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Abstract
We contribute in this paper to the scant literature on the factors and conditions
influencing the development of different perceptions of potential international oppor-
tunities for immigrant and native entrepreneurs in the pre-internationalization phase.
Specifically, we investigate what factors influence the perceived likelihood entrepre-
neurs have of exporting. Building on entrepreneurial intentions and opportunity-based
entrepreneurial processes, we propose a cognitive account of perceived likelihood of
exporting based on entrepreneurs’ perceptions of the desirability and feasibility of
export opportunities. We investigate how the immigrant status (i.e., individual charac-
teristics) and time (i.e., contextual factors) influence the relationship between the
desirability and feasibility of exporting, and entrepreneurs’ perceived likelihood of
exporting. We employ an experimental design on a matched-pair sample of 108 native
and immigrant entrepreneurs in domestic technology-based firms. The results are a
unique account of the cognitive antecedents of the perceived likelihood of exporting
under different temporal conditions, comparing immigrant and native entrepreneurs.
We discuss theoretical and practical implications.
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Introduction

Part of prior literature on immigrants has approached their entrepreneurial endeavors
with a “deficit” lens, often situating them in a necessity and economic adaptation
position; differently, other streams of literature have highlighted immigrant entrepre-
neurs’ competitive advantages and resources compared to the native ones, in particular
with respect to internationalization processes (Elo et al. 2018). Taken together, these
divergent approaches in prior literature suggest that immigrant and non-immigrant
entrepreneurs might have different experiences, resources, and structural positions that
could lead to different advantages or disadvantages in business processes and out-
comes. In this paper, we are particularly interested in firm outward internationalization,
measured in terms of exports. In this domain, for instance, immigrant entrepreneurs
might be in the position to leverage knowledge and resources from international
networks (e.g., Jiang et al. 2016; Neville et al. 2014; Wang and Liu 2015), but might
be at a disadvantage compared to native entrepreneurs because of their lack of business-
related knowledge, financial capital, and institutional or governmental assistance from
the host country (e.g., Constant and Zimmerman 2006; Hammarstedt 2001; Bolzani
and Boari 2018), or because of a language mismatch with the host country or foreign
country target (Sui et al. 2015).

Immigrant and native entrepreneurs, being heterogeneous in their cultural and social
backgrounds, are likely to evaluate potential exporting opportunities differently (see
Madsen and Servais 1997). However, to date it has still to be clarified whether and
under what conditions immigrant entrepreneurs develop different perceptions of op-
portunities to enter foreign markets (e.g., Bolzani and Boari 2018; Elo and Minto-Coy
2018).

In fact, the evaluation of potential opportunities in international entrepreneurship
involves intense perceptual and interpretative processes of the environment and of
information (see Barreto 2012; Dimov 2007; Williams and Wood 2015), because
entrepreneurs are called to envision future opportunities that may occur in distant
cultural and institutional settings (Mainela et al. 2014). Intriguingly, entrepreneurs
who aim to enter foreign markets first must envision and evaluate future opportunities
for growing their firm abroad while living and working in the domestic context. As for
all entrepreneurial choices, entrepreneurs have to evaluate in the present whether
uncertain market opportunities are attractive enough to them to justify the subsequent
allocation and investment of financial and human resources for their exploitation
(Haynie et al. 2009; McMullen and Shepherd 2006).

In this paper, we focused on the pre-internationalization phase to investigate what
factors influence immigrant and native entrepreneurs’ evaluations of the future likeli-
hood of exporting by proceeding in two analytical steps. First, we built a general model
of entrepreneurs’ perceived likelihood of exporting by drawing on established entre-
preneurship literature about intentions (Krueger 2000; Krueger et al. 2000) and
opportunity-based entrepreneurial processes (e.g., Autio et al. 2013; Haynie et al.
2009; Tumasjan et al. 2013). We theorized that in the pre-export phase entrepreneurs
evaluate the likelihood of exporting based on its desirability (i.e., valence) and its
feasibility (i.e., ease and practicality; Stevenson and Jarillo 1990). Second, we inves-
tigated certain contextual factors that might influence the relationship between desir-
ability and feasibility of exporting and entrepreneurs’ perceived likelihood of
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exporting. Specifically, because exporting entails evaluating the desirability and feasi-
bility of international sales opportunities available at a specific point in time—in the
near or distant future—we argued that time is a relevant moderating variable in the
relationship between the desirability and feasibility of exporting and the perceived
likelihood of exporting. We thus were interested in understanding the impact of the
temporal context in entrepreneurs’ subjective evaluations about international opportu-
nities (Acedo and Jones 2007; Jones and Coviello 2005).

Given the characterization of our research goals, we implemented a research design
based on (1) a matched-pair sampling of immigrant and native entrepreneurs, to allow
for maximizing differences in entrepreneurs’ social distance to international opportu-
nities (e.g., Chaganti et al. 2008); and (2) an experimental manipulation of the temporal
distance to international opportunities (e.g., Tumasjan et al. 2013). Our sample com-
prised a total of 108 owner–managers of 108 (of which, 54 immigrant, and 54 Italian
entrepreneurs) domestic new-technology-based firms in Northern Italy. We collected
primary data through face-to-face structured interviews, complemented by secondary
data. An experimental manipulation of temporal distance with international opportuni-
ties was carried out by randomly assigning respondents to the evaluation of an export
scenario in the short run (1–2 months) or in the long run (1 year).

Our results confirmed that entrepreneurs’ evaluations of the likelihood of exporting
are driven by their perceptions of the desirability and feasibility of exporting opportu-
nities. In addition, we found that entrepreneurs’ evaluations are influenced by temporal
distance and by the entrepreneurs’ immigrant status, which influences the relative
importance assigned to perceived feasibility in the distant future.

The results of this paper allow a unique comparison of the cognitive antecedents of
the perceived likelihood of exporting of immigrant and native entrepreneurs, taking into
account the different temporal windows in which opportunities are evaluated. There are
several theoretical contributions of this work. First, it generally contributes to the
entrepreneurship literature by providing insights on how different entrepreneurs’ char-
acteristics and backgrounds, such as migrant status, influence the evaluation of entre-
preneurial opportunities (e.g., Grégoire et al. 2015; Wood and McKelvie 2015) and
decision-making in often overlooked pre-entry situations (e.g., Autio et al. 2013).
Second, it contributes to the literature on immigrant entrepreneurship by identifying
time as one important dimension which can influence immigrant entrepreneurs’ pro-
cesses of opportunity evaluation (e.g., Bolívar-Cruz et al. 2014; Sundararajan and
Sundararajan 2015; Kushnirovich et al. 2018). Third, it informs international entrepre-
neurship literature by offering new insights about the individual-level dimension of
international entrepreneurial decision-making (Coviello 2015; Zahra 2005; Zahra and
George 2002), by analyzing some of the cognitive processes that characterize the
evaluation of international opportunities for different entrepreneurs (De Clercq et al.
2012; Nowiński and Rialp 2016). Lastly, it contributes to the understanding of the
micro-foundations of international business, by providing details on the cognitive
models underlying entry decisions by immigrant and native owner–managers in the
pre-internationalization phase (Brouthers and Nakos 2004; Buckley et al. 2011;
Hennart and Slangen 2015).

This paper is structured as follows. First, we present the theoretical framework
underlying our study and the hypotheses that we tested, introducing desirability and
feasibility as antecedents of perceived likelihood of exporting, the moderating effect of
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time, and the comparison between immigrant and native entrepreneurs’ evaluations.
Second, we introduce our research design and methodology. Third, we present our
results. In the final section, we discuss the findings and the theoretical and practical
implications of our study.

Theoretical framework and development of hypotheses

Viewing international entrepreneurship as the “discovery, enactment, evaluation and
exploitation of opportunities—across national borders—to create future goods and
services” (Oviatt and McDougall 2005, p. 540) illuminates the moment of international
market entry as the final exploitative phase of an opportunity-centered process evolving
over time (McMullen and Dimov 2013; Nowiński and Rialp 2016). For this paper, we
were interested particularly in international market entry coinciding with exporting,
given that previous studies have shown that this is a key activity pursued by newly
established small firms (e.g., Bonaccorsi 1992; McDougall and Oviatt 1996). As in
other entrepreneurial activities, entrepreneurs evaluate the attractiveness of exporting to
decide whether or not to commit resources (e.g., Kaleka and Morgan 2019).

We know that when entrepreneurs evaluate business opportunities, they take a
future-oriented stance, thinking about “what will be” if they were to exploit the
opportunity they are evaluating (Haynie et al. 2009, p. 338). We therefore posited that
the evaluation of exporting opportunities is characterized by entrepreneurs’ engagement
in intense cognitive and interpretative processes regarding contextual cues, for which
they draw on their motivations and knowledge to construct mental representations of
possible future exploitation of the evaluated opportunities (e.g., Autio et al. 2013;
McMullen and Shepherd 2006; Tumasjan et al. 2013). Because the evaluation of
international opportunities involves perceptual and interpretative processing of envi-
ronmental and informational factors (Barreto 2012; Dimov 2007; Williams and Wood
2015), the mental models entrepreneurs adopt to analyze and evaluate information are
pivotal (Johanson and Vahlne 2006; Miocevic and Crnjak-Karanovic 2011; Zahra et al.
2005). In the following, we present our hypotheses about the relevant factors charac-
terizing these processes in the context of exporting.

Desirability and feasibility of exporting

Entrepreneurs collect, filter, categorize, and assess information from the environment
(Krueger 2000) to evaluate whether available entrepreneurial opportunities rep-
resent a personally attractive—that is, personally desirable and feasible—action
path (Autio et al. 2013; Haynie et al. 2009; McMullen and Shepherd 2006;
Nowiński and Rialp 2016). In fact, given limited resources and capabilities, not
all recognized international opportunities are considered feasible and desirable
by entrepreneurs, thus not all recognized opportunities lead to internationaliza-
tion (Oyson III and Whittaker 2015). In this regard, the cognitive processes
underlying international opportunity evaluation are first-person, rather than
third-person, assessments (Haynie et al. 2009; McMullen and Shepherd 2006)
because they are based on entrepreneurs’ own perceptions about the self, their
organization, and the environment.
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Entrepreneurship literature about the role of desirability and feasibility of entrepre-
neurial endeavors is well established regarding intentions (e.g., Fitzsimmons and
Douglas 2011; Krueger 2000; Krueger et al. 2000) and opportunity-centered entrepre-
neurial processes (e.g., Autio et al. 2013; Haynie et al. 2009; Mitchell and Shepherd
2010; Tumasjan et al. 2013). Building on these studies, we theorized that entrepreneurs
evaluate the attractiveness of exporting opportunities on the basis of their desirability
(i.e., their valence) and their feasibility (i.e., their practicality; Stevenson and Jarillo
1990). A positive evaluation of the desirability and feasibility of exporting for subse-
quent market entry through exports (Muzychenko and Liesch 2015; Sommer and Haug
2011) depends on both entrepreneurs’ desire and motivation, as well as on their
abilities, resources, and knowledge when acting on opportunities (Zahra et al. 2005).

Because initiating an international entry is an uncertain process that can
expose entrepreneurs to higher short-term growth potential but also to higher
risk of failure (Sapienza et al. 2006), it might not be desirable to all entrepre-
neurs alike. The desirability of exporting is related to the perceived attractive-
ness of exporting opportunities in terms of the entrepreneur’s expectations and
beliefs about the personal value of the expected outcome, such as what is
measured by the construct of attitudes (e.g., Fitzsimmons and Douglas 2011;
Krueger et al. 2000). Attitudes are object-specific judgments and evaluations
(Rohan 2000), and are key antecedents of behavior, either directly or through
the mediation of other cognitive or emotional elements (for reviews, see
Bagozzi 1992; Olson and Zanna 1993). In the field of international entrepre-
neurship, decision-makers’ attitudes towards internationalization have been rec-
ognized as key to understanding the internationalization patterns of ventures
(e.g., Calof and Beamish 1995; Madsen and Servais 1997; Sommer 2010), and
are equated by some authors to the concept of “global mindset” (e.g., Arora
et al. 2004, p. 396, 403; Harveston et al. 2000, p. 95). In light of these
considerations, we hypothesized that:

Hypothesis 1: The stronger the entrepreneur’s perceived desirability of exporting,
the greater the perceived likelihood of exporting.

The feasibility of an entrepreneurial behavior has been linked to its perceived ease of
realization and controllability due to the availability of skills, knowledge, or other
resources found at a personal level or in the environment (Krueger 2000). Opportunity
feasibility is linked to entrepreneurs’ opportunity confidence (i.e., the evolving convic-
tion that the entrepreneurs will be able to exploit an opportunity; Dimov 2010). We
thus theorized that entrepreneurs’ evaluations of opportunities regarding potential sales
to international markets are driven by their confidence in their ability to export,
confidence that is based on their perceptions of having adequate resources, abilities,
or skills. These can include, for example, resources, abilities, and skills acquired from
past international experience (e.g., Autio et al. 2000; Johanson and Vahlne 2006) or
international networks (e.g., Ellis 2011; Kontinen and Ojala 2011; Nowiński and Rialp
2016). We hypothesized that:

Hypothesis 2: The stronger the entrepreneur’s perceived feasibility of exporting,
the greater the perceived likelihood of exporting.
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The role of time

We investigated time as a key contextual factor that might influence the relationship
between desirability and feasibility of exporting, and entrepreneurs’ perceived likeli-
hood of exporting. Time is a fundamental yet overlooked dimension in international
entrepreneurship (Jones and Coviello 2005; Oviatt and McDougall 2005) and interna-
tionalization research (Hurmerinta-Peltomäki 2003; Welch and Paavilainen-Mäntymäki
2014). As summarized by Middleton and colleagues, “time enters internationalization
studies explicitly” only rarely but remains implicit in describing internationalization as
a process taking place in time (Middleton et al. 2011, p. 136). The literature has
proposed several ways to conceptualize time, ranging from linear to cyclical
(Hurmerinta-Peltomäki 2003), and based on subjective-objective characteristics (e.g.,
clock, organic, strategic, and spasmodic, Butler 1995).

We followed a conceptualization of time that allows the existence of objective,
measurable time, as imaginable on a horizontal axis measuring time units (e.g.,
seconds, days, centuries; Hurmerinta et al. 2016), and thus where events can be
objectively located as close vs. distant in time from the present (e.g., 1–2 months from
now vs. 1 year from now, Tumasjan et al. 2013). Even while doing so, we acknowl-
edged that entrepreneurs’ decision-making and actions are based on their subjective
considerations of individual and company past, present, and future experience and
activities (e.g., Bird and West III 1998; Middleton et al. 2011).

Entrepreneurs who evaluate international opportunities must envision future oppor-
tunities situated in distant cultural, political, economic, and institutional environments,
which are thus characterized by uncertainty (Mainela et al. 2014). Studies in interna-
tional business commonly have used the concept of psychic distance as an explanatory
factor of international market entry choices (e.g., Beckerman 1956; Johanson and
Wiedersheim-Paul 1975; Dow and Karunaratna 2006). In line with recent develop-
ments aimed at understanding the “mind processing” of psychic distance; (Evans and
Mavondo 2002, p. 516) and the decision makers’ context-dependent perceptions,
awareness, and understanding (Håkanson et al. 2016; Nebus and Chai 2014); we
conjectured that time is a fundamental dimension in understanding the “mental travel-
ing” required for entrepreneurs to evaluate exporting as an opportunity situated in the
future.

In this paper, we drew on previous studies that have discussed the opportunity-
related time pressure linked to narrow (vs. wide) windows of opportunities. Time
pressure is a condition in which an individual internalizes feelings of stress due to
the constraint of limited time allowed to complete a task (Ordonez and Benson 1997).
Previous literature has consistently shown that time pressure impairs decision effec-
tiveness, either because time constraints limit the amount of information and number of
alternatives that the decision maker is able to consider, or because stress then impairs
the cognitive processing ability of the decision-maker (e.g., Ahituv et al. 1998).

While opportunity expiration is often indeterminate in time (Janney and Dess 2004),
entrepreneurs evaluating opportunities in the short run face a condition of time pres-
sure, which does not allow them to increase their ability to manage the uncertainty
surrounding the opportunity and can lead to suboptimal decision making (Perlow et al.
2002; Mitchell and Shepherd 2010). Narrow windows of opportunities thus rush
entrepreneurs to assume a time perspective oriented to the present, and to consider
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tasks which are more urgent (e.g., related to the current day-to-day business activities)
rather than engage in future-oriented planning (Lévesque and Stephan 2020). Con-
versely, entrepreneurs perceiving wider windows of opportunities (i.e., opportunities
located in the distant future) are placed in a situation of time affluence, which can de-
emphasize the entrepreneur’s focus on the present, while broadening her future per-
spective (Lévesque and Stephan 2020). Entrepreneurs perceiving wider windows of
opportunities are more likely to perceive internationalization as both feasible and
desirable, because in the long run they will be more able to pursue additional plans
with respect to the activities that need to be fulfilled in the present. Applying these
concepts, we proposed that:

Hypothesis 3a: The relationship between perceived desirability of exporting and
perceived likelihood of exporting will be stronger in the distant future rather than
in the near future.
Hypothesis 3b: The relationship between perceived feasibility of exporting and
perceived likelihood of exporting will be stronger in the distant future rather than
in the near future.

The role of immigrant status

Based on previous studies, we know that entrepreneurs experience and interpret future
exporting opportunities based on their past experiences, current knowledge, and inter-
pretations of the present contextual and situational factors (e.g., Hurmerinta-Peltomäki
2003; Middleton et al. 2011). We thus predicted that entrepreneurs’ immigrant status is
a relevant source of individual heterogeneity in the subjective interpretation of
exporting opportunities located at different moments in the future.

Previous studies have shown that migration is a stressful life event for immigrant
entrepreneurs, who might face integration challenges and barriers in the receiving
context (Hormiga and Bolívar-Cruz 2014). At the same time, migration exposes
foreign-born entrepreneurs to cross-cultural and cross-national experiences, which
can impact their ability to recognize, recombine, and implement entrepreneurial op-
portunities across borders (Jiang et al. 2016; Smans et al. 2014; Vandor and Franke
2016). In this regard, we proposed that immigrant and native entrepreneurs might
develop different perceptions of the benefits and barriers of exporting either in the close
or in the distant future.

As discussed in the previous section, we maintained that for both immigrant and
native entrepreneurs, perceptions of the likelihood of exporting would be higher when
entrepreneurs face larger windows of opportunity (i.e., evaluate international opportu-
nities in the distant future). However, we added that immigrant status might influence
this relationship, so that immigrant and native entrepreneurs could attribute different
degrees of importance to either desirability of feasibility aspects when evaluating
international opportunities in the near or in the distant future. In particular, we reasoned
that (all else equal) immigrant entrepreneurs are at a disadvantage compared with native
entrepreneurs in establishing the base for their exporting activities in their host country,
due to challenges in terms of language, difficulties in understanding business regula-
tions, and accessing governmental assistance or financial capital (Ashourizadeh et al.
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2020). For this group of entrepreneurs, exporting is conditional on their assimilation
within host country’s institutions (e.g., Ashourizadeh et al. 2020; Beckers and
Blumberg 2013) and therefore, in the long-term, the desirability of exporting opportu-
nities is the key factor that needs to be established to increase the perceived likelihood
of exporting. Similarly, we reasoned that (all else equal) native entrepreneurs are at an
advantage compared with immigrant entrepreneurs regarding acculturation to the host
country, but at a disadvantage with respect to international experience and international
social capital (e.g., Sui et al. 2015). We thus advanced the hypothesis that native
entrepreneurs would maintain stronger perceptions of exporting feasibility than immi-
grant entrepreneurs in the distant future. In sum, we hypothesize that:

Hypothesis 4a: The relationship between perceived desirability of exporting and
perceived likelihood of exporting will be stronger, in the distant future, for
immigrant entrepreneurs than for native entrepreneurs.
Hypothesis 4b: The relationship between perceived feasibility of exporting and
perceived likelihood of exporting will be stronger, in the distant future, for native
entrepreneurs than for immigrant entrepreneurs.

Method

Research design

Given that our research investigates relationships characterized by individual-level
perceptions and evaluations, we designed an ad-hoc primary data collection process
through structured interviews. Our sampling strategy was based on a set of consider-
ations about entrepreneurs and companies which we believed represented an interesting
and suitable context for investigating the hypothesized relationships. Similarly to
previous studies, we selected entrepreneurs in new technology-based firms (NTBF;
e.g., Colombo et al. 2004)1, because these companies generally are more interested in
internationalization as a means for growth (Coviello and Jones 2004; Saxenian 2002),
are key for economic development, and increasingly are employing skilled immigrant
entrepreneurs (Hart and Acs 2011). We selected companies located in one single region
(Emilia-Romagna) in Northern Italy. This region is interesting because its production
system is characterized by small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) active in
innovative industries (Fini et al. 2012) and because it has one of the largest populations
of immigrant entrepreneurs in Italy (Emilia-Romagna 2013; IDOS 2013). As pointed
out by previous studies, focusing on a specific regional context ensures a high level of
internal validity by controlling for the normative environment, contextual munificence,
and entrepreneurial opportunities (Autio 1997; Fini et al. 2012).

Given the comparative design of the study in terms of immigrant and native
entrepreneurs, we adopted a matched-pair design, which is appropriate for analyzing

1 NTBFs are defined according to the OECD definition of “technology intensive” industries ranked according
to their average R&D intensity. NTBFs can belong to “High-Tech” (R&D intensity above 8.5%) or “Medium-
Tech” (R&D intensity between 3.5% and 8.5%) industries (Almus and Nerlinger 1999). For detailed
information on the industries selected for our study, see Table A1.
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why similar participants have different outcomes (for a similar approach, Chaganti et al.
2008; Schnatterly 2003). The population was identified using the business registers
managed at a national level by the Chamber of Commerce system (Unioncamere). We
carried out our sampling and data collection in two steps. The first step concerned the
selection of firms owned and managed by immigrant entrepreneurs. We obtained a list
of firms with at least one foreign-born owner, active in the selected sectors, and
founded between 2000 and 2011 (n = 560). From this list, we excluded non-
independent firms, firms in the process of closing,2 and firms for which no online,
telephone, and e-mail contact could be found3 (n = 284). We then contacted the
available companies (n = 276) via telephone or e-mail. Given our interest in investi-
gating the perceptions of entrepreneurs in the pre-internationalization stage, we exclud-
ed those who already were conducting international activities (n = 60). We invited 216
firms to have an in-depth face-to-face interview (the structure of the interview is
described later in this section), obtaining a response rate of 32.9% (n = 71). During
the interviews, we obtained insights regarding the entrepreneurs’ biographies and, in
particular, about their immigration stories. Because a key issue that emerged was that
some entrepreneurs were born abroad due to chance (for example, born to Italian
parents temporarily expatriated or assigned abroad for family or work reasons), we
included in this study only those foreign-born individuals who met at least one of the
following criteria: (a) having at least one foreign-born parent (Arora et al. 2004; Ndofor
and Priem 2011); (b) having migrated out of their country of origin at age greater or
equal to 10 (that is, after the completion of elementary school; Rusinovic 2008); (c)
having a foreign nationality at the time of the interview (Cerdin et al. 2014). Each
criterion allowed us to identify foreign-born entrepreneurs who had been exposed to a
foreign culture for a significant period of time (n = 54) (for an overview of the process,
see Table A2).

In the second step of the data collection, we matched these firms with firms owned
by native Italian entrepreneurs. Matched-pair samples should be matched with regard to
variables that have a strong correlation with the dependent variable to control for
extraneous variables and to reduce the error term (Kerlinger and Lee 2000). Based
on the literature and the available information, we identified three specific factors that
could influence the likelihood of internationalizing: the firm’s specific activity (i.e., the
good/service produced), the age of the firm, and the age of the entrepreneur. Using the
business registers held by the Chamber of Commerce, we matched each foreign-born-
owned firm with a native-Italian-owned one with the following characteristics: same
industry and activity, year of establishment, age of entrepreneur. Because it was not
possible to find a matched-pair for two of the foreign-born-owned companies following
these criteria, for our sample, we limited the number of native Italian-owned firms we
interviewed firms to 54 (response rate: 49%). The total sample included 108 entrepre-
neurs and firms.

Primary data were collected during the first 6 months in 2012 by the first author.
Data collection entailed face-to-face interviews with the entrepreneurs, mainly on their
firms’ premises, using an Italian-language structured questionnaire. We decided to

2 We retrieved this information from the Telemaco dataset - https://telemaco.infocamere.it/.
3 To search for companies’ contacts, we used Google, company directories, and individual telephone
directories.
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carry out face-to-face interviews with our respondents for two reasons. First, we were
unable to determine a priori the level of Italian language proficiency in the foreign-born
sampled group. Although, ex-post, the level of Italian language fluency displayed by
immigrant entrepreneurs during the interviews was high, conducting personal inter-
views allowed entrepreneurs to comprehend the questions better and allowed us to
obtain additional insights regarding our research interests through discussion. Second,
we preferred that entrepreneurs discuss their evaluations of potential international
opportunities in their natural setting (McMullen and Shepherd 2006).

Following our experimental design, respondents were randomly assigned to the
evaluation of questions involving a priming with a potential export opportunity either
in the short or in the distant future, as further explained in the section about the
measurement of variables. We carefully developed a questionnaire designed to reduce
potential sources of common method bias (e.g., obtaining measures from different
sources; avoiding asking the respondents to provide retrospective accounts of tested
variables; separating the measurement of prediction and criterion variables; using
reverse-coded and negatively worded items; Podsakoff et al. 2003), which we pre-
tested on a panel of 10 academics and entrepreneurs not involved in the study, in order
to obtain feedback on completeness, clarity, and wording. The questionnaire covered a
wide range of firm-level and individual-level information. When possible, we collected
secondary data on the entrepreneurs and companies (for example, entrepreneurs’
curricula vitae and companies’ financial statements). All interviewees were owner–
managers within the sample companies (i.e., decision-makers about potential interna-
tional entry). On average, each interview lasted 1.5 h, for a total of more than 160 h of
personal contact with entrepreneurs.

Non-response bias was assessed by comparing respondent and non-respondent firms
(i.e., companies not interested in participating in the survey) on several variables
available through the business registers: namely, age of the firm, industry, legal form,
province, equity capital, and age of the entrepreneurs. No significant differences were
found between the two groups of firms, with the exception of firm age (mean year of
establishment: respondent firms = 2006.27; non-respondent firms = 2005.23; mean dif-
ference p = .038). However, because the difference between non-responding and
responding firms was negligible (i.e., a 1 year difference), we concluded that non-
response bias is not an issue in our sample.

Sample description

The 108 firms were active in the production of software and supply of services in
informatics (32.4%); production of machineries (27.8%); production of electrical
equipment (10.2%); information and communication technology services (9.3%); and
production of computers, electronic, electro-medical, and measurement equipment
(8.3%). The firms’ localization substantially mirrored that of the industrial activities
in the region (Table A3). In line with our research design, our sample was composed of
young, micro or small firms, presenting small and flat organizations. On average, they
had been founded by two partners (standard deviation = SD = 1.77) and were 5.7 years
old at the time of the interview (SD = 3.78). The total available capital (that is, capital
raised from personal or external funding) was on average €41,164 (SD = 91,183). The
yearly sales revenues (t-1) was €561,466 (SD = 1,713,783), and they employed around
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4 people (SD = 8,10). Some (14.8%, SD = 0.36) had experienced some form of inter-
national business in the past.

The entrepreneurs in the sample were mainly males (77%, SD = 0.42) and, on
average, 41.1 years old (SD= 8.56). On average, the interviewed entrepreneurs had a
high degree of education (15 years, corresponding to a completed secondary degree and
some years of post-secondary education; SD= 3.33). They had worked, on average, for
12.55 years (SD= 7.92) before opening the present firm, of which 2.77 years they had
worked specifically as entrepreneurs (SD= 5.13). Some (23%) of the sample owned at
least one other firm (SD= 0.42). With regard to international experience, nearly half
(46.3%) of the entrepreneurs reported previous work experience within a firm that was
engaged in international activities (e.g., export, import, or FDIs; SD= 0.50) and nearly
all (94.4%) had traveled internationally at least once in their lives for any reason (e.g.,
tourism, study, work; SD= 0.23). The immigrant entrepreneurs in the sample came
from 26 countries, representing a fragmented variety of countries of origin (Table 1),
but mostly (68.5%) from emerging and developing economies (i.e., non-OECD

Table 1 Immigrant entrepre-
neurs’ countries of origin

Country N %

Albania 5 9.27%

Argentina 6 11.11%

Belgium 2 3.70%

Bolivia 1 1.85%

Brazil 1 1.85%

Cameroun 1 1.85%

Czech Republic 1 1.85%

China 1 1.85%

Colombia 1 1.85%

France 5 9.27%

Germany 2 3.70%

Greece 1 1.85%

Ivory Coast 1 1.85%

Libya 1 1.85%

Moldova 2 3.70%

Morocco 6 11.11%

Pakistan 2 3.70%

Peru 1 1.85%

Poland 3 5.57%

Rumania 1 1.85%

Russia 2 3.70%

Sweden 1 1.85%

Taiwan 1 1.85%

Tunisia 1 1.85%

United Kingdom 3 5.57%

USA 2 3.70%

Total 54 100.00%
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countries). On average, they migrated to Italy when they were 19 years old
(SD= 10.38). The majority of them completed their studies in their home countries
(51.5%). A total of 48.1% had worked in their country of origin, but generally only for
a short time.

We carried out a comparative analysis between several key characteristics of
immigrant and native entrepreneurs and their firms and found no significant differences
(see Table 2 and Table 3). Overall, these descriptive statistics confirmed that our
matching-pair strategy was highly effective in locating highly similar pairs of immi-
grant and native entrepreneurs.

Variables and measures

Dependent variable Our dependent variable was the perceived likelihood of exporting.
In line with previous studies on internationalization behaviors for immigrant-owned
firms (e.g., Neville et al. 2014; Sui et al. 2015), we approached internationalization in
the form of exporting and asked entrepreneurs to evaluate the likelihood of exporting at
least 10% of their annual turnover (Ditchl et al. 1990). Specifically, following Krueger
et al. (2000), we asked them to estimate the probability that the firm would start
exporting at least 10% of the annual sales revenues (scale 0%–100%) in one of the
two temporal experimental conditions that we explain below.

Independent variables We measured perceived desirability of exporting as attitudes
towards exporting in one of two temporal experimental conditions. We used a 5-item
measure of attitudes measured on a 7-point Likert scale, referring to instrumental (i.e.,
useful-useless; wise-unwise), experiential (i.e., enjoyable-unenjoyable; pleasant-un-
pleasant), and overall evaluative (positive-negative) evaluation of exporting at least
10% of the annual turnover, as suggested by Ajzen (1991, 2002). The Cronbach alpha
(α) was 0.94.

We measured perceived feasibility of exporting through a measure of perceived
behavioral control, which was derived in part from self-efficacy (Bandura 1997), i.e.,

Table 2 Respondents’ characteristics: immigrant vs. native entrepreneurs

Natives Immigrants

N Mean SD N Mean SD Mean difference p value

Male 54 .81 .39 54 .72 .45 .258

Age 54 41.59 8.26 54 40.70 8.91 .592

Years of education 54 14.44 3.46 54 15.39 3.16 .142

Years of work experience 54 12.81 8.97 54 12.29 6.77 .729

Years of work in Italy 54 12.81 8.97 54 9.72 7.00 .048

Portfolio entrepren. 54 .18 .39 54 .28 .45 .258

Years abroad a 54 1.62 3.61 54 1.69 3.37 .911

Foreign language 54 .91 .29 54 .98 .14 .096

a Years spent abroad for any reason (travel, study, work) excluding living and travels in the country of origin
for immigrants
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the subject’s perception of self/group ability to perform a certain behavior (Krueger
2000); and in part from the controllability of the behavior, i.e., the extent to which the
performance of the behavior is or is not determined by the subject or their group (Ajzen
1991). Specifically, the variable was measured with a three-item, 7-point Likert scale
regarding entrepreneurs’ perceived control over exporting at least 10% of the annual
turnover. The items were adapted from items proposed by Ajzen (2002) and were
worded as follows: “How much control do you perceive as having over exporting?”;
“How difficult would it be for you and your company to export?” and “How much of
the export decision depend only on you as entrepreneur?”. The alpha (α) was 0.75.

As detailed in the research design section, in our study we defined immigrant
entrepreneur a foreign-born individual who had been exposed to their culture of origin
for a significant period of time and started-managed a business in the host country.

Moderator variable We tested how time moderates the relationship between the desir-
ability and feasibility of exporting, and the perceived likelihood of exporting, through
an experimental manipulation. Each respondent (foreign-born and the native matched-
pair) was randomly assigned to a condition of either short time (1–2 months) or long
time (1 year; Tumasjan et al. 2013) for the evaluation of the likelihood of engaging in
international entry by exporting at least 10% of annual turnover. As a manipulation
check, our questionnaire included a question that asked participants to evaluate the
extent to which the assigned temporal condition for exporting (i.e., 1–2 months or
1 year) was perceived as near or distant in time for them and their firm, measured on a
scale from 1 (very close) to 5 (very distant). We conducted a t-test between the two
experimental groups and confirmed that the participants assigned to the condition of
short time perceived it as very close (mean = 1.11), differently from the ones assigned
to the condition of long time, which perceived it as distant (mean = 4.34, p < 0.001).

Control variables The literature shows that the evaluation of opportunities is influenced
by previous experience (Baron and Ensley 2006; Chandra et al. 2009; Haynie et al.
2009; Mitchell and Shepherd 2010). We thus included several control variables to

Table 3 Firms’ characteristics: immigrant- vs. native-owned firms

Native-owned Immigrant-owned

N Mean SD N Mean SD Mean difference
p value

Age of the firm 54 6.12 3.67 54 5.33 3.85 .273

Sales revenues 2011 a 54 835,074.80 2,314,731 51 271,763.70 71,832.27 .092

N. of employees 2011 54 4.24 9.62 54 3.54 6.28 .654

N. of partners 2011 54 2.24 1.54 54 2.53 1.97 .387

Total capital 54 33,611.11 44,771.19 54 48,716.89 121,099.30 .392

Previous internationaliz. 54 .19 .39 54 .11 .32 .283

a Information retrieved from the income statements deposited at the Chamber of Commerce, which are not
available for unlimited liability companies (n = 3)
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account for previous internationalization and entrepreneurial experience, at both indi-
vidual and firm level. With regard to international experience, we controlled for the
number of years that the entrepreneurs spent abroad for any reason (travel, study,
work), excluding living and travels in the country of origin for immigrants (e.g.,
Takeuchi et al. 2005), and whether the firm experienced any international activity in
the past (dummy variable being 1 if yes, 0 otherwise; e.g., Zahra et al. 2000). With
regard to entrepreneurial experience, we controlled for whether the entrepreneurs came
from an entrepreneurial family background (dummy variable being 1 if yes, 0 other-
wise; e.g., Westhead et al. 2001). In addition, accounting for general experience, we
controlled for the age of both the entrepreneurs and the firm (e.g., Andersson et al.
2004). Several studies have explored stimuli for entering international markets, and we
followed them in adding controls regarding the perceived structure of local (vs.
international) competition in the firm’s field of activity (percentage of competitors
localized in the same region; Oviatt and McDougall 2005). As a measure of perfor-
mance and resources available to the company, we controlled for firm size (sales
revenues; Bonaccorsi 1992). Lastly, we accounted for firms’ industries by using a
dummy variable (being 1 for firms in high-tech industries and 0 for firms in medium-
tech industries).

Descriptive statistics and pairwise correlations of all variables are reported in
Table 4.

Empirical model

We analyze the hypothesized about the relationship between desirability, feasibility,
and time on likelihood of exporting using OLS regressions. Comparisons between
coefficients of relevant variables between immigrant and native entrepreneurs were
carried out through a split-sample test approach (Chow 1960).

Results

The results for the empirical estimations are presented in Table 5. We entered the
variables in four steps: Model 1 included the control variables; Model 2 included the
main effects of perceived feasibility and perceived desirability; Models 3 and 4 added
the moderating effects of temporal distance on perceived desirability and feasibility
respectively; Model 5 displayed the full model including all variables. The same
models were run for the full sample and for the two split samples of immigrant (Models
1mig, 2mig, 3mig, 4mig, 5mig) and native (Models 1nat, 2nat, 3nat, 4nat, 5nat)
entrepreneurs.

In light of these results, we discuss our hypotheses. Hypothesis 1 predicted a
positive relationship between entrepreneurs’ perceived desirability of exporting and
the perceived likelihood of exporting. This hypothesis was supported, albeit marginal-
ly, by Model 2 (β = .05, p < .10). Similarly, Hypothesis 2 predicted a positive relation-
ship between entrepreneurs’ perceived feasibility of exporting and the perceived
likelihood of exporting, and found strong support as shown in Model 2 (β = .02,
p < .001). Our results also show that the moderating variable of time is significant:
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temporal distance from the opportunity increased entrepreneurs’ evaluations of the
likelihood of exporting (β = .08, p < .10), in line with previous studies that have shown
that wider windows of entrepreneurial opportunities—characterized by low time pres-
sures and increased ability to manage uncertainty—have a positive effect on the
likelihood that decision-makers will invest in the opportunity (e.g., Mitchell and
Shepherd 2010). Hypothesis 3a predicted a stronger influence of the perceived desir-
ability of exporting in the distant future, which was not supported by results (β = .05,
p < .05), shown in Model 3. Hypothesis 3b predicted a stronger influence of the
perceived feasibility of exporting in the distant future, and we found a significant
positive interaction effect (β = .06, p < .05), as shown in Model 4.

Hypotheses 4a and 4b proposed a comparison between immigrant and native
entrepreneurs with regard to the role of perceived feasibility and desirability in
the distant (vs. the near) future. We carried out a split-sample test to check
whether the significant main effects regression coefficients of the two groups
were equal. While we found no support for Hypothesis 4a, we reject equality of
coefficients for the interaction term between perceived feasibility of export and
time, providing support to Hypothesis 4b.

Robustness checks

As a robustness check, given that the dependent variable was measured as a
percentage, we ran the same models presented above by using a fractional logit
model (Papke and Wooldridge 1996). The results confirm the findings
(Table A4); however, it has to be noted that the coefficients of the moderating
effects are more complicated to be interpreted due to the non-linear nature of
this model (Bowen 2012).

As an additional analysis, we investigated the effects of considering the country of
origin of immigrant entrepreneurs in our regressions. We created the dummy variable
non-OECD, being 1 if the immigrant was born in a non-OECD country, and 0
otherwise. This variable was highly correlated to the variable defining the immigrant
entrepreneur (r = .75). Using this variable as a control in our regressions did not change
the results presented above (results available upon request). In addition, no statistical
difference in coefficients were found through split-sample analyses of non-OECD and
OECD entrepreneurs, possibly because of lack of power due to the small size of the
considered sample (n = 54). We discuss how these limitations can offer opportunities
for further research.

Discussion and conclusion

Despite increasing scholarly interest in the domain of immigrant entrepreneur-
ship, whether and under what conditions immigrant entrepreneurs develop
different perceptions of opportunities to enter foreign markets, which to date
remains a neglected area of empirical research (e.g., Bolzani and Boari 2018;
Elo and Minto-Coy 2018). In this paper, we specifically aimed at understanding
what factors influence immigrant and native entrepreneurs’ evaluations of the
future likelihood of exporting in the pre-internationalization phase.
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To shed light on this issue, we took an individual-level, psychology-informed stance
to exporting opportunity evaluation by entrepreneurs. Drawing on established literature
about entrepreneurial intentions (Krueger 2000; Krueger et al. 2000) and opportunity-
based entrepreneurial processes (e.g., Autio et al. 2013; Haynie et al. 2009; Tumasjan
et al. 2013), we presented a theoretical and empirical account of the factors that
influence how entrepreneurs evaluate the likelihood of exporting, keeping into account
the impact of time, and examined how these evaluations differ between immigrant and
native entrepreneurs. We theorized and supported that the likelihood of exporting was
evaluated by entrepreneurs based on their perceptions of feasibility and desirability of
exporting opportunities (cf. Stevenson and Jarillo 1990). In addition, we hypothesized
that these main antecedents had different effects depending on the temporal context for
exporting, and according to the entrepreneurs’ immigrant status. Our findings show that
perceived feasibility of exporting has a stronger effect on the perceived likelihood of
exporting in the distant future (i.e., when entrepreneurs face wider windows of oppor-
tunities). We qualified this moderation effect by adding that feasibility has a greater
influence on the perceived likelihood of exporting in the distant future for native than
for immigrant entrepreneurs. This study makes several contributions to theory and
practice. From a scholarly perspective, it contributes to entrepreneurship literature in
several ways. First, it adds to scant knowledge on the evaluation of entrepreneurial
opportunities (Grégoire et al. 2015; Wood and McKelvie 2015) by showing the
relevance of individual characteristics such as the entrepreneur’s immigrant status
(Aliaga-Isla and Rialp 2013; Bolívar-Cruz et al. 2014; Kloosterman 2010; Vandor
and Franke 2016), and by providing insights into the role of time as a contextual factor
that influences entrepreneurs’ cognitive processes (e.g., Tumasjan et al. 2013;
Lévesque and Stephan 2020). Second, it provides insights into often overlooked pre-
entry entrepreneurial situations (e.g., Autio et al. 2013). Given that opportunity eval-
uation precedes entrepreneurial actions (McMullen and Shepherd 2006; Wood and
Williams 2014), examining how evaluations of internationalization are formed helps us
better understand decision-making processes, which, in turn, facilitates the design of
effective interventions (Krueger 2000).

This paper also contributes to the literature on immigrant entrepreneurship, moving
beyond previous studies which focused on the human or social resources lacked or
possessed by immigrant entrepreneurs with respect to native ones. Looking to the
psychological mechanisms in international opportunity evaluation, it shows important
contextual factors – such as time – as one important dimension which can influence
these processes (e.g., Bolívar-Cruz et al. 2014; Sundararajan and Sundararajan 2015;
Kushnirovich et al. 2018).

This work provides a meaningful contribution to the field of international entrepre-
neurship. In fact, this paper provides an account of whether entrepreneurs’ heteroge-
neity, such as their immigrant status, has an influence on their evaluations of interna-
tionalization opportunities. We thus move beyond previous studies on the international
outcomes of immigrant entrepreneurs by highlighting the cognitive dimension under-
lying their evaluations of international opportunities rather than only focusing on their
social networks and international experience (e.g., Chen and Tan 2009; Mustafa and
Chen 2010). Thanks to this approach, this paper answers the call for more research on
the psychological dimension of international entrepreneurship (e.g., Coviello 2015;
Zahra et al. 2005). By showing that perceived desirability and feasibility of exporting
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are key cognitive elements driving entrepreneurs’ evaluations of their likelihood of
exporting, we extend previous research that has found desirability and feasibility are
key to internationalization intentions (e.g., Sommer 2010), thus shedding light on the
antecedents of the “internationalization event” (Jones and Coviello 2005). In addition,
we illuminate the importance of time as a moderator in international decision-making
processes (Jones and Coviello 2005; Oviatt and McDougall 2005; Hurmerinta-
Peltomäki 2003).

Finally, this study contributes to the international business literature. First, it pro-
poses a psychology-informed view in analyzing heterogeneity in individual-level
decision-making processes with regard to opportunities (Williams and Wood 2015;
Hennart and Slangen 2015). In this way, it responds to calls for studying what happens
before international entry (Brouthers and Nakos 2004; Buckley et al. 2011; Tan et al.
2007). In addition, by studying the moderation effect of time on the evaluation of
international opportunities, it can provide insights about decision makers’ perceptions
of distance (Nebus and Chai 2014).

Our research findings are of interest for managers, entrepreneurs, and other actors
who interact with them, such as consultants, advisors, suppliers, investors, bankers, and
employees. These subjects can benefit from a better understanding of how future
international entrepreneurial opportunities are mentally construed depending on the
immigrant status of the entrepreneur and on the temporal distance of the opportunities.
Thanks to this better understanding, they may anticipate more effectively how different
entrepreneurs evaluate prospective opportunities to internationalize, assessing to what
extent entrepreneurs consider practical elements (feasibility) or valence considerations
(desirability), and implement more effectively and quickly forms of ad-hoc support or
advice to entrepreneurs.

From a policy perspective, both the promotion of exports among micro and
small innovative firms, and the support to immigrant entrepreneurs are of primary
interest for economic development (e.g., European Union 2010; OECD 2019;
United Nations 2018). Immigrant entrepreneurs are increasingly seen as primus
motor for the development of their countries of origin, for instance by sustaining
exporting, investments, technology transfer, and development of skills, but at the
same time maintaining and developing ties with the host country (e.g., United
Nations 2018). Because efficient internationalization policies need to target those
entrepreneurs with greater internationalization potential (Wright et al. 2007), it is
important to identify what factors influence entrepreneurs’ evaluations of
exporting opportunities and under what conditions entrepreneurs evaluate
exporting as more likely. This study informs policymakers, who, in order to
support exporting intentions, have to promote perceptions of both feasibility—
such as the development of skills and resources to start and sustain exports (e.g.,
international networks, cooperative arrangements, availability of qualified person-
nel, training) —and desirability—such as promoting values and role models
conducive to international activities, and attaching utilitarian or emotional benefits
to internationalization. However, this study suggests that policies should be
modelled in such a way to account for the effects of entrepreneurs’ individual

International Entrepreneurship and Management Journal (2021) 17:593–623612



characteristics, namely immigrant status, as a condition determining heteroge-
neous perceptions of opportunities; and contextual characteristics, namely time
as a form of distance influencing entrepreneurs’ evaluations. This holds important
implications for policymaking both aiming at sustaining economic development in
the immigrant entrepreneurs’ countries of origin, especially in developing or
emerging countries, and in the countries of residence.

This study presents some limitations. First, on a methodological side, data were
collected with a specific sampling strategy that grants the internal consistency of results
but does not make them immediately generalizable to a larger population. In addition,
the cross-sectional design employed in the study does not allow for establishing
arguments for causality, although our proposed analytical framework rests on a solid
theoretical background. We thus invite future studies to replicate our results in different
contexts and with larger samples, possibly following a longitudinal design from the
pre-internationalization stage to international entry and growth. Second, due to the
variety of immigrant entrepreneurs’ countries of origin in our study and the limited
sample size, we are not able to provide a fine-grained understanding about the impact
of country- or culture-specific patterns of exporting opportunity evaluation. We there-
fore invite additional studies to specifically investigate the relevance of the country of
origin (e.g., emerging vs. non-emerging economies) in influencing decision-making in
international entrepreneurship. In addition, we invite to approach this issue through a
multi-level approach, for instance considering individual, firm-, and other contextual-
level elements which might influence this relationship (e.g., comparing perceptions by
different groups of immigrant entrepreneurs and local entrepreneurs; or internationally
experienced vs. non-experienced entrepreneurs); and multi-sited approach, for instance
considering the complexities of transnational personal and firm arrangements by
immigrant entrepreneurs (e.g., Bolzani et al. 2020). Finally, although we investigated
time and tried to adopt a time-conscious research approach (Hurmerinta-Peltomäki
2003), this paper is not able to offer a true processual approach to decision-making
regarding exporting, but rather adopts a “variance” approach (Welch and Paavilainen-
Mäntymäki 2014) focusing on the perceived likelihood of exporting as an outcome
variable in the pre-internationalization stage. We therefore invite future studies to adopt
explicitly time-conscious research designs, which can further advance our knowledge
of immigrant entrepreneurship (e.g., Lévesque and Stephan 2020).

Notwithstanding these limits, we think that this work is theoretically
relevant—advancing our understanding of exporting decision-making for immi-
grant and non-immigrant entrepreneurs—and practically valuable—by pointing
out which elements could be stimulated by policymakers to support exporting
for different entrepreneurs.
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Table A1 Industries investigated

Extended description of activity Summary
description

Production of pharmaceuticals High-Tech

Production of computers, electronic and optical products; electro-medical equipments, mea-
surement equipments and watches

High-Tech

Production of electrical equipments and non-electrical equipments for domestic purposes High-Tech

Production of machineries Medium-Tech

Production of transport devices and machines Medium-Tech

Production of medical and dental instruments and supplies High-Tech

Installing of electrical and electronical plants and equipments High-Tech

Production of software, informatics consultancy and connected activities High-Tech

ICT services and other informatics services High-Tech

Table A2 Summary of the sample selection process for immigrant-owned firms

1) Full population established by at least a foreign-born partner in high-tech and machinery sector,
period 2000–2011

n = 560

2) Non-independent companies to be excluded n = 53

3) Firms starting a failure process to be excluded n = 37

Subtotal A) Independent active firms n = 470

4) Companies with no contact to be excluded n = 194
(*)

5) Companies already active on international markets to be excluded n = 60

Subtotal B) Independent, active, non-international companies to be included n = 216

6) Companies not reachable through any contact (4 rounds of contacts) n = 69

7) Companies where the foreign-born partner is not active n = 7

8) Companies not interested in the project n = 65

Subtotal C) Independent, active, non-international companies interviewed n = 71

9) Companies owned by foreign-born but not immigrant entrepreneurs n = 17

Total D) Final sample of independent, active, non-international, immigrant-owned companies n = 54

(*) This number reflects a documented problem in the management of the Italian business official directories,
where many inactive, failed or closed firms do not officially close their position at the Chamber of Commerce.
To this extent, the regulation D.P.R. 247/2004 established a procedure to allow the default deletion from the
business directories after three years of missing documentation. This problem might be further exacerbated by
the peculiarity of the selected sample (foreign-born entrepreneurs), for different reasons (e.g., individuals who
opened a firm just as a means of obtaining a work visa for Italy and do not carry out any “real” activity or left
the country; individuals whose firms failed or closed down and were not aware that they have to close their
position at the Chamber of Commerce; etc.). Because it was not possible to find these firms in any manner, we
do not consider these firms in the calculation of our response rate.

Appendices
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Table A3 Localization of firms

Province Sample Regional population a

N. % on total N. % on total

Piacenza 6 5.6% 23,818 6.2%

Parma 13 12.0% 38,525 10.1%

Reggio Emilia 11 10.2% 43,695 11.4%

Modena 19 17.6% 59,990 15.7%

Bologna 27 25.0% 89,139 23.3%

Ferrara 6 5.6% 26,202 6.9%

Ravenna 0 0.0% 30,923 8.1%

Forlì-Cesena 7 6.5% 35,280 9.2%

Rimini 19 17.6% 34,614 9.1%

Total 108 100.0% 382,186 100.0%

a Source: ISTAT, Asia archives (2010)
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