisation.  

 

More specifically, we have chosen to focus the attention on the asymmetric information, 

because it plays a major role in influencing the development of collaborative strategies by firms 

(e.g. Reuer and Koza, 2000). Earlier research has also shown that firms with more intangible 

resources are characterised by high information asymmetry (Martins and Alves, 2010). 

Therefore, the asymmetric information affects the way in which firms perceive their possible 

partners on the bases of available information and with reference to the perceived risk (Mohr 

and Spekman, 1994) as well as to potential for collaboration (e.g., McCann et al., 2016). In the 

same vein, we address the informal institutional distance, which is linked to differences in 

norms, values and cognitive aspects of home and host countries of internationalising firms 

(Estrin et al., 2009). These informal institutions play a role in shaping the corporate culture of 

firms in a country, which has been referred as an important intangible resource which 

influences firm performance also (e.g. Hall, 1993; Denison et al., 2004; Runyan et al., 2006). 

Informal institutions and corporate culture also tend to influence a firm’s strategic approaches 

to manage collaborations with other foreign firms (Chang et al., 2012; Arslan and Dikova, 

2015). Moreover, we pay attention to the time trends of country, because they represent a 

significant cognitive dimension to individuate a host country (Glaister and Buckley, 1996; 

Newburry, 2012). The time trends of country influence the perception of host country firms by 

internationalising foreign firms (Johanson and Mattson, 2015) and, consequentially, their 

willingness to participate in collaborative relationships with those firms (e.g., Caputo, 2016; Li 

et al., 2016). Finally, we focus on the perception of size and resources as well as power of 

potential host country partners (e.g., Shah and Swaminathan, 2008; Mukherjee et al., 2013), 

because they define the way in which SMEs perceive host country firms as actors able to 

contribute to success of the collaborative entry mode.   

 

We address these cognitive dimensions from a resource-based view and analyse their 

influences on the choice between equity-based vs. non-equity-based collaborative entry mode 

choice by internationalising firms. The current paper aims to contribute to the application of a 

resource-based view (e.g., Wernerfelt, 1984; Barney, 1991; Das and Teng, 2000; Verbeke and 

Yuan, 2013; Lin and Wu, 2014) in foreign market entry studies by specifically focusing on 



chosen cognitive dimensions and linking the discussion to both tangible and intangible 

resources. So far, no earlier study (at least to our knowledge) has focused solely on the choice 

between equity or non-equity collaborative entry modes of SMEs and influences of these 

cognitive dimensions in the specific context of SME internationalisation. The empirical setting 

of our study further signifies the contribution, as we use a sample of 345 SMEs from Italy that 

internationalised to a range of host countries representing both developed and emerging 

economies. Therefore, our sample heterogeneity is expected to further increase the 

generalisability of the study findings.  

 

The paper is organised as follows. After the introduction, we offer a brief theoretical discussion 

about chosen cognitive dimensions in relation to choice of collaborative entry mode, leading 

to development of the study hypotheses. Then, we offer discussion about the empirical part of 

the paper, leading to analysis and findings of the study. The paper concludes by offering 

discussion on implications, limitations, as well as future research directions. 

 

2. STUDY HYPOTHESES 

 

2.1 Information Asymmetry  

 

Information asymmetry has been recognised as a barrier for a business relationship, as one of 

the partners has more information than the other one (Corbett et al., 2004). This barrier is 

related to potential opportunistic behaviour of one partner due to information advantage over 

the other partner in a business relationship (Mishra et al., 1998). However, the information 

asymmetry can also be considered as the starting point in creating a relationship with a foreign 

partner, because it tends to stimulate both parties to acquire more information (Newey and 

Zahra, 2009; Saviano and Caputo, 2013; Saviano et al., 2014). Information asymmetry has 

been shown to influence firms’ understanding of tangible resources like product quality and 

production capabilities (e.g. Fernández et al., 2000). Earlier research further mentions that 

firms with more intangible resources also have high information asymmetry (Doherty, 1999; 

Martins and Alves, 2010). In this context, information asymmetry emerges as a significant 

cognitive dimension, because it is able to either increase or limit the willingness of firms to 

interact with other firms (Lewicka et al., 1992). The level of commitment in a relationship in 

such a case tend to depend possibilities for both firms to reduce information gap (Bejou et al., 

1998). The reduction in information gap can help these firms to better analyse the potential for 



sharing both tangible and intangible resources in a collaborative relationship.  Consequently, 

this asymmetry represents a stimulus for knowledge sharing and acquiring (e.g. Del Giudice 

and Maggioni, 2014, Di Nauta et al., 2015), which strengthens and improves international 

relationships (Sivakumar, 2002). Information asymmetry is also linked to intangible resources 

like host country and local information, which an SME can potentially access by entering into 

a collaborative mode with a local partner. Therefore, in case of an SME’s collaborative market 

entry mode, the information asymmetry has the potential to motivate it to enter into equity 

arrangement with a host country partner so that shared tangible and intangible resources lead 

to better mechanisms for operations and subsequent performance (e.g., Inkpen, 2000; 

Contractor and Ra, 2002; McCann et al., 2016). Based on this discussion, we hypothesize that: 

 

Hypothesis 1: High Information asymmetry leads to preference of equity-based collaborative 

entry mode over non-equity-based collaborative entry mode by internationalising SMEs.  

 

2.2 Informal Institutional Distance 

 

Institutional distance refers to differences in both formal and informal institutions of home and 

host countries of entering firms (e.g., Estrin et al., 2009; Arslan and Dikova, 2015). Academic 

literature has established that understanding formal institutions is relatively easier for foreign 

firms, as they are mostly written laws and regulations (e.g., Arslan and Larimo, 2011; 

Hernández and Nieto, 2015). However, informal institutions are strongly linked to culture and 

cognitive dimensions (Estrin et al., 2009), and they are embedded in local social structures, 

resulting in making their understanding difficult for the outsiders (North, 1990; Michailova and 

Hutchings, 2006; Meyer et al., 2009). Literature has shown that these cognitive aspects of 

institutional differences tend to influence a range of subsidiary management issues for 

internationalising foreign firms. Some of these issues include understanding the desires of local 

employees, transfer and management of organisational knowledge to the subsidiary, and the 

degree of adaptation required for operational strategies (e.g., Xu et al., 2004; Michailova and 

Hutchings, 2006; Chang et al., 2012; Arslan and Dikova, 2015).   

 

The corporate culture of firms in a country is also shaped by cognitive factors related to 

informal institutions (e.g. Hall, 1993; Runyan et al., 2006). This corporate culture has also been 

mentioned as an important intangible resource in relation to good firm performance (Denison 

et al., 2004; Anderson and Eshima, 2013). Therefore, for internationalising SMEs, informal 



institutions emerge as an important factor for their strategies. Past researchers focusing on 

internationalisation strategies of MNEs have argued for choice of equity joint ventures in case 

of high differences in cognitive aspects of the institutions (e.g., Slangen van Tulder, 2009; 

Owens et al., 2013). In this context, it needs to be noted that MNEs are interested in achieving 

necessary productivity levels like other subsidiaries and also have the resources to invest in 

these aspects (Buckley, 2009; Buckley and Prashantham, 2016). However, tangible resource 

limitations are an important issue for SMEs internationalising to new markets, as mentioned 

earlier in the discussion. Therefore, SMEs cannot afford to invest significantly in a new 

subsidiary with expectations of returns in the long term. Moreover, differences in corporate 

cultures in such host countries may also make efficient use of this intangible resource difficult 

for SMEs. Therefore, we expect SMEs to prefer non-equity-based collaborative entry mode. 

This choice will offer SMEs a possibility to share some knowledge and access networks (Sui 

and Baum, 2014), while avoiding equity commitment in an environment with high uncertainty. 

Based on this discussion, we hypothesize that: 

 

Hypothesis 2: High informal institutional distance leads to preference of non-equity-based 

collaborative entry mode over equity-based collaborative entry mode by internationalising 

SMEs. 

 

2.3 Time Trends in the Host Country 

 

The time trends of country refer to knowledge and perception of economic stability, reliability 

and possibility of growth of foreign market (Culpan and Kostelac, 1993; Zhang and Pezeshkan, 

2016). According to Johanson and Mattsson (2015), information on trends of country 

represents one of the most relevant cognitive elements for decision makers in making a 

partnership decision with a foreign firm. It is further important to mention that cognitive 

factors, like personal experience of managers as well as media portrayal of a country, 

significantly influence its overall perception by foreign firms and investors (Newburry, 2012; 

Li et al., 2016). Earlier research has found that firms from the same nation tend to share similar 

characteristics, behaviours, and strategic routines, due to their embeddedness in the same 

institutional and sociocultural context (North, 1990; Kogut, 1992; Campanella et al., 2013). 

Therefore, although differences may exist among firms in a specific country, they are classified 

mostly into the same category, especially by outsiders (Leung et al., 2005; Zhang and 

Pezeshkan, 2016), based on cognitive perception of time trends of that host country.  



 

Academic literature has also established that foreign investors, including SMEs, have limited 

information about production capabilities, management processes, human resources and 

organisational routines of host country firms (e.g., Connelly et al., 2011). Therefore, they rely 

on signal-like trends and perceptions of the host country to make investment choices in most 

cases (Morosini et al., 1998; Soleimani et al., 2014). In this context, earlier research has also 

shown that foreign investors view firms from countries with good cognitive perception and 

time trends to possess better production capabilities, management skills, organisational 

strategies, as well as marketing and technological capabilities (Newburry, 2012; Zhang and 

Pezeshkan, 2016). The possession of good tangible and intangible resources by local firms 

offer internationalising SME an opportunity to use them to its advantage. Therefore, in case of 

collaborative entry mode, positive time trends and perceptions of the host country may lead 

SMEs to prefer equity-based over the non-equity-based entry mode. In this way, SMEs can get 

access to useful tangible and intangible resources, as well as access to the required networks 

(Lu and Xu, 2006; Kobernyuk et al., 2014), while showing their commitment to the host 

country and local partner by entering into collaborative equity arrangement. Based on this 

discussion, we hypothesize that: 

 

Hypothesis 3: Positive time trends of host country lead to preference of equity-based 

collaborative entry mode over non-equity-based collaborative entry mode by 

internationalising SMEs. 

 

2.4 Partner’s Size and Resources  

 

The perception of a partner’s size and resources refers to the evaluation that a firm does about 

the tangible and intangible resource contributions expected by host country partner in a 

potential international partnership or an alliance (Hitt et al., 2000; Peng, 2001; Shah and 

Swaminathan, 2008). The perception of host country firms’ size and resources is one of the key 

determinants to select a valuable international partner (e.g. Chen and Chen, 2002). These 

perceptions of the partner’s size and resources tend to influence the decision to collaborate with 

them, especially if both tangible and intangible resources are accessible and sharable (Young, 

1987; Barkema et al., 1996; Ramanathan and Gunasekaran, 2014). 

Size and resources of firms affect their image, influencing the perception of possible partners 

and improving the opportunities to build suitable international relationships (Gulati, 1999). In 



accordance with exiting academic literature (Calof, 1993; Westhead et al., 2001; Hitt et al., 

2006), the partner’s size and resources can be considered a useful instrument for the SMEs to 

evaluate the advantages and the opportunities to build a collaborative pathway with a host 

country’s local firm. Along with tangible resources, intangible resources like market 

knowledge, human capital, and good corporate reputation tend to result in positive perceptions 

about the potential partner firms (e.g. Kontinen and Ojala, 2012; Kang and Park, 2012). 

Building on this reflection, it is possible to argue that the perception of SMEs about potential 

partners’ sizes and resources have a relevant influence on the decision to build an equity- or 

non-equity-based entry mode (Fernández and Nieto, 2005). More specifically, from a cognitive 

perspective, earlier research has suggested that firms tend to enter into equity partnerships and 

alliances when they have positive perception about a potential partner’s resources (Baum et al., 

2000; Hsu and Pereira, 2008).  Potential partner firms with large sizes and resources are seen 

as high-status partners, where pooling of tangible and intangible resources through an equity 

arrangement is expected to lead to better results (e.g. Lin et al., 2009). Therefore, we 

hypothesize that: 

 

Hypothesis 4: Positive perception about a host country partner’s size and resources leads to 

preference of equity-based collaborative entry mode over non-equity-based collaborative 

entry mode by internationalising SMEs. 

 

2.5 Perception of Partner’s Power  

 

The perception on a partner’s power refers to the potential advantages that firms think to obtain 

from a partnership or an alliance (Inkpen and Beamish 1997; Dong and Glaister, 2006). The 

perception of a potential host country partner’s power is linked to the knowledge that SMEs 

have about foreign markets and their dynamics (Barkema and Vermeulen, 1997; Dong and 

Glaister, 2006). Perception of a potential partner’s power is also linked with the possibilities 

of enhancing collaborative capabilities (e.g. Muthusamy and White, 2006). Earlier research has 

shown that managerial perceptions about power and behaviour of partners significantly 

influence SME choices and strategies in international partnerships and alliances (e.g. Dickson 

et al., 2006). Moreover, some studies have addressed the role of perception about a partner’s 

power in terms of cognitive influence on the choice of SMEs to build an international alliance 

(Pansiri, 2008; Mukherjee et al., 2013). In a similar vein, some studies have stressed on the 

role of perceptions of a partner’s power as a “soft” driver for development of international 



partnerships (e.g., Hoffmann and Schlosser, 2001) and resulting opportunities for SMEs due to 

these collaborative arrangements (e.g., López-Duarte and Vidal-Suárez, 2010; Swoboda et al., 

2011). Equity arrangements in international alliances have been shown to reduce potential 

opportunism resulting from power differences between partners (e.g., Weaver and Dickson, 

1998; Noe et al., 2002). Moreover, the powerful position of a firm has been linked with 

possibilities of access to useful tangible and intangible resources by its partner firms (e.g. Perks 

and Moxey, 2011). Powerful firms tend to possess better production capabilities, management 

and marketing skills as well as good reputation (Del Giudice et al., 2016). These resource can 

be very helpful for internationalising SME in the new market. It is further important to mention 

that equity arrangements in international alliances have been shown to increase the potential 

and possibilities for sharing of resources between partners (e.g. Muthusamy and White, 2006; 

Wooster et al., 2016). Therefore, we expect that SMEs to prefer equity-based collaborative 

entry mode, in order to improve their competitiveness by gaining access to both tangible and 

intangible resources (Cavusgil, 1998; Rabelo et al., 2016), in such cases. Therefore, we 

hypothesize that:  

  

Hypothesis 5: The perception of high power of a host country partner leads to preference of 

equity-based collaborative entry mode over non-equity-based collaborative entry mode by 

internationalising SMEs 

 

3. RESEARCH METHODS AND EMPIRICAL ANALYSIS 

 

3.1 Data Collection 

 

In line with previous studies (Cascio and Serapio, 1992; Inkpen and Beamish 1997; Hitt et al., 

2000; Pothukuchi et al., 2002; Dong and Glaister, 2006; Bluemelhuber et al., 2007; Shah and 

Swaminathan, 2008), we reckon that a quantitative method is suitable for this research. As, 

there is a lack of earlier research specifically analysing influences of cognitive dimensions on 

the collaborative entry mode choice of SMEs, quantitative method is deemed helpful to 

generalise the findings of our study. We perform the empirical analysis in two stages. In the 

first part, we collected data using standardised questionnaires distributed to the potential 

sample firms. In the second part, we performed data analysis using structural equation 

modelling (SEM) using IBM® SPSS® Amos 20 to test study hypotheses, which are 

summarised in Figure 1.   



 

-------------------------- 

Insert Figure 1 here 

-------------------------- 

 

Our study sample consists of 345 SMEs from Italy. These firms were selected from a database 

provided by Unicredit, which includes 11.052 firms, where only 1.052 firms were identified as 

SMEs. To scrutinise these firms, we used the three criteria based on firm size, annual revenue 

and SMEs that have internationalised in past five years (e.g. Utterback, 1974; Chirico and 

Salvato, 2014). As resulted, only 572 SMEs were suitable for our empirical research. The 

research context is Italy, which was considered a suitable territory, since it has been 

characterised by an increasing number of SMEs opting for internationalisation in recent years 

(ISTAT, 2014). Our respondents were either senior managers or owners, since they are 

considered the key decision makers for devising colligative entry mode choice in 

internationalisation. 

 

The data collection took place during February 2013 to December 2013. The questionnaire was 

emailed to all respondents using their personal email addresses. In cases where a direct email 

was not available, a first approach was made by phone, asking for an email address, and then 

an online questionnaire was sent to them, along with a cover letter in which the research 

purpose was explained. The questionnaire was formulated and conducted in Italian and the 

results were translated into English by language experts following Brislin’s (1970) back-

translation procedure. The research instrument was pre-tested by bilingual researchers to 

identify biases and avoid misunderstanding.  The questionnaire was composed by 20 positioned 

questions using a funneling technique (Bryman, 2006). The questionnaires started with general 

and broad questions, followed by more-focused questions in a later section. The purpose was 

to get a general idea and impression of the situation, first, and then to discover the key issues. 

 

3.1.1 Measures 

 

The questionnaire was composed of five measures, such as (1) Informal institutional distance, 

(2) Asymmetric information, (3) Time trends of country, (4) Perception of size and resources 

owned by potential local partners from the host country, and (5) Perception of the potential 



host country partners’ power. Each section was characterised by four items. In the table below, 

we reported the relevant literature on which these items are based.  

 

-------------------------- 

Insert Table I here 

-------------------------- 

 

Moreover, using Bryman’s (2006) funnelling technique, at the beginning, ancillary items were 

stated in order to acquire information on: ownership and management (S1. Are you involved 

in the decision making process?); industry (S2. In which sector does your organisation work?); 

and firm’s turnover (S3. What was your firm’s total turnover in the last financial year?). Other 

items were proposed in the following way: Age (AGE) and number of Employees (NUMEMP) 

were computed by an ordinal-polytomous response scale, where the respondents were asked to 

pick one of the three options. For example, for the age, the options were: (1) 30 years or 

younger, (2) 31-59, and (3) over 60 years. Gender (GEND) and Job Position (JOBPOS) were 

rated by dichotomous response scales, where the respondents have two options (e.g., female or 

male; manager or owner).  

 

Second, the respondents were asked to indicate the type of a collaborative entry mode, rated 

by dichotomous response scales (equity or non-equity collaborative entry mode). Moreover, 

their opinion on internationalisation process, challenges and barriers to endure an international 

relationship, and the sense of feeling in meeting foreign market culture expectations were 

asked. For example, the respondents were asked specific questions about role of culture and 

norms, as well as time trends of host country (e.g. economic stability, growth opportunities 

etc.) on the choice of collaborative entry mode. Moreover, the respondents were also asked 

about role of information asymmetry, along with perceptions about tangible and intangible 

resources and power of host country partner on their choice of collaborative entry mode. The 

respondents gave a value of each statement based on the five-point Likert scale (1932), where 

the “code 1” means strongly agree and “code 5” means strongly disagree. Along with this, other 

questions were stated, adopting a nominal-polytomous response scale for close-ended 

questions. The use of a mix of questions seeks to minimise the response bias (Saris and 

Gallhofer, 2014).  

 

3.1.2 Results 



 

From a total of 472 SMEs, we received 345 completed questionnaires, which validate our 

study, because the response rate was over 50%. As stated by Tarran (2010), response rate 

dropped by about 6% at 20 questions. However, few questionnaires were uncompleted, that is, 

five participants (1.1%) forgot to digitise their own age; four (0.9%) did not answer one of the 

questions on partner’s power; and seven (1.5%) left blank one of the questions on asymmetry 

information. The major number of participants was identified as managers (256), of whom 

more than half were male (211). In term of firm size, “medium enterprise” was prevalent (176). 

In regards to the collaborative entry mode, 129 SMEs used a non-equity-based collaborative 

entry mode, while 216 SMEs adapted an equity-based collaborative entry mode. 

 

-------------------------- 

Insert Table II here 

-------------------------- 

 

A strong sense of the perception of size and resources belonging to foreign partners emerged 

as a crucial factor to build up an equity-based collaborative relationship with local firms. The 

majority of respondents (i.e., 81%) strongly agreed in recognising the importance of meeting 

local consumers’ desires in developing a collaborative entry, which was linked up to the 

measure as “time trends of country”. Although a small number of the respondents (i.e., 16%) 

disagreed with the relevance of some cognitive dimensions, just 3% did not show any interest 

in this topic.  

 

Although these items are based on prior research, they still need to be assessed using 

psychometric procedures. Indeed, as stated by Pearson and Lumpkin (2012) “without progress 

in developing psychometrically sound constructs and measures, we risk the credibility of the 

field as a whole” (p. 290); in line with this, we tested the internal consistency and reliability of 

the items, as reported in the following section. 

 

3.2 Data Analysis 

 

Data analysis was elaborated in five stages. First, common method bias was tested, whereby 

the response timing was assessed as a test of non-response bias (Armstrong and Overton, 1977).  

Second, Cronbach’s alpha (α), recognised to be a measure of internal consistency reliability 



(Hinkin, 1995), was estimated, and then construct validity was estimated using average 

variance extracted (AVE).  Fourth, internal correlation of coefficients was tested in order to 

investigate relationships between study constructs. In conclusion, a double path analysis was 

conducted via structural equation modelling (SEM) in order to analyse separately SMEs 

belonging to the equity collaborative entry mode group. SEM is a comprehensive method for 

testing relationships among measured and latent variables (MacCallum and Austin, 2000).   

 

 3.2.1 Common Method Bias 

 

In order to assess common method bias, we used the second respondents’ data for the dependent 

variable and the first respondents’ data for the independent variables. Consequently, we 

examined the data with unassessed latent factor method approach load and then with the full 

factor model. As emerged, the latent factor does not importantly enhance the fit of the 

measurement model. Hence, the measurement model remains significant, showing that 

common method bias have not affected our findings (Podsakoff et al., 2003). Moreover, to 

validate the consistency of our questionnaire, it was followed up by interviews with 10 

managers and 20 owners of SMEs, selected from our definitive sample by a random technique 

(Bryman, 2006).  

 

3.2.2 Structural Equation Modelling via IBM SPSS Amos 

 

On discovering the relationship between equity collaborative entry modes with the five 

aforementioned cognitive dimensions, the structural equation modelling (SEM) was applied 

using IBM SPSS Amos 20.0 (Jöreskog and Wold, 1982). As stated by Hair et al. (2011), SEM 

is a suitable method for a theory-testing research. Indeed, in our case, we seek to validate the 

relevance of the cognitive dimensions to the choice of equity-based collaborative entry mode. 

Moreover, SEM enables to “maximize explained variance in the dependent constructs but 

additionally to evaluate the data quality on the basis of measurement model characteristics” 

(Hair et al., 2011: 140). In line with this, the data were analysed in two stages: (1) measurement 

model (confirmatory factor analysis) and (2) structural model (path analysis).  

 

3.2.3 Assessment and Measurement Model 

 

The measurement model or the outer model identifies “how each block of indicators relates to 

its latent variables” (Chin and Newsted, 1999: 322). The manifest or observed variables were 



considered like the “reflection” of their latent variables (Tenenhaus and Hanafi, 2010). To each 

latent variable, four manifest variables were associated and measured their validity and 

reliability by Cronbach’s alpha (Cronbach, 1951), where ≥0.7 signifies good reliability (Hair 

et al., 2010). From that analysis, all variables are above 0.9. Furthermore, convergent validity 

was evaluated by measuring the average variance extracted (AVE). The results indicate that 

the AVE values were over the conventional threshold of 0.50 (Hair et al., 2010).   

 

Internal consistency was also verified by evaluating the total relationship among all variables. 

In a reliable scale, all items should be above 0.3 (Henson, 2001). The findings show a 

reasonable degree of reliability, though only one item of asymmetric information was slightly 

under 0.3 (0.289). Consequently, we tested the Cronbach’s alpha without this item from which 

showed an increase of 0.1 (from 8.39 to 8.40). In spite of that, this increase is not dramatic, and 

the item “asymmetric information” was not deleted (Henson, 2001).  

 

-------------------------- 

Insert Table III here 

-------------------------- 

 

-------------------------- 
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-------------------------- 

 

3.2.4 Assessment and Structural Model 

 

The relationship – positive or negative – between LVs (Anderson and Gerbing, 1988) was 

tested by a path analysis and bootstrap approach (Chin, 1998). In order to evaluate the 

relationship of the five cognitive dimensions with equity collaborative entry mode, a path 

analysis was conducted. The path analysis was composed of a dependent variable, i.e., equity 

collaborative entry mode. However, first, to assess the predictive relevance of the model, R-

Squared for endogenous latent was analysed, as suggested by Chin and Newsted (1999). The 

R-Squared for equity collaborative entry mode was scored 0.55 and non-equity collaborative 

entry mode was scored 0.51. Second, the relationships of SMEs, grouped as equity 

collaborative entry mode with the five cognitive dimensions, were estimated by a path analysis.    

 



3.2.5 Hypothesis Testing via SEM  

 

We test the study hypotheses using SEM. Table 5 below reports the unstandardized 

coefficients, standardised coefficients, T-statistic, and corresponding p-values. SEM results 

show that information asymmetry is mildly negatively related to equity collaborative entry 

mode (T=1.7, p>0.001). Therefore, Hypothesis 1 is not supported. We further observe that 

informal institutional distance is significantly and negatively associated with equity-based 

collaborative entry mode (T=0.9, p<0.001), leading to acceptance of Hypothesis 2. Moreover, 

there is a significant, positive relationship between time trends and equity collaborative entry 

mode (T=3.8, p<0.001); therefore, Hypothesis 3 is supported. Hypothesis 4 of our study is also 

supported, as SEM results depict that perception of size and resources of the host country are 

positively related to equity collaborative entry mode (T=4.5, p<0.001). Finally, Hypothesis 5 

is supported, since the relationship between perception of partners’ power and equity 

collaborative entry mode is positive and significant (T=6.0, p<0.001). To summarise the SEM, 

results are reported in Figure 2. 

 

-------------------------- 
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-------------------------- 
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4. DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS 

 

The study results offer certain interesting insights to collaborative entry mode of Italian SMEs. 

First, the study results show that information asymmetry does not significantly influence 

collaborative entry mode of Italian SMEs. The non-significance of information asymmetry can 

be partially explained by referring to heterogeneity of the study sample, as it included both 

developed and emerging countries as internationalisation destination for the Italian SMEs. This 

argumentation is supported by earlier research where it has been mentioned that information 

asymmetry differs significantly between developed and emerging markets (Claessens and 

Yurtoglu, 2013; Li and Li, 2014). We also found out that high informal institutional distance 

leads to preference of non-equity entry mode by the Italian SMEs in their international markets. 



This finding is in line with our earlier argumentation that SMEs tend to lack resources 

especially tangible ones compared to MNEs. Moreover, high informal distance leads to 

increased differences in corporate cultures, which is also an important intangible resource 

(Barile et al., 2013). Therefore, internationalising Italian SMEs viewed less benefit in equity 

commitment due to high uncertainty caused by informal institutional distance. However, non-

equity-based collaborative entry mode still offered these SMEs a possibility to gain access to 

some tangible and intangible resources, market knowledge and networks (Sui and Baum, 

2014).  

 

Moreover, the positive time trends of the host country led to preference of equity-based 

collaborative entry mode by the Italian SMEs. Therefore, these positive time trends influenced 

internationalising Italian SMEs’ view of local firms to possess tangible as well as intangible 

resources, like better management skills, organisational strategies, as well as marketing and 

technological capabilities (e.g. Newburry, 2012; Onkelinx et al., 2015), leading to lower 

uncertainty. Hence, such host country firms emerge as attractive partners for the equity sharing. 

We further found that positive perception of the partner’s size and resources led to preference 

of equity-based collaborative entry mode by Italian SMEs. This finding supports findings of 

earlier studies about importance of potential partner’s resources and size in international 

collaborative ventures (Hitt et al., 2000; Chen and Chen, 2002; Shah and Swaminathan, 2008). 

Hence, Italian SMEs chose to obtain advantages from the size and resources of a host country 

partner firms through a collaborative equity arrangement (e.g., Hsu and Pereira, 2008), with 

expectations of better results by the pooling of resources with such higher status of such firms 

(e.g., Lin et al., 2009). 

 

Finally, the study results show that high-power perception of the host country partner led to 

preference of equity-based collaborative entry mode by Italian SMEs. This finding supports 

the notion that perception about the potential partner’s power (Pansiri, 2008; Mukherjee et al., 

2013) is an important driver for developing an equity-based collaborative entry mode (e.g. 

Hoffmann and Schlosser, 2001; López-Duarte and Vidal-Suárez, 2010). Therefore, Italian 

SMEs opted for this choice as powerful partner firms can offer access to useful tangible and 

intangible resources leading to increased competitiveness (Perks and Moxey, 2011; Rabelo et 

al., 2016). This choice further reduces the threat of potential of opportunism by powerful host 

country partners of Italian SMEs due to equity sharing (e.g., Noe et al., 2002).  

 



The current paper offers several theoretical contributions and managerial implications. A key 

theoretical contribution of our study is related to using multiple streams of literature to establish 

a link between tangible and intangible resources and cognitive dimensions in the context of 

SME internationalisation. Earlier research has shown that cognitive dimensions tend to 

influence choice of foreign partner in internationalisation (e.g. Reuer and Koza, 2000; Weber 

et al., 2011; Elliot et al., 2015; Costa et al., 2016). Moreover, some studies established the link 

of tangible and intangible resources with the cognitive dimensions (e.g. Amit and Shoemaker, 

1993; Hall, 1993, Flatt and Kowalczyk, 2008; McCann et al., 2016). However, the current 

paper is one of the first studies to specifically address five chosen cognitive dimensions while 

addressing both types of resources in discussion, in context of SME’s choice of equity-based 

or non-equity-based collaborative entry mode. Therefore, we also contribute to the application 

of resource based view in foreign market entry studies, by linking the chosen cognitive 

dimensions to both kind of resources in that context.  

 

Our study highlighted importance of cognitive factors and relevant intangible resources for 

collaborative entry mode, an aspect ignored in many studies that focus primarily on economic 

and financial factors primarily linked to tangible resources. It is important for SME managers 

aspiring for internationalisation to also consider intangible resources like corporate reputation, 

host country market knowledge, and human capital while evaluating potential partner firms. 

These resources can be very helpful along with tangible ones for SME to set foothold in the 

new market, as well as reduce uncertainty. Our study further showed that both firm-level and 

country-level cognitive dimensions influence the choice of a collaborative entry mode. On 

many occasions, managerial decisions are influenced only by firm-level factors (e.g., potential 

partner’s resources, size, or power), and they may ignore country-specific cognitive factors, 

like informal institutional distance and country perceptions represented by time trends. 

However, as these factors also significantly influence the collaborative entry modes, it is 

important for the managers to consider them while devising SME’s internationalisation 

strategies. 

 

Like all academic endeavours, our study has some limitations. We discuss these limitations 

here as well as offer certain suggestions for future studies. First, our paper only concentrates 

on direct influences of selected cognitive determinants on collaborative entry mode. However, 

it is possible that some of these dimensions have potential to moderate influences of others, 

e.g., perception about partner size and resources moderating information asymmetry and 



informal institutional distance. Future studies can concentrate on these aspects to enhance our 

understanding of collaborative entry mode and interrelationships between these cognitive 

dimensions in this concern. Moreover, in the empirical section, we analysed collaborative entry 

mode choice of Italian SMEs in both developed and emerging economies. However, as 

mentioned earlier, differences do exist along cognitive determinants, in these two groups of 

economies, and future studies can delve further to address these aspects. Therefore, an in-depth 

study is recommended to analyse the role of these dimensions in developed vs. emerging host 

economies. Finally, future studies can also identify and analyse other cognitive dimensions that 

tend to influence internationalisation strategies generally and collaborative entry modes 

specifically. 

 

REFERENCES 

Agarwal, S. and Ramaswami, S. N. (1992). Choice of foreign market entry mode: Impact of 

ownership, location and internalization factors. Journal of International business 

studies, Vol. 23, No. 1, pp. 1-27. 

Amit, R. and Shoemaker, P. (1993), “Strategic assets and organizational rent”, Strategic 

Management Journal, Vol. 14, No.1, pp. 33–46 

Anderson, J.C. and Gerbing, D.W. (1988). Structural equation modeling in practice: A review 

and recommended two-step approach. Psychological Bulletin, Vol. 103, No. 3, pp. 411-423. 

Anderson, B. S., and Eshima, Y. (2013), “The influence of firm age and intangible resources 

on the relationship between entrepreneurial orientation and firm growth among Japanese 

SMEs”, Journal of Business Venturing, Vol. 28, No.3, pp. 413-429. 

Armstrong, J.S. and Overton, T. S. (1977), “Estimating nonresponse bias in mail surveys”, 

Journal of Marketing Research, pp. 396-402. 

Arslan, A. (2012), “Impacts of institutional pressures and the strength of market supporting 

institutions in the host country on the ownership strategy of multinational enterprises: 

theoretical discussion and propositions”, Journal of Management & Governance, Vol. 16, 

No.1, pp. 107-124. 

Arslan, A. and Larimo, J. (2011), “Greenfield investments or acquisitions: Impacts of 

institutional distance on establishment mode choice of multinational enterprises in emerging 

economies”, Journal of Global Marketing, Vol. 24, No. 4, pp. 345-356. 

Arslan, A. and Dikova, D. (2015), “Influences of Institutional Distance and MNEs’ Host 

Country Experience on the Ownership Strategy in Cross-Border M&As in Emerging 

Economies”, Journal of Transnational Management, Vol. 20, No. 4, pp. 231-256. 



Arslan, A. and Larimo, J. (2015). “Partial Acquisition or Greenfield Joint Venture: 

Determinants of collaborative entry strategies of Finnish Multinational Enterprises”, in 

Larimo J., Nummela N., Mainela T. (Eds), Handbook of International Alliances and 

Network Research. Edward Elgar Publishing, UK, pp. 320-355. 

Arslan, A., Tarba, S.Y. and Larimo, J. (2015), “FDI entry strategies and the impacts of 

economic freedom distance: evidence from Nordic FDIs in transitional periphery of CIS and 

SEE”, International Business Review, Vol. 24, No. 6, pp. 997-1008. 

Barile, S., Carrubbo, L., Iandolo, F. and Caputo, F. (2013). From ‘EGO’ to ‘ECO’ in B2B 

relationships. Journal of Business Market Management, Vol. 6, No. 4, pp. 228-253. 

 Barkema, H.G., Bell, J.H. and Pennings, J.M. (1996), “Foreign entry, cultural barriers, and 

learning”, Strategic Management Journal, Vol. 17, No. 2, pp. 151-166. 

Barkema, H.G. and Vermeulen, F. (1997), “What differences in the cultural backgrounds of 

partners are detrimental for international joint ventures?”, Journal of international business 

studies, Vol. 28, No. 4, pp. 845-864. 

Barney, J. (1991), “Firm resources and sustained competitive advantage”, Journal of 

management, Vol. 17, No. 1, pp. 99-120. 

Baum J.A. C, Calabrese T., Silverman B.S. (2000), “Don’t go it alone: alliance network 

composition and startups’ performance in Canadian biotechnology”, Strategic Management 

Journal, March Special Issue, Vol. 21, pp. 267–294. 

Beamish, P.W. (1993), “The characteristics of joint ventures in the People’s Republic of 

China”, Journal of International Marketing, Vol. 1, No. 2, pp. 29-48.  

Bejou, D., Ennew, C.T. and Palmer, A. (1998), “Trust, ethics and relationship satisfaction”, 

International Journal of Bank Marketing, Vol. 16, No. 4, pp. 170-175. 

Bluemelhuber, C., Carter, L.L. and Lambe, C.J. (2007), “Extending the view of brand alliance 

effects: An integrative examination of the role of country of origin”, International 

Marketing Review, Vol. 24, No. 4, pp. 427-443. 

Brislin, R.W. (1970), “Back-translation for cross-cultural research”, Journal of cross-cultural 

psychology, Vol. 1, No. 3, pp. 185-216. 

Brouthers, K.D. (2002), “Institutional, cultural and transaction cost influences on entry mode 

choice and performance”, Journal of International Business Studies, Vol. 33, No. 2, pp. 

203-221. 

Brouthers, K.D. and Hennart, J.F. (2007), “Boundaries of the firm: Insights from international 

entry mode research”, Journal of Management, Vol. 33, No. 3, pp. 395-425. 



Bryman, A. (2006), “Integrating quantitative and qualitative research: how is it done?”, 

Qualitative Research, Vol. 6, No. 1, pp. 97-113. 

Buckley, P.J. (2009), “Internalisation thinking: From the multinational enterprise to the global 

factory”, International Business Review, Vol. 18, No. 3, pp. 224-235. 

Buckley, P.J. and Prashantham, S. (2016), “Global Interfirm Networks: The Division of 

Entrepreneurial Labor Between MNEs and SMEs”, The Academy of Management 

Perspectives, Vol. 30, No. 1, pp. 40-58. 

Calof, J.L. (1993), “The impact of size on internationalization”, Journal of Small Business 

Management, Vol. 31, No. 4, pp. 60-72. 

Campanella, F., Della Peruta, M.R. and Del Giudice, M. (2013), “The role of sociocultural 

background on the characteristics and the financing of youth entrepreneurship. An 

exploratory study of university graduates in Italy”, Journal of the Knowledge Economy, Vol. 

4, No. 3, pp. 244-259. 

Cao, Q., Criscuolo, P. and Autio, E. (2016), “SME Internationalisation and Its Impact on Firm 

Performance”, in Tüselmann, H., Buzdugan, S., Cao, Q., Freund, D. and Golesorkhi, S. 

(eds.), Impact of International Business (pp. 220-240). Palgrave Macmillan UK. 

Caputo, F. (2016), “A focus on company-stakeholder relationships in the light of the 

stakeholder engagement framework”. In Vrontis, D., Weber, Y. and Tsoukatos E. (eds.), 

Innovation, Entrepreneurship and Digital Ecosystems (pp. 455-470), EuroMed Press, 

Cyprus. 

Cascio, W.E. and Serapio, M.G. (1992), “Human resources systems in an international alliance: 

the undoing of a done deal?”, Organizational Dynamics, Vol. 19, No. 3, pp. 63-74. 

Cavusgil, S.T. (1998), “International partnering: A systematic framework for collaborating 

with foreign business partners”, Journal of International Marketing, pp. 91-107. 

Chang, S.J. and Rosenzweig, P.M. (2001), “The choice of entry mode in sequential foreign 

direct investment”, Strategic Management Journal, Vol. 22, No. 8, pp. 747-776. 

Chang, S.J., Chung, J. and Moon, J.J. (2013), “When do wholly owned subsidiaries perform 

better than joint ventures?”, Strategic Management Journal, Vol. 34, No. 3, pp. 317-337 

Chang, Y.C., Kao, M.S., Kuo, A. and Chiu, C.F. (2012), “How cultural distance influences 

entry mode choice: The contingent role of host country’s governance quality”, Journal of 

Business Research, Vol. 65, No. 8, pp. 1160-1170. 

Chen, H. and Chen, T.J. (2002), “Asymmetric strategic alliances: A network view”, Journal of 

Business Research, Vol. 55, No. 12, pp. 1007-1013. 



Chin, W.W. (1998), “The partial least squares approach to structural equation modelling”, in 

Marcoulides G.A. (Ed.), Modern methods for business research, Mahwah, Lawrence 

Erlbaum, pp. 295-336. 

Chin, W.W. and Newsted, P.R. (1999), “Structural equation modeling analysis with small 

samples using partial least squares”, Statistical strategies for small sample research, Vol. 2, 

pp. 307-342. 

Chirico, F. and Salvato, C. (2014), “Knowledge internalization and product development in 

family firms: When relational and affective factors matter”, Entrepreneurship Theory and 

Practice, Vol. 40, No. 1, pp. 201-229. 

Cho, K.R., Huang, C.H. and Padmanabhan, P. (2014), “Foreign ownership mode, executive 

compensation structure, and corporate governance: Has the literature missed an important 

link? Evidence from Taiwanese firms”, International Business Review, Vol. 23, No. 2, pp. 

371-380. 

Claessens, S. and Yurtoglu, B.B. (2013), “Corporate governance in emerging markets: A 

survey”, Emerging Markets Review, Vol. 15, No. 1, pp. 1-33. 

Connelly, B.L., Certo, S.T., Ireland, R.D. and Reutzel, C.R. (2011), “Signaling theory: A 

review and assessment”, Journal of Management, Vol. 37, No. 1, pp. 39-67. 

Contractor, F.J. and Ra, W. (2002), “How knowledge attributes influence alliance governance 

choices: A theory development note”, Journal of International Management, Vol. 8, No. 1, 

pp. 11-27. 

Corbett, C.J., Zhou, D. and Tang, C.S. (2004), “Designing supply contracts: Contract type and 

information asymmetry”, Management Science, Vol. 50, No. 4, pp. 550-559. 

Cronbach, L. J. (1951), “Coefficient alpha and the internal structure of tests”, Psychometrika, 

Vol 16, No. 3, pp. 297-334. 

Costa, E., Soares, A. L., and de Sousa, J. P. (2016), “Information, knowledge and collaboration 

management in the internationalisation of SMEs: A systematic literature review”, 

International Journal of Information Management, Vol. 36, No, 4, 557-569. 

Culpan, R. and Kostelac, E.A. (1993), “Cross-national corporate partnerships: trends in alliance 

formation”, in Cuplan, R. (ed.), Multinational Strategic Alliance, International Business 

Press, New York, pp. 103-112. 

Das, T.K. and Teng, B. S. (2000), “A resource-based theory of strategic alliances”, Journal of 

Management, Vol. 26, No. 1, pp. 31-61. 



Del Giudice, M., Caputo, F. and Evangelista, F. (2016), “How are decision systems changing? 

The contribution of social media to the management of decisional liquefaction”, Journal of 

Decision Systems, 1-13. 

Del Giudice M., Carayannis, E.G. and Della Peruta, M.R. (2012), “Culture and cooperative 

strategies: knowledge management perspectives”. In Carayannis, E.G., Del Giudice M. and 

Della Peruta, M.R. (eds.), Cross-cultural knowledge management (pp. 49-62). Springer 

New York. 

Del Giudice, M. and Maggioni, V. (2014), “Managerial practices and operative directions of 

knowledge management within inter-firm networks: a global view”, Journal of Knowledge 

Management, Vol. 18, No. 5, pp. 841-846. 

Della Corte, V. (2014), “Towards a New Model of SMEs’ Internationalization”, in Todorov, 

K. (ed.), Handbook of Research on Strategic Management in Small and Medium Enterprises 

(pp. 204-243), IGI Global, Hershey, PA. 

Demirbag, M., Tatoglu, E. and Glaister, K. (2009), “Equity-based entry modes of emerging 

country multinationals: lessons from Turkey”, Journal of World Business, Vol. 44 No. 4, 

pp. 445-62. 

Denison, D. R., Haaland, S., and Goelzer, P. (2004), “Corporate culture and organizational 

effectiveness: Is Asia different from the rest of the world?”, Organizational Dynamics, Vol. 

33, No.1, 98-109. 

Di Nauta, P., Merola, B., Caputo, F. and Evangelista, F. (2015), “Reflections on the role of 

university to face the challenges of knowledge society for the local economic development”. 

Journal of the Knowledge Economy, pp. 1-19. 

Dickson, P. H., Weaver, K. M. and Hoy, F. (2006), “Opportunism in the R&D alliances of 

SMES: The roles of the institutional environment and SME size”, Journal of Business 

Venturing, Vol. 21, No. 4, pp. 487-513. 

Dikova, D. (2012), “Entry mode choices in transition economies: The moderating effect of 

institutional distance on managers’ personal experiences”, Journal of East-West 

Business, Vol. 18, No. 1, pp. 1-27. 

Dikova, D. and Van Witteloostuijn, A. (2007), “Foreign direct investment mode choice: entry 

and establishment modes in transition economies”, Journal of International Business 

Studies, Vol. 38, No. 6, pp. 1013-1033. 

Doherty, A.M. (1999), “Explaining international retailers’ market entry mode strategy: 

internalization theory, agency theory and the importance of information asymmetry”, The 



International Review of Retail, Distribution and Consumer Research, Vol. 9, No. 4, pp. 379-

402. 

Dong, L. and Glaister, K.W. (2006), “Motives and partner selection criteria in international 

strategic alliances: Perspectives of Chinese firms”, International Business Review, Vol. 15, 

No. 6, pp. 577-600. 

Ekeledo, I. and Sivakumar, K. (2004), “International market entry mode strategies of 

manufacturing firms and service firms: A resource-based perspective”, International 

Marketing Review, Vol. 21, No. 1, pp. 68-101. 

Elango, B. and Sambharya, R.B. (2004), “The influence of industry structure on the entry mode 

choice of overseas entrants in manufacturing industries”, Journal of International 

Management, Vol. 10, No. 1, pp. 107-124. 

Elliot, E.A., Xiao, Y. and Wilson, E. (2015), “A multicultural blend: metaphors, cognitive 

social capital and multiculturalism”, International Marketing Review, Vol. 32, No. 2, pp. 

200-218. 

Estrin, S., Baghdasaryan, D. and Meyer, K. E. (2009), “The Impact of Institutional and Human 

Resource Distance on International Entry Strategies”, Journal of Management Studies, Vol. 

46, No. 7, pp. 1171-1196. 

Fernández, E., Montes, J. M., and Vázquez, C. J. (2000), “Typology and strategic analysis of 

intangible resources: A resource-based approach”, Technovation, Vol. 20, No.2, 81-92. 

Fernández, Z. and Nieto, M. J. (2005), “Internationalization strategy of small and medium‐

sized family businesses: Some influential factors”, Family Business Review, Vol. 18, No. 1, 

pp. 77-89. 

Fiske, S.T., Cuddy, A.J. and Glick, P. (2007), “Universal dimensions of social cognition: 

Warmth and competence”, Trends in Cognitive Sciences, Vol. 11, No. 2, pp. 77-83. 

Flatt, S. J. and Kowalczyk, S.J., (2008), “Creating competitive advantage through intangible 

assets: the direct and indirect effects of corporate culture and reputation”, Advances in 

Competitiveness Research, Vol. 21, pp.1188-211. 

Garner, W.R. (1983), “Asymmetric interactions of stimulus dimensions in perceptual 

information processing”, in Tighe, T.J., & Shepp, B.E. (Eds), Perception, Cognition, and 

Development: Interactional Analyses. Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum, pp. 1-37.  

Glaister, K.W. and Buckley, P. J. (1996), “Strategic Motives for International Alliance 

Formation”, Journal of Management Studies, Vol. 33, No. 3, pp. 301-332. 



Gulati, R. (1999), “Network location and learning: The influence of network resources and 

firm capabilities on alliance formation”, Strategic Management Journal, Vol. 20, No. 5, pp. 

397-420. 

Hair, J.F. (2010). Multivariate data analysis, Pearson College Division, London. 

Hall, R., (1993), “A framework linking intangible resources and capabilities to sustainable 

competitive advantage”, Strategic Management Journal, Vol. 14, No.8, pp. 607-618. 

Hair, J.F., Ringle, C.M. and Sarstedt, M. (2011), “PLS-SEM: Indeed a silver bullet”, Journal 

of Marketing theory and Practice, Vol. 19, No. 2, pp. 139-152. 

Hennart, J. F. (1988), “A transaction costs theory of equity joint ventures”, Strategic 

Management Journal, Vol. 9, Vol. 4, pp. 361-374. 

Hennart, J. F., and Slangen, A. H. (2015), “Yes, we really do need more entry mode studies! A 

commentary on Shaver”, Journal of International Business Studies, Vol. 46, No.1, 114-122. 

Henson, R.K. (2001). Understanding internal consistency reliability estimates: A conceptual 

primer on coefficient alpha”, Measurement and Evaluation in Counseling and Development, 

Vol. 34, No. 3, p. 177. 

Hernández, V. and Nieto, M.J. (2015), “The effect of the magnitude and direction of 

institutional distance on the choice of international entry modes”, Journal of World 

Business, Vol. 50, No. 1, pp. 122-132. 

Hitt, M. A., Bierman, L., Uhlenbruck, K. and Shimizu, K. (2006), “The importance of resources 

in the internationalization of professional service firms: The good, the bad, and the ugly”. 

Academy of Management Journal, Vol. 49, No. 6, pp. 1137-1157. 

Hitt, M.A., Dacin, M.T., Levitas, E., Arregle, J.L. and Borza, A. (2000), “Partner selection in 

emerging and developed market contexts: Resource-based and organizational learning 

perspectives”, Academy of Management journal, Vol. 43, No. 3, pp. 449-467. 

Hoffmann, W.H. and Schlosser, R. (2001), “Success factors of strategic alliances in small and 

medium-sized enterprises—An empirical survey”, Long Range Planning, Vol. 34, No. 3, 

pp. 357-381. 

Hsu, C.C. and Pereira, A. (2008), “Internationalization and performance: The moderating 

effects of organizational learning”, Omega, Vol. 36, No. 2, pp. 188-205. 

Huxham, C. and Vangen, S. (2013). Managing to collaborate: The theory and practice of 

collaborative advantage, Routledge, London. 

Inkpen, A.C. (2000), “Learning through joint ventures: a framework of knowledge 

acquisition”, Journal of management studies, Vol. 37, No. 7, pp. 1019-1044. 



Inkpen, A.C. and Beamish, P.W. (1997), “Knowledge, bargaining power, and the instability of 

international joint ventures”, Academy of Management Review, Vol. 22, No. 1, pp. 177-202. 

ISTAT (2014), Rapporto Annuale, Roma: ISTAT. 

Johanson, J. and Mattsson, L. G. (2015), “Internationalisation in industrial systems: a network 

approach”, in Forsgren, M., Holm, U. and Johanson, J. (eds.), Knowledge, Networks and 

Power, Palgrave Macmillan, UK, pp. 111-132. 

Jöreskog, K.G. and Wold, H.O. (1982), Systems under indirect observation: Causality, 

structure, prediction, North Holland. 

Jung, J.C., Beamish, P.W. and Goerzen, A. (2008), “FDI ownership strategy: A Japanese-US 

MNE comparison”, Management International Review, Vol. 48, No. 5, pp. 491-524. 

Kang, K. N., and Park, H. (2012), “Influence of government R&D support and inter-firm 

collaborations on innovation in Korean biotechnology SMEs”, Technovation, Vol. 32, No. 

1, 68-78. 

Killing, P. (2012), Strategies for Joint Venture Success (RLE International Business), 

Routledge, Oxford, UK. 

Kim, J.J. and Hemmert, M. (2016), “What drives the export performance of small and medium-

sized subcontracting firms? A study of Korean manufacturers”, International Business 

Review, Vol. 25, No. 2, pp. 511-521. 

Klier, H., Schwens, C., Zapkau, F.B. and Dikova, D. (2016), “Which Resources Matter How 

and Where? A Meta‐Analysis on Firms’ Foreign Establishment Mode Choice”, Journal of 

Management Studies. Online first papers onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/joms.12220 

Kobernyuk, E., Stiles, D. and Ellson, T. (2014), “International joint ventures in Russia: 

Cultures’ influences on alliance success”, Journal of Business Research, Vol. 67, No. 4, pp. 

471-477. 

Kogut, B. (1988), “Joint ventures: Theoretical and empirical perspectives”, Strategic 

Management Journal, Vol. 9, No. 4, pp. 319-332. 

Kogut, B. (1992), “Learning, or the importance of being inert: country imprinting and 

international competition”, in Ghoshal, S. and Westney, D.E. (eds), Organization Theory 

and the Multinational Corporation, St. Martin’s Press, New York, pp. 136-154. 

Kontinen, T., and Ojala, A. (2012), “Social capital in the international operations of family 

SMEs”, Journal of Small Business and Enterprise Development, Vol. 19, No.1, pp. 39-55. 

Larimo, J., Le Nguyen, H. and Ali, T. (2016), “Performance measurement choices in 

international joint ventures: What factors drive them?”, Journal of Business Research, Vol. 

69, No. 2, pp. 877-887. 



Le Nguyen, H., Larimo, J. and Ali, T. (2016), “How do ownership control position and national 

culture influence conflict resolution strategies in international joint ventures?”, 

International Business Review, Vol. 25, No. 2, pp. 559-568. 

Leung, K., Bhagat, R.S., Buchan, N.R., Erez, M. and Gibson, C.B. (2005), “Culture and 

international business: Recent advances and their implications for future research”, Journal 

of International Business Studies, Vol. 36, No. 4, pp. 357-378. 

Lewicka, M., Czapinski, J. and Peeters, G. (1992), “Positive‐negative asymmetry or ‘When the 

heart needs a reason’”, European Journal of Social Psychology, Vol. 22, No. 5, pp. 425-

434. 

Li, C., Brodbeck, F.C., Shenkar, O., Ponzi, L.J. and Fisch, J.H. (2016), “Embracing the foreign: 

Cultural attractiveness and international strategy”, Strategic Management Journal, DOI: 

10.1002/smj.2528. 

Li, Y. and Li, H. (2014), “FDI spillovers over time in an emerging market: The roles of entry 

tenure and barriers to imitation”, Academy of Management Journal, Vol. 57, No. 3, pp. 698-

722. 

Likert, R. (1932). “A technique for the measurement of attitudes”, Archives of Psychology, 

Vol. 22, No. 14, pp. 55-80. 

Lin, Z. J., Yang, H., and Arya, B. (2009), “Alliance partners and firm performance: resource 

complementarity and status association”, Strategic Management Journal, Vol. 30, No.9, 

921-940. 

Lin, Y. and Wu, L.Y. (2014), “Exploring the role of dynamic capabilities in firm performance 

under the resource-based view framework”, Journal of Business Research, Vol. 67, No. 3, 

pp. 407-413. 

López-Duarte, C. and Garcıa-Canal, E. (2004), “The choice between joint ventures and 

acquisitions in foreign direct investments: The role of partial acquisitions and accrued 

experience”, Thunderbird International Business Review, Vol. 46, No. 1, pp. 39-58. 

López-Duarte, C. and García-Canal, E. (2002). “Adverse selection and the choice between joint 

ventures and acquisitions: Evidence from Spanish firms”, Journal of Institutional and 

Theoretical Economics JITE, Vol. 158, No. 2, No. 304-324. 

López-Duarte, C. and Vidal-Suárez, M.M. (2008), “Foreign direct investment through partial 

acquisitions: hostage effect or conflicts enhancement”, Journal of Management & 

Governance, Vol. 12, No. 3, pp. 287-308. 



López-Duarte, C. and Vidal-Suárez, M.M. (2010), “External uncertainty and entry mode 

choice: Cultural distance, political risk and language diversity”, International Business 

Review, Vol. 19, No. 6, pp. 575-588. 

Lu, J.W. and Beamish, P. W. (2006), “SME internationalization and performance: Growth vs. 

profitability”, Journal of International Entrepreneurship, Vol. 4, No. 1, pp. 27-48. 

Lu, J. W., and Xu, D. (2006), “Growth and survival of international joint ventures: An external-

internal legitimacy perspective”, Journal of Management, Vo. 32, No.3, pp. 426-448. 

MacCallum, R.C. and Austin, J.T. (2000), “Applications of structural equation modeling in 

psychological research”, Annual review of psychology, Vol. 51, No. 1, pp. 201-226. 

Majocchi, A., Mayrhofer, U. and Camps, J. (2013), “Joint ventures or non-equity alliances? 

Evidence from Italian firms”, Management Decision, Vol. 51, No. 2, pp. 380-395. 

Martins, J., and Alves, S. (2010), “The impact of intangible assets on financial and governance 

policies: A literature review”, Portuguese Journal of Management Studies, Vol. 15, No.1, 

87-107. 

Matlay, H., Hussain, J. and Millman, C. (2006), “SME financing in the UK and in China: a 

comparative perspective”, Journal of Small Business and Enterprise Development, Vol. 13, 

No. 4, pp. 584-599. 

McCann, B.T., Reuer, J.J. and Lahiri, N. (2016), “Agglomeration and the choice between 

acquisitions and alliances: An information economics perspective”, Strategic Management 

Journal, Vol. 37, No. 6, pp. 1085-1106. 

Meyer, K. E., Estrin, S., Bhaumik, S. K., and Peng, M. W. (2009), “Institutions, resources, and 

entry strategies in emerging economies”, Strategic Management Journal, Vol. 30, No.1, pp. 

61-80. 

Michailova, S. and Hutchings, K. (2006), “National cultural influences on knowledge sharing: 

A comparison of China and Russia”, Journal of Management Studies, Vol. 43, No. 3, pp. 

383-406. 

Mishra, D.P., Heide, J.B. and Cort, S.G. (1998), “Information asymmetry and levels of agency 

relationships”, Journal of Marketing Research, pp. 277-295. 

Mohr, A. and Batsakis, G. (2014), “Intangible assets, international experience and the 

internationalisation speed of retailers”, International Marketing Review, Vol. 31, No. 6, pp. 

601-620. 

Mohr, J. and Spekman, R. (1994). “Characteristics of partnership success: partnership 

attributes, communication behavior, and conflict resolution techniques”, Strategic 

Management Journal, Vol. 15, No. 2, pp. 135-152. 



Morosini, P., Shane, S. and Singh, H. (1998), “National cultural distance and cross-border 

acquisition performance”, Journal of International Business Studies, Vol. 29, No. 1, pp. 

137-158. 

Mukherjee, C., White, H. and Wuyts, M. (2013), Econometrics and data analysis for 

developing countries, London: Routledge. 

Muthusamy, S.K. and White, M.A. (2006), “Does power sharing matter? The role of power 

and influence in alliance performance”, Journal of Business Research, Vol. 59, No. 7, pp. 

811-819. 

Newburry, W. (2012), “Waving the flag: the influence of country of origin on corporate 

reputation”, in Barnett, M.L. and Pollock, T.G. (eds), The Oxford Handbook of Corporate 

Reputation, Oxford University Press: Oxford, pp. 240-259 

Newey, L.R. and Zahra, S.A. (2009), “The evolving firm: how dynamic and operating 

capabilities interact to enable entrepreneurship”, British Journal of Management, Vol. 20, 

No. s1, pp. S81-S100. 

Nielsen, B.B. and Nielsen, S. (2011), “The role of top management team international 

orientation in international strategic decision-making: The choice of foreign entry 

mode”, Journal of World Business, Vol. 46, No. 2, pp. 185-193. 

Noe, T. H., Rebello, M. J., and Shrikhande, M. M. (2002), “Structuring international 

cooperative ventures”, Review of Financial Studies, Vol.15 No. 4, 1251-1282. 

North, D.C. (1990), Institutions, Institutional Change and Economic Performance, Cambridge 

University Press, New York. 

Onkelinx, J., Manolova, T.S. and Edelman, L.F. (2015), “Human capital and SME 

internationalization Empirical evidence from Belgium”, International Small Business 

Journal, online first http://isb.sagepub.com/content/early/2015/07/10/0266242615591856. 

Onkelinx, J., Manolova, T.S. and Edelman, L.F. (2016), The Consequences of De-

Internationalization: Empirical Evidence from Belgium. In Devinney, T. M., Markman, G., 

Pedersen, T. and Tihanyi, L. (eds.), Global Entrepreneurship: Past, Present & Future, 

Emerald Group Publishing Limited, pp. 45-66. 

Owens, M., Palmer, M. and Zueva-Owens, A. (2013), “Iinstitutional forces in adoption of 

international joint ventures: Empirical evidence from British retail 

multinationals”, International Business Review, Vol. 22, No. 5, pp. 883-893. 

Oxley, J.E. (1997), “Appropriability hazards and governance in strategic alliances: A 

transaction cost approach”, Journal of Law, Economics, and Organization, Vol. 13, No. 2, 

pp. 387-409. 



Pan, Y. and David, K.T. (2000), “The hierarchical model of market entry modes. Journal of 

International Business Studies, Vol. 31, No. 4, pp. 535-554. 

Pansiri, J. (2008), “The effects of characteristics of partners on strategic alliance performance 

in the SME dominated travel sector”, Tourism Management, Vol. 29, No. 1, pp. 101-115. 

Pearson, A. W., and Lumpkin, G.T. (2012), “Measurement in family business research: How 

do we measure up?”, Family Business Review, Vol. 24, No.4, pp. 287- 291. 

Pehrsson, T., Ghannad, N., Pehrsson, A., Abt, T., Chen, S., Erath, F. and Hammarstig, T. 

(2015), “Dynamic capabilities and performance in foreign markets: Developments within 

international new ventures”, Journal of International Entrepreneurship, Vol. 13, No. 1, pp. 

28-48. 

Peng, M.W. (2001), “The resource-based view and international business”, Journal of 

Management, Vol. 27, No. 6, pp. 803-829. 

Perks, H. and Moxey, S. (2011), “Market-facing innovation networks: How lead firms partition 

tasks, share resources and develop capabilities”, Industrial Marketing Management, Vol. 

40, No. 8, pp. 1224-1237. 

Podsakoff, P.M., MacKenzie, S.B., Lee, J.Y. and Podsakoff, N.P. (2003). Common method 

biases in behavioral research: a critical review of the literature and recommended remedies. 

Journal of Applied Psychology, Vol. 88, No. 5, pp. 879-903. 

Pothukuchi, V., Damanpour, F., Choi, J., Chen, C.C. and Park, S.H. (2002), “National and 

organizational culture differences and international joint venture performance”, Journal of 

International Business Studies, pp. 243-265. 

Rabelo, R. J., Baldo, F., Alves-Junior, O.C. and Dihlmann, C. (2016), “Virtual Enterprises: 

Strengthening SMES Competitiveness via Flexible Businesses Alliances”, in Varvakis G. 

and North, K. (Ed.), Competitive Strategies for Small and Medium Enterprises, Springer 

International Publishing, New York, pp. 255-272. 

Ramanathan, U., and Gunasekaran, A. (2014), “Supply chain collaboration: Impact of success 

in long-term partnerships”, International Journal of Production Economics, Vol. 147, No. 

B, pp. 252-259. 

Reuer, J. J., and Koza, M. P. (2000), “Asymmetric information and joint venture performance”, 

Strategic Management Journal, Vol. 21, No.1, pp. 81-88. 

Runyan, R. C., Huddleston, P., and Swinney, J. (2006), “Entrepreneurial orientation and social 

capital as small firm strategies: A study of gender differences from a resource-based view”, 

The International Entrepreneurship and Management Journal, Vol. 2, No.4, pp. 455-477. 



Ruzzier, M., Antonci C., B., Hisrich, R.D. and Konecnik, M. (2007), “Human capital and SME 

internationalization: A structural equation modeling study”, Canadian Journal of 

Administrative Sciences/Revue Canadienne des Sciences de l’Administration, Vol. 24, No. 

1, pp. 15-29. 

Saris, W. E. and Gallhofer, I. N. (2014), Design, evaluation and analysis of questionnaires for 

survey research, Second Edition. Hoboken, Wiley. 

Saviano, M. and Caputo, F. (2013), “Managerial choices between Systems, Knowledge and 

Viability”, in Barile S. (ed.), Contributions to theoretical and practical advances in 

management. A Viable Systems Approach (VSA), ARACNE Editrice S.r.l., Roma, pp. 219-

242. 

Saviano, M., Parida, R., Caputo, F. and Datta, S.K. (2014), “Health care as a worldwide 

concern. Insights on the Italian and Indian health care systems and PPPs from a VSA 

perspective”, EuroMed Journal of Business, Vol. 9, No. 2, pp. 198-220. 

Scuotto, V. and Morellato, M. (2013), “Entrepreneurial Knowledge and Digital Competence: 

Keys to Success for Student Entrepreneurship”, Journal of the Knowledge Economy, Vol. 

4, No. 3, pp. 293-303.  

Scuotto, V., Ferraris, A. and Bresciani, S. (2016), “Internet of Things: Applications and 

Challenges in Smart Cities. A case study of IBM smart city projects”, Business Process 

Management Journal, Vol. 22, No. 2, pp. 357-367. 

Shah, R.H. and Swaminathan, V. (2008), “Factors influencing partner selection in strategic 

alliances: The moderating role of alliance context”, Strategic Management Journal, Vol. 

29, No. 5, pp. 471-494. 

Sivakumar, K. (2002), “Simultaneous determination of entry timing and involvement level: An 

optimization model for international marketing”, International Marketing Review, Vol. 19, 

No. 1, pp. 21-38. 

Slangen, A.H. and Hennart, J.F. (2008), “Do multinationals really prefer to enter culturally 

distant countries through greenfields rather than through acquisitions? The role of parent 

experience and subsidiary autonomy”, Journal of International Business Studies, Vol. 39, 

No. 3, pp. 472-490. 

Slangen, A.H. and Van Tulder, R.J. (2009), “Cultural distance, political risk, or governance 

quality? Towards a more accurate conceptualization and measurement of external 

uncertainty in foreign entry mode research”, International business review, Vol. 18, No. 3, 

pp. 276-291. 



Soleimani, A., Schneper, W.D. and Newburry, W. (2014), “The impact of stakeholder power 

on corporate reputation: A cross-country corporate governance perspective”, Organization 

Science, Vol. 25, No. 4, pp. 991-1008. 

Steenkamp, J.B.E. (2001), “The role of national culture in international marketing research”, 

International Marketing Review, Vol. 18, No. 1, pp. 30-44. 

Sui, S. and Baum, M. (2014), “Internationalization strategy, firm resources and the survival of 

SMEs in the export market”, Journal of International Business Studies, Vol. 45, No. 7, pp. 

821-841. 

Swoboda, B., Meierer, M., Foscht, T. and Morschett, D. (2011), “International SME alliances: 

The impact of alliance building and configurational fit on success”, Long Range Planning, 

Vol. 44, No. 4, pp. 271-288. 

Talay, M.B. and Cavusgil, S.T. (2009), “Choice of ownership mode in joint ventures: An event 

history analysis from the automotive industry”, Industrial Marketing Management, Vol. 38, 

No. 1, pp. 71-82. 

Tarran, B. (2010), Respondent engagement and survey length: The long and the short of it, 

available at: https://www.research-live.com/article/news/respondent-engagement-and-

survey-length-the-long-and-the-short-of-it/id/4002430 (accessed 24 August 2016). 

Tenenhaus, M. and Hanafi, M. (2010). A bridge between PLS path modeling and multi-block 

data analysis, in Esposito Vinzi, V., Chin, W.W., Henseler, J. and Wang, H. (eds.), 

Handbook of Partial Least Squares, Springer Berlin Heidelber, Berlin, pp. 99-123. 

Tyre, M.J. and Von Hippel, E. (1997), “The situated nature of adaptive learning in 

organizations. Organization science, Vol. 8, No. 1, pp. 71-83. 

Utterback, J.M. (1974), “Innovation in industry and the diffusion of technology”, Science, Vol. 

183. No. 4125, pp. 620-626. 

Verbeke, A. and Yuan, W. (2013), “The Drivers of Multinational Enterprise Subsidiary 

Entrepreneurship in China: A New Resource‐Based View Perspective”, Journal of 

Management Studies, Vol. 50, No. 2, pp. 236-258. 

Weaver, K.M. and Dickson, P. H. (1998), “Outcome quality of small-to medium-sized 

enterprise-based alliances: The role of perceived partner behaviors”, Journal of Business 

Venturing, Vol. 13, No. 6, pp. 505-522. 

Weber, Y., Belkin, T. and Tarba, S.Y. (2011), “Negotiation, cultural differences, and planning 

in mergers and acquisitions”, Journal of Transnational Management, Vol. 16, No. 2, pp. 

107-115. 



Wernerfelt, B. (1984), “A resource‐based view of the firm”, Strategic Management 

Journal, Vol. 5, No. 2, pp. 171-180. 

Westhead, P., Wright, M. and Ucbasaran, D. (2001), “The internationalization of new and small 

firms: A resource-based view”, Journal of Business Venturing, Vol. 16, No. 4, pp. 333-358. 

Wooster, R. B., Blanco, L. and Sawyer, W. C. (2016), “Equity commitment under uncertainty: 

A hierarchical model of real option entry mode choices”, International Business 

Review, Vol. 25, No. 1, pp. 382-394. 

Xu, D., Pan, Y. and Beamish, P.W. (2004), “The effect of regulative and normative distances 

on MNE ownership and expatriate strategies”, Management International Review, Vol. 44, 

No. 3, pp. 285-307. 

Young, S. (1987), “Business strategy and the internationalization of business: Recent 

approaches”, Managerial and Decision Economics, Vol. 8, No. 1, pp. 31-40. 

Zhang, J., and Pezeshkan, A. (2016), “Host country network, industry experience, and 

international alliance formation: Evidence from the venture capital industry”, Journal of 

World Business, Vol 51, No. 2, pp.264-277. 

  



TABLES  

 

 Variables Description Source 

 

Information 

Asymmetry 

 

 

 

 

Informal institutional 

distance 

 

 

 

Time trends of 

country 

 

 

 

Perception of size and 

resources of host 

country partners 

The information owned by SMEs’ 

owners/managers about potential 

partner firms in the host country 

and value of interaction with 

them.  

 

The differences in norms and 

values of home and host countries 

as perceived by SME 

owners/managers. 

 

The knowledge of SMEs’ 

owners/managers about the trends 

of host country. 

 

 

The perception of SME 

owners/managers of size as well 

as tangible and intangible 

resources of host country partners. 

 

 

Garner, 1983; 

Lewicka et al., 1992; 

Bejou et al., 1998. 

 

 

Pothukuchi et al., 

2002; Bluemelhuber 

et al., 2007 

 

Culpan and Kostelac, 

1993; Johanson and 

Mattson, 2015 

 

 

 

Chen and Chen, 

2002; Shah and 

Saminathan, 2008. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Perception of host 

country partner’s 

power 

SME owners/managers’ 

perception of advantages expected 

from the collaborative entry mode 

due to host country partner’s 

power. 

Inkpen and Beamish, 

1997; Dong and 

Glaister, 2006 

  

Table I. SEM Variables 

Description 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Characteristic Sample Description 

 

Gender  

Male (211; 42.7%) 

 
Female (134; 57.3%) 

 Job Role in SMEs 
Manager (256; 70.5%) 

 Owner (89; 29.5%) 

 

Number of Employees 

of SMEs 

Less than 50 (70; 20.2%) 

 
Less than 250 (176; 51.1%) 

 
More than 250 (99; 28.7%) 

 Collaborative Entry 

Mode used by SMEs 

Equity based (216; 62.6%) 

Table II. Demographic statistics of 

respondents (n=345) 

Non-Equity based (129; 

37.4%) 

 

 

 

 

Cronbach’s Alpha 

Cronbach’s Alpha 

Based on 

Standardized Items 

N of Items 

Table III. Reliability Test Results (1) 0.939 0.941 345 

 

 

 

Cronbach’s Alpha 

Cronbach’s Alpha 

Based on 

Standardized Items 

N of Items 

Table IV. Reliability Test Results* (2) 0.841 0.841 344 

* the reliability was assessed without “asymmetric information”. 

 

  



 
Model 

Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 
T 

P-

Value 

   B Std. Error Beta     

 

H1(-)INFOASY→ 

EqCollEntryMODE 
0.007 0.072 0.121 1.7 0.001 

 

 

H2(-) 
INFORMINSTIT→ 

EqCollEntryMODE 

0.312 0.071 0.251 0.9 0 

 

 

H3(+) 
TIMETRENDS→ 

EqCollEntryMODE 

0.754 0.07 0.437 3.8 0 

 

 

H4(+) 
PERCSIZE&RES→ 

EqCollEntryMODE 

0.683 0.058 0.375 4.5 0 

 

Table V. Equity Based 

CEM 

Coefficientsa 

H5(+) 
PERCPARTPOW→ 

EqCollEntryMODE 

0.703 0.074 0.502 6 0 

a. Dependent Variable: EqCollEntryMode 
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