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Abstract

Export Promotion Agencies (EPAS) have been in djmeran developed countries since the
beginning of the 20 century to improve the competitiveness of firms imgreasing
knowledge and competences applied to export maiketlopment. Some studies exists on
the influence of organizational characteristicseEBPAs’ performance, but, to the best of our
knowledge, no studies have yet been conductedatiayze, detail and explain which of the
EPAs’ organizational characteristics are associtidtieir differing levels of success. In the
present paper we compare a laggard (Portuguesed highly efficient (Irish) EPA in terms
of export promotion. A questionnaire was applieth® employees of the two EPAs who deal
directly with firms in terms of exports promotiodsing the non-parametric test of Kruskal
Walllis and factor analysis we found that there @ear differences between the agencies
regarding organizational dimensions. In particukgéncia para o Investimento e Comércio
Externo de Portuga(AICEP) emerges as an organization without angrc®mponent of
intentionality, being more concerned with internatters rather than with actions directed at
the market. In contrasgnterprise Ireland(El)’s philosophy is more market-oriented and

taking the clients’ needs into consideration isiargy.
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1. Introduction

Export Promotion Agencies (EPAs) have been opeagatindeveloped countries since the
beginning of the 20 century (Seringhaus and Botschen, 1991). Somatiitee, however, has
questioned their efficiency (e.g., Keesing and 8ind991) and, mostly after the 1990s, a
number of studies on their performance and impacexports and trade were made (e.qg.,
Cavusgil and Yeoh, 1994, Wilkinson and Brouthe@)® Calderdn et al., 2005).

Most of the extant studies in the area have focusedhe efficiency of EPAs from the
viewpoint of firms (e.g., Calderdn et al., 2009)haugh there are also several generic studies
on the influence of the organization’s charactesson their performance (Lederman et al.,
2010). Nevertheless, and according to Ledermari. d2@10), case studies have yet to be
conducted that analyze, detail and explain howagertharacteristics of EPAs influence or
explain their differing levels of success (in teraigxport performance). Thus, there seems to
be a gap in the literature that needs to be exgloke such, a qualitative study is proposed
here comparing two European EPAs, more specificallfPortugal and Ireland. The first case
was selected by two orders of reasons: its relafie®) performance in terms of export
efficiency (Lederman et al., 2010) and the fact théernationalization has in recent years
become a national imperative, being consideredhkycurrent Portuguese government (the
18") of vital importance as a means to escape thés aiéecting the country (Portugal -
Government, 2009). Indeed, the Council of Ministé&®esolution No. 3/2010 (Portugal -
Government, 2010) mentions that the internatioaibn of the Portuguese economy is a
fundamental strategy to sustained economic imprevencapable of stimulating economic
growth in the mid-term, promoting the renewal o€ throductive base and reducing the
external deficitAICEP, the Portuguese EPA, is the public entityoesible for developing
and executing support policies for the internatizaéion of the Portuguese economy. The
second case contrasts with the Portuguese oneegtrd to its export efficiency dimension.
The Irish EPA is one of the three EPAs (besides MNe¢herlands and Hong Kong) in
Lederman et al.’s (2010) study that stands oubhasrtost efficient in export promotion (even
more so than the Dutch EPA), evincing a larger nawf exports per budget available. A
member of the EU, as is Portugal, and facing smadlallenges and budget constraints (The
Economist, 2010), the Irish EPA, Enterprise Irelasdrves as an appropriate benchmark,
since it is also publicly managed like the AICERe(Portuguese EPA).

In this context, our research question is “To wdsdent are organizational characteristics and

dimensions associated to the EPAS’ differing lewdlserformance?’



To answer our research question, a case studysimalfythe two EPAs mentioned above is
conducted, which includes applying a detailed syrire both organizations, to all the

employees who deal directly with enterprises impoting their exports. This survey aims to
cover these organizations’ internal characteristiesnely at the organizational, strategic and
institutional levels, that may potentially explaine possible differences found in export

performance.

The paper is structured as follows. The followiegt®n reviews the literature with regard to
export promotion agencies in general. Section gridess the methodology followed in our
research, and in Section 4, an analysis of theidat@anducted. Finally, a few conclusions are

put forward.
2. A review of the literature
The emergence of Export Promotion Agencies

Historically, governments have long been involvedeétting and policing the framework for
international trade and investment, as well adifatthg or encouraging exports (Alexander
and Warwick, 2007). Export promotion support to blusiness community has been available

in industrialized countries since the turn of t19&' 2entury (Seringhaus and Botschen, 1991).

The first Export Promotion Agency (EPA), still etingy, was created in 1919 in Finland
(Lederman et al., 2010). EPAs are specialized pulriganizations with a clear mandate to
develop and diversify trade and, in general, tendet properly endowed in terms of personnel
(Martincus et al., 2010). In the mid-1960s, thexdme a popular instrument to increase
exports and reduce trade deficits, under the sumidhe International Trade Centre (ITE),

having tripled over the last two decades (Lederstaal., 2010).

Encouraging private sector export activity to expioches in the international marketplace
contributes to a nation’s economy by lowering tfaglé deficit, creating jobs, broadening the
nucleus of business opportunities, encouragingnigolgical developments, and leading to
higher profits (Business America, 1988, in Cavusgitl Yeoh, 1994). The creation of EPAS
is considered a crucial instrument to boost theoaspof small and medium-sized firms

(Lederman et al., 2010). In general, the objectieEPAs are to help exporters understand
and find markets for their products (Lederman et 2010). According to Seringhaus and

Botschen (1991), the basic goals underlying expoomotion can be defined as: 1) to

LITC is a joint agency of the United Nations and World Trade Organization (WTO) for business atspet
trade development. ITC’s mission is to enable srhakiness export success in developing and transiti
countries by providing, with partners, inclusivelaustainable trade development solutions to tivafer sector,
trade support institutions and policymakers.



develop a broad awareness of export opportunitiésta stimulate interest for export in the
business community; 2) to assist firms in planniagd preparing for export market
involvement; 3) to assist firms in acquiring thgueed expertise and know-how to enter and
develop export markets successfully; and 4) to supforeign market activity tangibly
through organizational help and cost-sharing prognas. Diamantopoulos and Tse (1993)
mention the importance of export support programima® both the government’s and the
firm’s point of view. For the government, they amntended to improve the international
competitiveness of domestic firms and thus the trgisntrade balance, what makes the need
for export promotion dependent on the degree oatoom's global trade expansion and its
relative competitiveness with other trading natjdos the firms, they attempt to create a pro-
exporting attitude, deal with specific problems amsbist in making exporting a positive

experience for the company.

But the economic justification for government inv@inent in export promotion is generally
based on the theory of asymmetric information atieromarket failures (Gil et al., 2008).
Market failures exist when free markets fail to gexte an outcome that is efficient, and they
typically arise when there are externalities (sat tindividual agents do not accept the full
social costs or receive the full benefits of thativities), incomplete markets (for example, it
may not be possible to buy insurance against samgéngencies), or market power (where
agents are able to exercise some monopoly powepdl@nd, 2007).

Imperfect or asymmetric information may lead to-sptimal international activity by firms
because inexperienced exporters, in particular, oraerestimate the uncertain benefits of
exporting and so, when faced with the costs ofrargeexport markets, may decide not to
take the risk (Alexander and Warwick, 2007). Altgbuinformation incompleteness is an
important barrier to trade, the severity of thebpeon varies across trade activities, depending
on the number of new goods to export and the nurobeew markets that a firm wants to
enter (as obstacles are expectedly larger whemdnting new goods or adding new countries
to the set of destination markets) (Martincus et 2010). For Lederman et al. (2010), the
uncertainty associated with trading across mankats different regulations is a justification

for export insurance schemes supported by the pabttor.

Alexander and Warwick (2007) consider that there also a number of arguments for
government involvement in export promotion stemnfiogn its unique role, such as: setting
the rules of the system to enable internationalketarto function effectively (structures,

laws, etc.); being a trusted intermediary; haviregtdr access to EPAs abroad to provide

information that otherwise would not be availatdad providing credibility to firms seeking



partners in a transaction. According to the santbaas, for government intervention to be
beneficial, it needs to satisfy several criteriastf there must be a problem that the
government can address more effectively than oplagties; second, it must be clear that
government intervention is effective, i.e., thag tfenefits outweigh the costs. Social benefits
are likely to be larger than the social costs dréhare large positive externalities associated
with higher current exports across firms, sectarsime, and within the exporting country
(Lederman et al., 2010).

In the next section, we review the literature thsdesses the real effect of export promotion

agencies on exports in general, and specific progras or instruments in particular.
An overview of the impact of EPAs on firms

As highlighted earlier, export promotion policiesncbe rationalized as responses to market
failures, associated with information spilloversgorated in successful searches of business
opportunities abroad and informational asymmetitesween trading parties (Copeland,
2007). In this respect, export promotion programmagzesent readily available external
sources of information and experiential knowledgd, as such, they are believed to enhance
a firm’'s competitiveness by increasing the knowkednd competence applied to export
market development (Genctlirk and Kotabe, 200hether these public interventions have
been truly effective in correcting such marketuek and allowing for increased trade, has
been object of intense debate (Martincus et allpp0For Czinkota (1994), the measurement
of the effectiveness of export assistance shoult @ based on the firm's export
performance, which is mainly controlled by the firimut should be based on its export

involvement, focusing on the number of customeasdactions, and countries served.

Some studies (e.g., Head and Ries, 2010) havel failéind any positive impact of EPAS on
exports, and others (e.g., Keesing and Singer, ;188lderén et al., 2005) have questioned
their efficiency. In contrast, evidence on theispioe effects is provided by several studies
(e.g., Coughlin and Cartwright, 1987; Wilkinson a@buthers, 2000; Genctirk and Kotabe,
2001; Alvarez, 2004; Shamsuddoha and Ali, 2006thiensame line, more recently, several
studies have found that EPAs play a positive agdifstant role in distinct dimensions of
countries’ economy. Specifically, Lederman et &010) found that national export
promotion agencies have, on average, a strongtatidtisally significant impact on exports.
At a regional level, Gil et al. (2008) estimatee #iffect of Spanish regional trade agencies
abroad on exports and showed that regional agemctease trade. Focusing on Latin
American and Caribbean countries, Martincus ef28110) found that having branch office of

export promotion agencies abroad favoured an iser@athe number of differentiated goods



that are exported from such countries. Finally,noore general ground, Shamsuddoha et al.
(2009) concluded that government export assistprmgrammes play an important role in the
internationalization process of Bangladeshi SME<bwtributing to a number of firm- and
management-related factors (such as managers’ piemte of the overseas market
environment and international marketing knowleddbat determine the international

marketing performance of a firm.

In terms of specific export promotion instrumentise effectiveness of overseas branch
offices, trade missions and trade fairs, has atsnldebated. Spence (2003) evaluated the
impact of overseas trade missions in the UK, shgwirat this instrument had contributed
positively to the generation of incremental saledareign markets. On the contrary, Head
and Ries (2010) found that trade missions orgarigeithe Canadian government have small,

negative, and mainly insignificant effects.

With regard to trade fairs, the existent literathiaes mainly focused on evaluating their selling
effectiveness to firms. For instance, Rosson amth@eaus (1991) found that nearly one-half
of a sample of Canadian firms participating atnmé¢ional trade fairs did not generate sales
(neither at the fair nor within the following yeaBocusing on evaluating trade fairs as part of
export assistance programmes, Solberg (1991) exptmat Norwegian firms participating in
trade fairs with government support often do sdfentively, whereas Hansen (1996) found
the absence of significant differences between péeceptions of exhibitors and visitors
regarding the beneficial impact of trade fair assise programmes and noted that visitors
paid greater attention to government stands. Byimgak comparative analysis of companies
exhibiting with government support or independetyinternational trade fairs, Seringhaus
and Rosson (1998) concluded that although there wmeleed important marketing (learning)
benefits obtained from government support, thatgtio turn contacts into leads and convert
the latter into sales is markedly greater amongpeddents as compared to those supported
by the government. According to these authors, @mgs invited to exhibit at the national
pavilion can benefit from the organizational, |digial, and financial perspective, provided by

their national organization.

The impact of overseas trade offices has also lassaessed. For example, Cassey (2008)
analyzed the overseas offices of each Americap stad estimated that their benefit probably
ranged from $90,000 to $130,000 per billion in expodepending on the country where they
were located. Finally, Rose (2007), Nitsch (20@nd Gil et al. (2008) found that embassies

or state visits contribute strongly to bilateraide.



Summing up, EPAs, through their overseas officesexport promotion instruments (such as
trade missions, trade fairs or state visits), galhetend to contribute positively to the firms’
international performance and countries’ exporiyoagh there are also some studies that
found EPAs to have a negative or non-significanpant. Table 1 summarizes several
authors’ views about the positive and negative ittgpoaf EPAS, and the dimensions in which
they most affect countries and firms, namely: tbentries’ bilateral trade, the countries’
exports, regional exports, firms’ efficiency, firmgxports and firms’ knowledge of

internationalization.

Provided for free or at a nominal charge, expoststiance contributes to these positive results
as it offers a cost-efficient means of gaining kiemlge and experience (Genctirk and
Kotabe, 2001). Another well-known and empiricallypported financial benefit of export
promotion assistance is the direct cost savingsyedj by users through programmes such as
subsidies, below-market rate loans, and reducddriatés on rental spaces at trade shows and
on travel fares (e.g., Gronhaug and Tore, 1983).sAsh, usage of export promotion
programmes enables a firm to reduce operating casts become more profitable and

therefore more efficient in its export activiti€gsgnctirk and Kotabe, 2001).

Table 1: The effects of EPA support according to seral authors

Impact of EPAs and their

. General Effect Studies
instruments
Rose (2007)
Increase of countries’ bilateral trade Nitsch (2007)
Gil et al. (2008)
Coughlin and Cartwright (1987)
Increase of countries’ exports Spence (2003)
Lederman et al. (2010)
Martincus et al. (2010)
Positive Increase of regional exports Gronhaug and Tore (1983)
. o Wilkinson and Brouthers (2000)
Increase of firms’ efficiency -
Gengtirk and Kotabe (2001)
Increase of firms’ exports Gil et al. (2008)
Alvarez (2004)
Improvement of firms’ knowledge of Shamsuddoha and Ali (2006)
internationalization Shamsuddoha et al. (2009)
Rosson and Seringhaus (1991)
. Increase of firms’ exports Seringhaus and Rosson (1998)
Negative Wilkinson and Brouthers (2000)

Alvarez (2004)
Increase of countries’ exports Head and Ries (2010)

Source:Authors’ compilation

In the next section, we analyze the extent to whioh EPASs’ different organizational
characteristics may influence the nature of thepetpthat is provided to firms and their
impact on promoting the firms’ exports.



Organizational characteristics of EPAs
A framework of analysis

Organizations are affected by external and intefaators. The external factors include
(White and Bruton, 2007) politics, laws and pulgadicy, suppliers, other societal and public
groups, and external sources of new technology.c@oantly, and according to the same
authors, the internal factors that interact to iheiiee an organization’s outcome are strategy,
structure, human resources, processes, procedsysgems, technology and innovation
strategy, information processing and knowledge meament. Wettenhall (2003) also
mentions the organization’s property, since thera vast range of organizations between the
two polar positions of fully governmental and fupyivate: intermediate categories of quasi-
governmental and quasi-non-governmental (structuiés public purposes but outside the

apparatus of central government).

With respect to the particular case of Export ProomoAgencies, we focus intentionally on
internal factors given the gap in the literatureawrered by Lederman et al. (2010), in terms
of an analysis of the organizational structures strategies of given EPAs. Nevertheless, it is
important to mention the two types of external dastthat influence EPAS’ effective export
promotion: 1) firms’ internal factors and perfornsan(Reid, 1983; Shamsuddoha et al.,
2009); and 2) the political context (Farnham, 20@gsides the latter, Hogan (1991) also
underlines the confidence the EPA enjoys from thesghment and the exporters.

In terms of the EPAS’ internal factors, Ledermanaét (2010) mention organizational
structures, strategies, and activities, such asetlwhich affect their performance. Hogan
(1991) also points out the following: human resesar¢they need to have the necessary
international knowledge to provide sound suppomtporters; more often than not, they are
transferred from a ministry or a public organizatieven though they may lack the required
expertise); autonomy (EPAs should have the necgessdependence to take decisions); the
number of overseas offices (crucial to provide axolate information and guidance to
exporters); the services offered to each type @oeer (a less sophisticated exporter will
need more assistance than an established one)haridget available (may be obtained by
government grant, by tariffs on imports or expadotgmembership subscriptions, by charging

for services).

Figure 1 presents the main factors, internal angreal, that may influence the EPAS’
performance. There are three key internal factbed influence these organizations as a

whole, namely strategy, technology and innovatioaitegy, and knowledge management, and



there are five more specific factors, such as sirachuman resources, procedures, processes
and systems, that influence and are influencedé&ytevious ones.
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Figure 1: External and internal factors that potentally affect the EPAs’ performance
Source Adapted from White and Bruton (2007)

With regard to the first internal factorStrategy’, White and Bruton (2007) define it as a
coordinated set of actions that fulfil a firm’s ebjives, purposes and goals. For Chandler
(1997), strategy can be defined as determinind#séc long-term goals and objectives of an
enterprise, and adopting courses of action andatiloy the resources necessary to carry out
these goals. Andrews (1997) disentangles businestegy from corporate strategy. For this
author, business strategy consists in establidminga company will compete, and corporate
strategy is a pattern of decisions that determamekreveals its objectives, purposes, or goals,
produces the principal policies and plans for adghge those goals, and defines the range of
businesses the company is to pursue, the kind arfcenic and human organization it is or
intends to be, and the nature of the economic amdegonomic contribution it intends to
make to its stakeholders. It is important to rechbwever, as argued by Andrews et al.
(2009), that organizational strategies are mesdycamplex since a mix of strategies is likely
to be pursued at the same time. For these authitiisugh strategic management approaches
are likely to be durable, an organization may shifiphasis between different strategies when
faced with different circumstances, resulting ia #mergence of a new strategic management
framework. Furthermore, Galbraith (1996) notes thiffiérent patterns of strategic choice lead
to different organizational structures, managensgatems, and company culture.

As for ‘Technologies and Innovation Strategy’it is possible to state that, on the one hand,
emerging technologies have the potential to renegitee industries and obsolete established
strategies (Day and Schoemaker, 1996) and, on tiiner,cthat definitions of innovation
strategy are rare and inconsistent (Strecker, 20D8¢ of the existing definitions considers



that innovation strategy determines to what degireek in what way a firm attempts to use
innovation to execute its business strategy (Gild&94, in Strecker, 2008). Strecker (2008)
defines it as the sum of strategic choices a firakes regarding its innovation activity.

Knowledge is the body of rules, guidelines and pdures used to select, organize and
manipulate data to make it suitable for a spec¢dsk (Stair and Reynolds, 1998, in Busch,
2008). 50 to 90 percent of organizational knowledgecit, that is, implicit and not codified.
On the contrary, codified knowledge exists in pmmtelectronic form, is available either
freely, free of charge but through restricted asces at a cost.Knowledge Management’
aims to draw out the tacit knowledge people havegtwhey carry around with them, what
they observe and learn from experience, rather wiaat is usually explicitly stated (Busch,
2008). It is heavily influenced by the culture (8yihsan and Rowland, 2004, in Busch
2008). Although knowledge management is becomirdglyiaccepted, many organizations
have become so complex that their knowledge isrisaged, difficult to locate and share, and

therefore redundant, inconsistent or not used &ath, 1999).

‘Organization Structure’, the ‘anatomy of the organization’ as Dalton et(4B80) put it,
may be considered as providing a foundation withihich the organization functions and
which affects the behaviour of the organization'smmbers. Pugh et al. (1968) mention six
primary dimensions of organization structure: (d@@alization (the division of labour within
the organization is the distribution of official tths among a number of positions), (2)
standardization (defining a procedure and spedfyvhich procedures in an organization are
to be investigated), (3) formalization (the extentvhich rules, procedures, instructions, and
communications are written), (4) centralizatione(tocus of authority to make decisions
affecting the organization), (5) configuration (th€hape" of the role structure), and (6)
flexibility (the ability to configure and reconfigel a bundle according to the demands of a
particular project (Galbraith, 1996)). Furthermoee,distinction between "structural® and
"structuring" characteristics of organizations bagn suggested by Campbell et al. (1974, in
Dalton et al., 1980). Accordingly, the "structurglialities of an organization are its physical
characteristics, such as size, span of control flabdall hierarchy. In contrast, "structuring”
refers to policies and activities occurring witlire organization that prescribe or restrict the

behaviour of the organization members.

‘Human Resources’,another internal factor, assume an important molall organizations
since they are the major organizational resourcg @@ key to achieving outstanding
performance, depending on the way the organizatianages them (Delaney and Huselid,

1996). In particular, employee participation, empawent and job redesign, including team-
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based production systems, extensive employeergiand performance contingent incentive
compensation, are widely believed to improve thégomance of organizations (Pfeffer,
1994).

The formulation of Procedures’ can be defined as strategic or tactical (Chandle87).
Accordingly, strategic decisions are concerned wuhih long-term health of the enterprise.
Tactical decisions deal more with the day-to-daydies necessary for efficient and smooth

operations.

‘Processes’refer to dynamic links among all elements, suchresuitment, budgeting,

compensation, and performance evaluation (Galhra@86).

Finally, ‘Systems’determine the distribution of authority, power axgbertise within the firm
and influence its willingness and ability to vemtdreyond its existing skills and competencies
(Gedajilovic and Zahra, 2005).

Bearing other authors’ views in mind (e.g., Galthral 977, in Galbraith, 1996; Waterman et
al., 1980), we can suggest that an organizatiorsistnof structure, processes that cut the
structural line such as budgeting, planning, teaward systems such as promotions and
compensation, and people practices such as selemtio development (Galbraith, 1977, in
Galbraith, 1996). Further, Waterman et al. (198@)sider that an organization consists of 7-
Ss, namely, structure, strategy, systems, skitide,sstaff, and softer attributes, such as
culture. All of these models are intended to conveysame ideas. First, organization is more
than just structure and, second, all of the elememtist fit to be in harmony (Galbraith,
1996). An effective organization is one that haanlkd its structure, management practices,

rewards, and people into a package that in tusnafith its strategy (Galbraith, 1996).
EPAs’ organizational characteristics: the evidence

Most industrial countries have their own exportmation systems in place. But while the
concept and role of such support is similar actbsse countries, the organizational set-up
and strategic approaches to export promotion mdferdconsiderably (Seringhaus and
Botschen, 1991). This caveat is important becatsssecountry generalizations of successful
nationalistic export promotion programmes may retfually applicable in all countries. For
example, Canada and Austria can be viewed as pgrsueximally differentiated export
promotion policies (in Canada, export promotiorcasried out by the government under a
loosely coordinated approach, whereas in Austrigog promotion is handled by the
private/quasi-private sector under an integratetesgic approach)Seringhaus and Botschen,
1991)

11



In the development of effective export promotiomgrammes, consideration must be given
to the type of organizational arrangements for pobom, as well as to an effective design and
delivery system for export promotion activities Y@agil and Yeoh, 1994). Specifically, there

are three important questions to consider: 1) wheoesponsible for export promotion (the

private sector, public sector, or joint efforts); ®hat is an appropriate export promotion

portfolio; and 3) who should provide what activstielhe same authors (Cavusgil and Yeoh,
1994) conclude that a preferred model of exporistesce is one with a comprehensive mix
of consistent policies and organizations that asponsive to the market conditions, needs of
business enterprises, and possibilities offeredidwy products and technologies. In addition,
they argue that agencies should consider the sobfeir export programmes because this
eliminates the need for every agency to attemptdeer the full spectrum of export

promotion activities. Czinkota (1994) also givesngoadvice to make export assistance more
efficient, arguing that it should emphasize thoseas where government can bring a
particular strength to bear, such as contacts, @ewn opening doors abroad, or information
collection capabilities. He further argues thatgoemmes should start out by analyzing the
current level of international involvement of thenf and then deliver assistance appropriate

to the firm's needs.

In a descriptive analysis of export promotion arssistance activities in eight countries
(Japan, South Korea, Singapore, Canada, France)aagy Italy, and the United Kingdom),
Elvey (1990) finds considerable differences as wedl similarities in terms of the
sophistication and comprehensiveness of the pragesyoffered. First, countries differ on
how they organize export promotion. Second, théfgrdon the strategic approach they adopt
to assist firms in exporting. Specifically, in Epegy and according to Cavusgil and Yeoh
(1994), Germany and Austria have adoptégissez-faireapproach to their export promotion
activities (both systems are largely private sebewsed but Germany adopts a loosely
coordinated approach in which an individual ingtita acts in its own interests, whereas the
business community in Austria has a broad expoomption structure), while France

traditionally has pursued government-led exporgirmgrammes.

Finally, and in a more general study, Lederman let(2010) consider 103 EPAs from

developing and developed countries and try disentangle their effects, structure,
responsibilities, strategies, resources and aetiviln terms of overall exports in order to
understand what works and what does not. They adecthat EPAs should have a large
share of their executive board in the hands ofptheate sector, but a large share of their

budget should be publicly funded, and the proliferaof small agencies within a country

12



leads to an overall less effective programme. Algiothis is a very relevant study, since it
evidences the organizational component of EPAsgpés not explain in detail the several
internal dimensions that may be associated to glefiormance. Therefore, this stands as our

research goal, focusing on two specific casesuBaltand Ireland.
3. Methodological underpinnings
3.1. Research question and justification for the ERs chosen

To assess whether the internal traits of EPAs ssecated to differing levels of performance
and, if so, which ones, we chose two European BERi#ts different levels of performance:
AICEP from Portugal and Enterprise Ireland fronmdnel. Both organizations operate under
the umbrella of the government, and their missiomgrises export promotion. In Table 2 we
detail some general characteristics of the two EPAs

Table 2: General information on the Irish and Portuiguese EPAs

No. of No. of
Date of No. of ) countries with Annual .
Country EPA - overseas Ownership
foundation  employees offices overseas Budget
offices
. 152 €160 million Public (Ministry for
Ireland Enterp(réslc)s Ireland 1998 (data from 32 28 (data from Enterprise, Trade and
2004) 2008) Innovation)
Agéncia para o
Investimento e Public (Ministry for
Portugal Comeércio 1982 411 50 44 €44 million Economy and
Externo de Innovation)

Portugal (AICEP)

Source:Authors’ compilation based on Enterprise Irelan@809), “Annual Report and Account 2009”, and AICER009), “Relatério do
Conselho de Administragéo 2009".

Note YIn fact, AICEP was founded in 2007, the resulthaf merging of ICEP (founded in 1982) and API (foeshéh 2002), both Portuguese
public entities.

Enterprise Ireland is the Irish government’s tradency in charge of the development and
internationalization of Irish enterprises, whosémgr purpose is to increase exports and
export-led employment (Enterprise Ireland Annuap®&e and Accounts, 2009). El supports
Irish enterprises in the global markets by helpimgm get started, grow, innovate and win
export sales. To accomplish these goals, El's raigeervices include funding support (for
start-ups, expansion plans, and R&D business plamg)ort assistance (including the
provision of in-market services, local market imf@tion and the facilities of their
international office network), support to developmpetitiveness (helping companies to
become leaner to make them more competitive inrnat@nal markets), incentives to
stimulate in-company R&D (new product, service gmwcess development to ensure
sustainability, and growth through the evolutionposbducts and services), assistance with
R&D collaboration (with research institutions, tewelop and bring new technologies,
products or processes to market), connectionsrgnatiuictions to customers overseas (access
to a global network of contacts, from heads of goreent to end customers).
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AICEP is the Portuguese government organizatiorparsible for aiding Portuguese
companies abroad in their internationalization psses or export activities, as well as
encourage foreign companies to invest in Portugal Ifeland this second function is
developed by another agency, the IDA Ireland). LEke AICEP’s range of services include
funding support, export assistance (local markdbrimation and the facilities of their
international office network), connections and adlctions to customers overseas (access to
a global network of contacts), as well as promaticarctions (international trade fairs, trade

shows, trade missions, visits from importers).

Given that the aim of the present research is tabksh a parallel between the EPAS’
performance and organizational characteristicstuneto Lederman et al.’s (2010) empirical
study which includes these two contrasting casésggard player and a highly efficient one
in terms of export promotion, AICEP and Enterpirgdand, respectively (cf. Figure 2).

o
b

Log of Exports of Good and Services per capita
6

-5 0 5
Log of Export Promotion Agency budget per capita

bandwidth = .8

Figure 2: Efficiency of EPAs - Export Promotion Agency budgets and exports per capita
Source:Lederman et al. (2009: pp. 260)

The choice of the Portuguese case is further jedtiby the fact that internationalization has
in recent years become a national imperative, beongsidered by the current Portuguese
government (the 19 of vital importance as a means to escape to tisés affecting the

country (Portugal - Government, 2009).

The Irish EPA is one of the three EPAS, besidesNéiherlands and Hong Kong (see Figure
2), in Lederman et al.’s (2010) study that standisas the most efficient in terms of export
promotion, even more so than the Dutch EPA, evithgna larger associated volume of
exports per budget available. Hong Kong’s agen@lss (and more so than Ireland’s) highly
efficient; however given the wider cultural diffeces, we decided to opt for Enterprise
Ireland.

% This information was adapted from AICEP’s websitevw.portugalglobal.ptaccessed on 2011-05-15.
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As mentioned earlier, our aim is to investigate antemporary phenomenon — export
promotion efficiency and the EPAS’ organizationalits — in-depth and within their real-life

context.

Given that the boundaries between phenomenon antéxtoare not clearly evident, the
relevant methodology is, as underlined by Yin (20@Be case study. This methodology is
useful when we do not sufficiently understand thenpmenon in analysis and require more
insights into it (Stake, 1995). In this line, thenpary purpose of a case study consists in
exploring the particularities, the uniqueness, bétt particular case (Simons, 2009).
Additionally, the case study analysis is the prefg@research method when “how” and “why”
guestions are being posed, when the researchdittteasontrol over the events, or the focus
iIs mostly brought to bear on a contemporary phemomeavithin a real-life context (Yin,
2009).

In this context, to assess the extent to whichtyipe of internal organizational traits are
associated to distinct performances between theiglegse and the Irish EPA (i.e., the aim of
our research), we undertake a case study analgsedbon a detailed survey applied to the
organizations, covering their internal charactersst namely strategy, technology and
innovation strategy, knowledge management, stractutuman resources, processes,

procedures, and systems.
3.2. Construction of the questionnaire

The key instrument underlying our empirical anays a purposeful questionnaire. It
encompasses the eight dimensions identified ilitdr@ture (cf. Section 2) as those that may
characterize or explain the organizational perforoeaof EPAS’, namely strategy, innovation
strategy, knowledge management, structure, humsourees, processes, procedures, and

systems.

In order to operationalize each dimension, a seitatements focusing on the main aspects
associated to that dimension was specified, tatpllv4 items. More specifically, the

questionnaire includes 15 statements for stra@dy; technology and innovation strategy, 10
for knowledge management, 16 for structure, 13hiaman resources, and 4 for processes,

procedures, and systems (cf. Table 3).

Although there is a vast amount of literature ogaoizational matters, to the best of our
knowledge, no empirical framework has yet been ldgesl which enables the assessment

and characterization of the entities’ organizatiotianensions. Additionally, there are no

15



studies focusing on the EPAS’ organizational charastics in particular, and even less so

relating these with their performance.

Given this shortcoming in information regarding #RRAS’ organizational characteristics, our
questionnaire was designed based on the innovatiditing framework developed by Tidd
and Bessant (2009). This tool is basically a qoastiire focusing on a number of important
areas in innovation management. We adapt the agditamework to the study of the eight
organizational dimensions in analysis. The ainhistto collect the opinions of the agencies’
employees on aspects conveyed by each organizhatimension. To accomplish this,
employees from the two EPAs were asked to rate theponses (on a Likert scale from 1.:
Strongly disagree to 5: Strongly agree) to a setsttements which assessed each

organizational dimension.

To construct the questionnaire, definitions avaddab the literature (cf. Section 2) were taken

into consideration so as to determine which elemeanstituted each dimension.

With regard to Strategy’ as a coordinated set of actions that fulfil a fa@nobjectives,
purposes and goals (White and Bruton, 2007), sttésrwere included related to the way
employees perceive those objectives, purposesgaal$. For example, “The goals of the
organization are clearly defined” (Q.1) or “Objees and milestones are both realistic and
challenging” (Q.17). The way strategy is definedalso considered, as shown by Q.48
“Strategy takes the clients’ needs into considerétiThe influence that the Government may
have on these organizations was taken into acasuatell, given that they are public. Thus,
Q.57 and Q.61 state, respectively “The organizasautonomous in setting its strategy” and
“The Government influences the strategy of the oigion”. At the same time, since
strategy depends on the allocation of resourcesireztjto achieve their goals (Chandler,
1997), statements such as “The resources avaikdldes the organization to pursue the

defined strategy” (Q.67) were also included.

In terms of Innovation Strategy’, i.e., the extent to which a firm attempts to us®vation

to execute its business strategy and in which &Npért, 1994, in Strecker, 2008), we try to
assess whether innovation is an attribute of tigarozation by asking whether “There is a
clear system for choosing innovative projects” (jQo2 “The organization systematically
searches for new services to better promote exXp@td8). We also focus on the extent to
which employees are involved in innovation and aneouraged and rewarded for their
capability to be innovative (see Q.39, Q.44 and).4
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Table 3: Statements used in the questionnaire, byganizational dimension

Dimensions Q. Statements

1 The goals of the organization are clearly defined.

9 The strategy pursued by the organization is flexibl

17 Objectives and milestones are both realistic ataderiging.

25 The organization makes strategic options that lglsfiow the path it wants to follow.

33 Employees have a good understanding of the orgamizamission, vision and strategic plan.

38 Strategy is clearly communicated to everyone ingigeorganization.

43 Strategy is clearly communicated to the outsidelfemts, other organizations, press, people ireg@npetc.).

Strategy 48 Strategy takes the clients’ needs into consideratio

53 Strategy is defined on a short-term basis (1 ted@8s).

57 The organization is autonomous in setting its sgnat

61 The Government influences the strategy of the drgdion.

64 Each department has its own strategy.

67 The resources available allow the organizatiorutsye the defined strategy.

70 The organization looks ahead in a structured wasetofuture threats and opportunities.

72 Actions developed are in consonance with the glyadefined.

2 There is a clear system for choosing innovativgeote.

10 Innovation/creativity strategy is a clear attribafehe organization.

18 The organization systematically searches for newices to better promote exports.

26 Innovative projects are usually completed on time within budget.

Innovation

Strate
9y 34 The organization works well with customers to depahew products/services that are best suitecefortieeds.

39 Employees are involved in suggesting ideas for ampments to products or processes.

44 Employees are encouraged to be innovative andiveeat

49 Employees are evaluated by their ability to innewatd/or to be creative.

3 The organization is good at learning from othentdml organizations.

11 The organization systematically compares its prtsland processes with other organizations.

19 Once implemented, projects are reviewed to impp@réormance next time.

27 When decisions or changes occur, leaders makeszioas effort to keep employees informed.

Knowledge 35 whatis learned is transmitted to everybody.

Management 40 Employees’ knowledge is transmitted to others wihery change functions.

45 The organization learns with its mistakes.

50 Employees share information they capture in dagietp-work.

54 There is a formal procedure to exchange information

58 The right information gets to the right peopletat tight time.

4 Departments openly share information to faciliegeh other's work.

12 Senior managers frequently visit employees andgmgaopen conversations.

20 Communication among the several departments amarbiécal levels must follow a formally defined ppat

28 Communication is mainly top-down.

36 Rules, procedures, instructions, and communicatoasvritten.

Employees have the ability to configure and reapn® a bundle of working tasks according to theates of a
41 particular project.

46 Decisions are centralized at the top level.

Structure 51 Decisions are centralized at the middle level.

55 Employees can take their decisions autonomously.

59 Each employee performs a detailed number of duties.

62 Each employee performs a diversified number ofeduti

65 Each employee performs an excessive number ofsdutie

68 Overseas offices are crucial to good performanderms of export promotion.

71 The structure of the organization helps to takesitats rapidly.

73 The services offered to customers are suited forleeds.

74 Most employees know each other among the sevepalrtheents they work with.
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(...)

Dimensions Q. Statements

5 There is a strong commitment to the training @ad:lopment of employees.

13 Employees are evaluated and rewarded accordifgiogerformance.

21 Evaluations take place at least once a year.

29 Evaluations are top-down and bottom-up.

37 People work well together across departmental baxiesl
42 Employees work well in teams.

RZS;TJ?SES 47 Team work is encouraged. . : : '
52 Most of employees have the appropriate know-howfiencies/knowledge suited to their work.
56 Employees suggest improvements to procedures.
60 Employees participate in the definition of the dépent’s strategy.
63 Needs are fulfilled with existent personnel andmpotecruiting new people or subcontracting.
66 The changing of functions across departments atahe hierarchical level is encouraged.
69 Employees change functions frequently.
6 Palicies are made without input from employees.

Procedures 14 Decision-making and control are given to employdaag the actual work.
22 Procedures are known by everyone.
30 Procedures are flexible enough to respond quickbifferent requests.
7 There are processes in place to help employeéindaily tasks.

Processes 15 There are long-term goals and short-term goals.
23 There are clear reward mechanisms.
31 Employees are recruited by a defined procedure.
8 Each department has autonomy to take its own dessi

Systems 16 Each department has autonomy in what concernsdin@ras its own budget).

24 Each department has its own strategic documendefiged goals.

32 Levels of authority are clearly defined.

Source:Authors’ compilation

To evaluate the organizations in terms kKkhowledge Management, which aims to draw
out the tacit knowledge people have and what pelepla from experience, rather than what
is usually explicitly stated (Busch, 2008), the sfians posed are related to communication
and how information flows within the organizatiofor instance, “The employees’
knowledge is transmitted to others when they chdmgetions” (Q.40).

To understand the organization&8tructure’, we focus on the "structural" qualities of an
organization, i.e., its physical characteristiag;hsas size (“The structure of the organization
helps to take decisions rapidly” - Q.71), spanaitool (“Employees can take their decisions
autonomously” - Q.55), and flat/tall hierarchy (“E)sgions are centralized at the top level” -
Q.46), as well as the "structuring” qualities, ngnmlicies and activities that prescribe or
restrict the behaviour of the organization’s memsk{@alton et al., 1980) (“Communication is

mainly top-down” - Q.28).

Looking at another dimensiortiiman Resources’they can be, according to some authors
(e.g., Delaney and Huselid, 1996), a major orgdin@gal resource and a key to achieving

outstanding performance, depending on the way iip@nization manages them.
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This covers several important aspects such as gewlparticipation, empowerment and job
redesign, including team-based production systeexdensive employee training, and
performance contingent incentive compensation, wiae widely believed to improve the
performance of organizations (Pfeffer, 1994). Thegke definitions guided us in the design
of 13 statements that focus on all the aspectsghtoup. More specifically, we can mention
Q.13, related to incentive compensation, “Employaesevaluated and rewarded according to
their performance”, Q.42 related to team work “Eaygles work well in teams”, and Q.60
related to employee participation “Employees paoéte in the definition of the department’s
strategy”. Job redesign is captured in Q.66 “Thangmng of functions across departments in
the same hierarchical level is encouraged” and Q'Efhployees change functions
frequently”.

In relation to the last three dimensions, ‘ProcedyrProcesses’ and ‘Systems’, the literature
is quite scanty. Therefore, not many definitions available to guide us in formulating the
relevant statements. Consequently, we put forwalg 4 statements for each dimension, as
described next.

‘Procedures’ refer tostrategic decisions, which are concerned with tmgiterm health of
the enterprise, and tactical decisions, which aated with the day-to-day activities
necessary for efficient and smooth operations (Glean1997). Considering this definition,
the statements formulated try to evaluate whethlecquaures have been implemented and
how, as shown by “Procedures are known by every¢Qe22) and “Procedures are flexible

enough to respond quickly to different requests’3(X).

To assess whetheiProcesses’ have been implemented, i.e., dynamic links amolg a
elements, such as recruitment, budgeting, comgensaand performance evaluation
(Galbraith, 1996), the following statements wereluded: “There are clear reward
mechanisms” (Q.23) and “Employees are recruitedabgtefined procedure” (Q.31), for

example.

Finally, ‘Systems’determine the distribution of authority, power axgertise within the firm
which influence its willingness and ability to vard beyond its existing skills and
competencies (Gedajilovic and Zahra, 2005). Théestents related to this matter focus
mainly on autonomy (“Each department has autonantgake its own decisions” - Q.8) and
authority (“Levels of authority are clearly defiriedQ.32).

The statements used in the questionnaire inditegeotganizations’ pattern of behaviour in

each of the organizational dimensions, which, wengge, may be associated to their different

performances. Nevertheless, the organizational mbioas are not tight, and some
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characteristics from one dimension can be relaieghbther dimension. For example, Q.36 -
“Rules, procedures, instructions, and communicatiane written” - is included in the
dimension ‘Structure’ because it indicates the lleseflexibility or formalization of the
organizational structure (according to Pugh et #68), but it could also be included in
‘Procedures’ as it refers to it specifically. Siarnlly, Q.59, Q.62 and Q.65 could be included in

‘Human Resources’ instead of in ‘Structure’.

All the dimensions were intentionally mixed in theestionnaire so that it was not evident to
the respondent which dimension was being assegseddh statement. As mentioned earlier,
the respondent had to rank his/her response to s@tbment on a Likert Scale from 1

(Strongly disagree) to 5 (Strongly agree).

The questionnaire was written in English and tratesl into Portuguese to be sent to each

individual target in the two selected agencies.
3.3. Target population and data gathering

The aim of the study is to relate the EPAS’ orgatanal traits with their respective
efficiency in terms of export promotion. As suche thatural target population would be the

individuals working in those agencies who dealatlyewith export promotion.

AICEP is organized into two main business areas ME Commercial Department (dealing
with small and medium-sized enterprises) and thge&nterprises Commercial Department
(dealing with large enterprises), supported by @voek of offices abroad and several back
office services. The two commercial departmentsesas the contact point for companies,
thus providing access to all of the agency’s abélaervices. Accordingly, we selected the

individuals from these two departments as our tangepulation. They comprise 43

employees, specifically, 27 from the SME Commerdidpartment (1 Chief Executive

Officer, 2 Managers, and 24 Officers) and 16 frome tLarge Enterprises Commercial
Department (1 Chief Executive Officer, 2 Managarg] 13 Officers).

Similarly, in Enterprise Ireland (El), a primary ipb of contact for companies is the
Development Adviser, who carries out an assessmietiteir business development needs,
presents the companies with all of EI's support meisms and services and, afterwards,
directs the company to the relevant EI team, depgnoh each particular company’s needs.
There are Market Advisors, Technology Developmentlvisers, Human Resource
Development Advisers, Investment Advisers, TechgwloLicensing Specialists and

Information/Market Research Specialists. EI's MarRevisors are responsible for advising

% Information adapted from AICEP’s official websiteww. portugalglobal.pt, accessed on 2011-05-20.
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and assisting Irish companies in export sales. aseinternational offices in over 30
countries, Market Advisers have important local Wiealge and connections to access the
market's major playerSTherefore, in the case of El, besides Manageramdtors, Market

Advisors were also included in our target populatiotalling 49 people.

Once the target population had been chosen, wadedt AICEP’s and EI's Administration
Board to explain the project and ask permissiosetad the questionnaires to their employees.
This process started at the beginning of March 281id took place at the same time for the

two EPAs, although progress was slightly differestween them, as shown in Figure 3.

After obtaining permission from AICEP, the Manageth whom we had contacted provided

the e-mail addresses of the target population,ionwvwe then sent the questionnaires. It was
necessary to send two reminders because of a kpomse rate to the first e-mail round. We
obtained 32 answers out of 43 (response rate dP@yat the end of the process, which took

approximately one and a half months.

[ AICEP | [ El |

5th March 7th March
E-mail sent to the Board E-mail sent to the Chairman
asking permission to send asking permission to send
the questionnaire the questionnaire

11th March 9th March
Reminder by e-mail Reminder by e-mail
3rd and 4th April
21th March Questionnaire sent by e-mail
[ Permission obtained ] to 32 people

9th, 10th and 11th April
1st Reminder sent by e-mail

22th and 23rd March
Questionnaire sent by e-mail

to 43 people 20 Al
Questionnaire sen Erom
by e-mail 21th April
to 9 people to
29th March N 18th Ma
1st Reminder sent by e-mail (" 2nd May and Y
10th May Contacts
Questionnaire sert by phone
18th April by e-mail
2nd Reminder sent by e-mail to 8 people Y,
{ 32 answers obtained } 30 answers obtained

Figure 3: Data gathering procedure
Source:Authors’ compilation

In the case of El, we failed to obtain formal pession from the Board to send the
questionnaire to its employees. Consequently, fardiit, more time-consuming strategy was
followed, searching for the names of the targetuteion and their e-mail addresses on the
El's website. In a first phase, the response redenfEI was much lower than AICEP’s.

Consequently, it was necessary to contact mosheftarget population by telephone to

* Information adapted from El’s official website, wwenterprise-ireland.com, accessed on 2011-05-20.
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explain the project and ask for their collaboratidhe whole process lasted almost 2 and a

half months. At the end of the process, we obtaB@&dnswers (61.2% response rate).
4. Empirical results
4.1. Overall descriptive statistics and differencebetween organizational dimensions

As mentioned above, we gathered the perception82ofPortuguese and 30 Irish EPA
employees through the e-mail questionnaire. Thestqunaire’s main purpose consisted in
comparing the perceptions of the agencies’ workegarding each organizational dimension
and to assess which of these dimensions couldyjukeir differing levels of performance.

Figure 4 illustrates the (mean) scores of all tleecgptions obtained from each agency,

ordered by organizational dimension.

4,5

4 4

* k¥
* % % * % k * %%
* k% 3k K
3,5 1
3 |
2,5 1 —
2 |
15 4 —
1 |
05 —
0 + T T T T T T T 1

Strategy Innovation Knowledge Manag. Structure Human Resources Procedures Processes Systems

HEl AICEP

Figure 4: Perceptions of the EPAs’ employees by oagizational dimension
Legend™ differences are statistically significant at 1%.
Source:Authors’ compilation

Using the non-parametric test of Kruskal Wallis, fued that there are clear differences
between the agencies for all the dimensions, exXoe8tructure and Procedure$his shows
that although the respondents perceive the degfeeentralization of decisions and
communication between departments (i.e., Structueesl the knowledge about given
procedures (i.e., Procedures) as relatively sintiltwveen the two agencies, in all the other

dimensions perceptions differ substantially.

®> We got eight additional answers, in which the perisiformed us that it was not possible to collater either
because he/she was not allowed to participate nobathe most suitable person to do so, etc. Thairéng 11
staff members did not reply at all.

® The Kruskal-Wallis Test is the non-parametric ralégive to a one-way between group analysis ofwvee and
it allows us to compare the scores on some contmuariables for several groups. Scores are cat/éntranks
and the mean rank for each group is compared (RaR801). According to the same author, non-patame
techniques do not make assumptions about the yiappopulation distribution and they are ideal dige when
the data is measured on nominal and ordinal scalehen the sample is very small, which is the aafseur
population, with a total of 62 observations. Thdl typothesis (HO) of the test is that samples cdroen
identical populations. If HO is rejected (which meg-value<0.10), we conclude that there is a idiffee which
is statistically significant, with 90% of confidemcTherefore, if HO is rejected for a given orgatianal
dimension, we can conclude that this dimension tigh relevant in explaining the different perforroas
among the two EPAs in analysis. Hypothetically{if was accepted for all the eight organizationaleatisions,
we could conclude that AICEP and El were similartémms of internal factors and that the different
performances were not justified by these orgarorafifactors.
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In the dimensions ‘Innovation’, ‘Knowledge Managertieand ‘Processes’ scores from
AICEP’s employees are below 3 (out of a maximunb)fThis reveals that the majority of
AICEP’s respondents does not consider that thesefasourable environment for innovative
projects and creativity, do not see it as a legrmrganization and do not understand clearly
the existing processes (namely, processes thatedgéials, reward mechanisms, help in daily
tasks and in recruitment). Also, in comparison toAACEP obtained a lower score in all the
dimensions except for Procedures. This reveals reergly less optimistic perception at
AICEP, which can be associated to its poorer perénce.

On average, the dimensions which obtained highamesadn the two agencies are ‘Strategy’,
‘Structure’ and ‘Systems’. Nevertheless, for AICERe scores are in all cases below 3.5,
meaning a generally less optimistic perception. Sttering El separately, we found that
‘Strategy’, ‘Innovation’ and ‘Systems’ are the asiseon which the employees most agree. In
AICEP, ‘Strategy’ also got the highest score (3.3%ihis shows that, in general, the
employees from the two organizations consider that goals and mission are clear to
everyone and strategic options are taken in comsenaFurther, EI seems to be more
innovative regarding its projects and actions taked to have clearer-cut systems, which

means a higher autonomy by department and clealsle¥ authority.

‘Processes’, ‘Procedures’ and ‘Knowledge Managemard the dimensions that, on the
whole and for the two EPAs, achieve the lowest ayerscores. However, when analyzing
each EPA separately, we find that the AICEP scanes worse for ‘Processes’ (2.83),
following almost ex-equoby ‘Knowledge Management’ (2.95) and ‘Innovatiof2.96).

Regarding El, the worst score is obtained in theedision ‘Procedures’ (3.29), followed by
‘Knowledge Management’ (3.44) and ‘Structure’ (3.49evertheless, EI's scores are always
above 3, revealing a higher general level of agesgnfrom the corresponding employees
with regard to these aspects or brighter prospecgiarding the EPA’s internal organization.
In shear contrast with the results found in AICERovation’ is one of the dimensions that
obtained a higher score at El, which is not celyalisconnected from the Irish EPA’s higher

level of performance.

The dimensions which reveal a more divergent patwéen the two EPAs are indeed
‘Innovation’ and ‘Processes’. On the Likert scdlenovation’ scores 3.98 in the case of El
against 2.96 for AICEP, and ‘Processes’ scores \&78@.83, for El and AICEP respectively.

From the results obtained, it seems apparent thatdmotes, to a greater extent than AICEP,
a more innovative and creativity-fostering orgati@a@al environment by supporting new

ideas and projects, and is more concerned withnilegr interactions among all the
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organization’s members. In the same line, ‘Procsme better implemented and clarified at
El than at AICEP. With regard to the latter, itasnveyed that there are no clear reward
mechanisms, procedures for recruiting, defined ggdal the short and long term and

mechanisms to assist in daily tasks.

The differences in these two dimensions may expglandifferent performances observed in
the two EPAs. Indeed, when an EPA supports thetiecesability of its employees, the

organization is using one of its richest resouredsuman resources —, which undoubtedly
constitute a valuable contribution to the improvemef the organization’s performance.
Furthermore, having well-defined processes in plslitates and enhances the human

resources’ work activities.

After identifying the (statistically) significantfterences for the organizational dimensions as
a whole, it is pertinent to go deeper and ideniyich items within each dimension may
contribute more to those same differences. Thikeiailed in the next section using once more

the non-parametric test of Kruskal-Wallis.
4.2. Differences within organizational dimensionsa comparative analysis by EPA

Starting with the two dimensions — ‘Structure’ @Rdocedures’ — that emerged as the most
similar between the selected EPAs (cf. Section, 3\2) found, notwithstanding, that some
items stand as statistically distinct (cf. Table 8pecifically, AICEP evidences a more
centralized structure (as showed by the scoresnaatdor Q.20; Q.28; Q.46; Q.51; Q.55;
Q.71), being an organization, according to the sadpnts, where information does not flow
well (Q.20; Q.28; Q.73; Q.74). This obviously coisps a constraint to achieving a good
performance and inevitably stands as a strong rfaetplaining the differences in
performance found by Lederman et al. (2010) (cfuFe 2).

With regard to ‘Procedures’, a worrisome indicatgathered from our fieldwork is that for
the Portuguese EPA’s employees “Policies are matteowt input from employees” (Q.6),
whereas their Irish counterparts do not seem teeagith this statement. Once more, such an
unfortunate (significant) difference seems to bdine with the higher performance rates of
El, proving that organizations which adequatelyetako account all their available resources,
including their human resources, tend to achieghdri levels of performance. Furthermore,
Q.30, “Procedures are flexible enough to responcktuto different requests”, indicates that
El is (much) more flexible than AICEP, allowingtdt quickly adapt to changes and the needs

of clients.

24



Looking now at the remaining six organizational dimmions, which were found to be

significantly different between the selected EP#&fs $ection 3.2), EI seems to have a more
defined or clearer ‘Strategy’ for the mid-term, lwitegard to goals (Q.1), mission and

strategic options (Q.25; Q.33), as well as thelakib resources to pursue it (Q.67), and is
more efficient in communicating it (Q.38). In a sill, El clearly looks to the future in a

structured manner, effectively assessing threats @portunities (Q.70), and taking the

decisions (Q.72) accordingly, whereas AICEP faila¢complish this.

One could argue that ‘Innovation’, ‘Processes’ a8gstems’ are the key distinguishing

dimensions between El and AICEP - in all items t@hpose these dimensions we found
statistically significant differences between th® tagencies. More specifically, and focusing
on ‘Innovation’, it is clear that El is (much) mooemmitted to innovation than AICEP.

Indeed, for El's respondents, “Innovation/creajividtrategy is a clear attribute of the
organization” (Q.10), the majority tend to feel temraged to be creative or innovative”
(Q.44), and are “evaluated by their ability to imate and/or to be creative” (Q.49), whereas
at AICEP, this is not the case (the correspondingstions’ scores are 2.63 and 2.06,
respectively). Therefore, El seems to take advantagl foster the potential of its human
resource the basis to achieve improvements inghaces offered and, consequently, better
organizational performance. This, in turn, feedo ithe organization (virtuous circle),

working as an incentive and a challenge to empleyeget good evaluations and appropriate

rewards.

In terms of the (statistically significant) differees in scores observed in the items included in
‘Processes’ and ‘Systems’, one could argue unambigly that at AICEP the objectives are
set for the short-term (Q.15) and employees araewtiited by defined procedures (Q.31).
Moreover, AICEP’s departments reveal low(er) levdlsautonomy (Q.8; Q.16; Q.24), where
authority has not been clearly defined (Q.32).

The ‘story’ repeats itself in what concerns thet laso organizational dimensions —
‘Knowledge Management’ and ‘Human Resources’. Intipalar, we observe that El makes a
greater effort to get information from the outsifamely, through benchmarking — Q.3;

Q.11) and to capture information from the acticaseh so as to improve future performance

(Q.19: Q.45).
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Table 4: Organizational differences between El and\ICEP (Kruskal-Wallis Test of the differences in

means of the statements included in each dimension)

Organizational . . Means )
] . Variables (Questions) Sig.
Dimensions El AICEP
1 The goals of the organization are clearly defined. 453 3.78 o
9 The strategy pursued by the organization islexi 3.60 3.34
17 Objectives and milestones are both realistic ardleiging. 4.10 3.00 o
o5 The organization makes strategic options that lgletwow the path it wants to 4.00 3.06
follow.
a3 Employees have a good understandlr_]g of the orgamizmmission, vision 493 341 ik
and strategic plan.
38 Strategy is clearly communicated to everyone ingigeorganization. 4.23 3.34 o
43 Strategy is clearly communicated to the outsidel{emts, other organizations, 397 366
Strategy press, people in general, etc.). ' '
b 48 Strategy takes the clients’ needs into considetatio 4.40 353 o
53 Strategy is defined on a short-term basis (1 te&@s). 3.33 3.50 o
57 The organization is autonomous in setting retagy. 3.97 3.28
61 The Government influences the strategy of tgamization. 3.63 3.88
64 Each department has its own strategy. 3.57 3.19 o
67  The resources available allow the organizationursyee the defined strategy. 3.57 3.09 o
70 The organization looks ahead in a strgt_:tured matmnsee future threats and 4.03 288
opportunities.
72 Actions developed are in consonance with the sjyadefined. 3.93 3.22 o
2 There is a clear system for choosing innovativéegts. 4.00 3.03 o
10 Innovation/creativity strategy is a clear attribafehe organization. 3.97 2.97 o
18 The organization systematically searches for nevices to better promote 3.93 3.59 *
exports.
Innovation 26 Innovative projects are usually completed on time within budget. 3.80 2.72 o
Strategy 34 The organization works well with customers to depatew products/services o 3.44 o
i that are best suited to their needs. : :
39 Employees are involved in suggesting ideas for awpments to products or 4.00 392 ik
processes.
44 Employees are encouraged to be innovative andiveeat 3.80 2.63 o
49 Employees are evaluated by their ability to innewatd/or to be creative.  3.10 2.06 o
3 The organization is good at learning from othenta®l organizations. 3.37 2.75 o
11 The organization systematically compares its prtdand processes with othe 333 269 ok
organizations.
19  Once implemented, projects are reviewed to impparéormance next time. 3.77 3.16 o
When decisions or changes occur, leaders makeszioos effort to keep ok
27 - 4.07 341
Knowledge employees informed.
Management 35 What is learned is transmitted to everybody. 3.40 2.94 .
i 40 Employees’ knowledge is transmitted to otheremthey change functions. 3.20 2.94
45 The organization learns with its mistakes. 3.33 2.53 -
50 Employees share information they capture intdegay work. 3.27 3.13
54 There is a formal procedure to exchange infapnat 3.43 3.38
58 The right information gets to the right peoplets tight time. 3.27 2.63 o
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(...)

Organizational variables | Means Sig
Dimensions (Questions) El AICEP '
4  Departments openly share information to faciliteieh other's work. 2.97 2.84 -
12  Senior managers frequently visit employees aigd@e in open conversations. 2.50 3.88
20 Communication among the several departments amarbiecal levels must 273 3.50 ok
follow a formally defined path.
28 Communication is mainly top-down. 3.07 3.63 .
36 Rules, procedures, instructions, and commuicgatare written. 3.90 3.66
a1 Employees h_ave the ability to configure and recgmﬁe a bundle of working 363 331
tasks according to the demands of a particulaeptoj
46 Decisions are centralized at the top level. 3.30 4.03 -
Structure 51 Decisions are centralized at the middle level. 2.97 2.50 -
55 Employees can take their decisions autonomously. 3.40 2.81 -
59 Each employee performs a detailed number oésluti 3.23 3.28
62 Each employee performs a diversified numbeuggd. 3.80 4.06
65 Each employee performs an excessive number of-dutie 2.70 3.31 -
68 Overseas offices are crucial to good performancerins of export promotion. 4.67 4.63 .
71 The structure of the organization helps to takesitats rapidly. 3.40 2.72 -
73 The services offered to customers are suited forieeds. 3.87 3.09 -
74 Cvﬂl?r?t employees know each other among the sevepaltieents they work 367 316 wox
5 There is a strong commitment to the training anceipment of employees.  3.87 2.56 o
13 Employees are evaluated and rewarded accordirgeiopgerformance. 2.87 2.09 -
21 Evaluations take place at least once a year. 7 3.9 4.09
29 Evaluations are top-down and bottom-up. 3.37 2.78 -
37 People work well together across departmental baxies! 3.77 3.38 -
42  Employees work well in teams. 3.80 3.72
Human 47 Team work is encouraged. 4.27 3.28 =
Resources Most of employees have the appropriate know-howfiEiancies/knowledge
ok 52 suited to their work. 380 356
56 Employees suggest improvements to procedures. 87 3. 3.66
60 Employees participate in the definition of the dépant’s strategy. 3.70 3.09 .
63 ls\luebeg:n?r;ecgjnlgllled with existent personnel andmptecruiting new people or 310 3.94
66 Z;}go(;tggglc?g of functions across departments atdhe hierarchical level is 337 272 ok
69 Employees change functions frequently. 2.73 2.59
6 Policies are made without input from employees. 2.37 3.56 -
Procedures 14 Decision-making and control are given to empésydoing the actual work. 3.73 3.50
22  Procedures are known by everyone. 3.63 341
30 Procedures are flexible enough to respond quicktifferent requests. 3.43 3.00 .
7  There are processes in place to help employeé=indaily tasks. 3.83 3.28 o
Processes 15 There are long-term goals and short-term goals. 4.30 3.38 -
i 23 There are clear reward mechanisms. 2.87 1.88 -
31 Employees are recruited by a defined procedure. 4.03 2.78 -
8 Each department has autonomy to take its own dessi 3.50 2.94 -
Systems 16 Each department has autonomy in what concernsd@@ras its own budget). 3.90 2.75 -
ok 24 Each department has its own strategic documendefinied goals. 4.00 3.41 -
32 Levels of authority are clearly defined. 3.93 3.81 =

Legend ! differences are statistically significant at 19%6)510%.
Source:Authors’ compilation

In organizational terms, this is extremely impottas it may enable the agency to avoid
errors and unnecessary costs. Moreover, the intommaeems to flow better in the lIrish

agency than in the Portuguese one (Q.27; Q.58)n8ngup, EI can be classified as a more
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open organization in the sense that it tries (gpemter extent than AICEP) to learn by error

and interacting with others organizations.

Interaction is indeed one of AICEP’s Achilles’ heeRegarding the ‘Human Resources’
dimensionwe observe a low(er) interaction between departsn@i37), low scope for team

work (Q.47) and changing of functions (Q.66), whaduld stimulate knowledge and know-
how inside the organization. In general, EI's engpks feel that their organization is more
committed to their learning and evolution proce®s5§, which contributes to achieving a

highly motivated, and more capable, staff.

Given all these (statistically) relevant differeadeetween the EPAs under analysis, there
seems to be enough support to contend that thehggores obtained by EI in the internal
organizational dimensions is in accordance withigher (export) performance/efficiency.

4.3. Uncovering potentially hidden organizational taits between El and AICEP through

factor analysis

Factor analysis condenses a large set of varidlos to a smaller number of dimensions, by
summarizing the underlying patterns of correlataoa looking for groups of closely related
items (Pallant, 2001). We use this analysis to tstdad whether there are any hidden
organizational traits in each EPA that can be aatst with the differences in performance.
To this end, we conducted the factor analysis ieghvays for each agency and compared the
results for both. First, we focus on the 8 orgatimrel dimensions for each agency (Section
3.4.1.); second, we consider all the questions\abade for each agency (Section 3.4.2.); and

last, we look within each previously defined orgational dimension (Section 3.4.3.).
Factor analysis by organizational dimension

By applying factor analysis to all the organizatibdimensions by EPA, a single component
for each EPA is obtained (cf. Figure 5). This comg includes all the organizational
dimensions, revealing that the pattern of correfatis similar among them. Although the
reduction exercise does not add significant addeddevin terms of analysis, focusing on the
loadings for each dimension, we find that they dightly different for each agency. In El,
‘Strategy’ and ‘Innovation’ come in first and sedoplace, respectively, showing that these
two dimensions are more closely associated thaAI@EP. In the latter case, although

‘Innovation’ also comes in second place, ‘Stratemyly places fifth.

The fact that ‘Innovation’ in AICEP is more closelgssociated with ‘Knowledge
Management’ than with ‘Strategy’ may indicate thia¢ matter of ‘purpose’ and ‘market-

applied innovation’ may be lacking, thus hamper®RI@€EP’s as yet incipient innovation
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efforts (as shown in Section 3.3) from materiakigimto market value outcome, that is,

performance.
El AICEP
Strategy 0.908 Knowledge M. 0.960
Innovation 0.895 Innovation 0.889
Human Resources 0.875 Structure 0.861
Structure 0.864 Human Resources 0.861
Systems 0.863 Strategy 0.858
Processes 0.803 Processes 0.837
Knowledge M. 0.791 Systems 0.663
Procedures 0.619 Procedures 0.536

Figure 5: Factor analysis by organizational dimensgin for El vs. AICEP
Source:Authors’ compilation

Factor analysis applied to all the statements, relggss the organizational dimension

Applying now factor analysis to all the questionghwut constraining them to our (8)
organizational dimensions, the results convey ntben 20 components for each EPA.
Limiting our analysis to those that comprise thdkbaf the variance explained, the first 6

major components for each agency are consideredgbfe 5).

The size and elements that comprise the compowdtdésned are different in the two EPAs
and they do not match in terms of the compositibthe originally defined organizational

dimensions. Nevertheless, the rationale underlttiegpresent factor analysis is to ignore the
prior composition of the dimensions, and try tonitly new ones based on the common

(hidden) aspects that link the statements includ@&éch component.

Therefore, regarding the factor analysis perforrfegdEl, we obtain 6 components, which
explain 62% of the total variance. We named therfoblews, according to the aspects that
emerge as more relevant: (1) Strategic manageni@nhti-ormal decision procedures, (3)
Centralization, (4) Learning organization, (5) Depeent’'s autonomy and (6) Evaluation.
Concurrently, the same exercise was applied to RICEHom which the following

components came up (accounting for 57% of the neen (1) Knowledge management and
communication, (2) Internal communication, (3) Deypeent’s autonomy and competencies,

(4) Miscellaneous (5) Flexibility and (6) Involventeof employees.

We will now align the components that emerged la two organizations, and identify their
main differences.

The ‘Strategic management’ component is the mdavaet for El as it explains 31.8% of the
variance inside this organization, gathering 28testents, from all the organizational
dimensions except ‘Procedures’ (cf. Table 5). Simggange so vast, it is not immediately
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clear which aspect characterizes all of the statésnand why they were gathered in one
component. Nevertheless, undertaking a deeper @asalye can identify a main group of
questions related to the goals and strategic choadethe organization, including aspects
related with macro decisions (for example, missgirategic plan, the importance of having
overseas offices or not, services offered to custemong-term goals vs. short-term goals).
This reinforces once more the relevance of stratdgcisions inside El (Q.1; Q.33; Q.17;
Q.38; Q.70; Q.25; Q.53; Q.72; Q.48) in comparisorAtCEP. Indeed, the first component
for AICEP, with 17 statements, comprises 6 of thevipusly defined 8 organizational
dimensions (leaving out ‘Procedures’ and ‘Systemsgving predominantly more internal
guestions such as communication and knowledge neamagf (Q.38; Q.58; Q.45; Q.4; Q.40).
The strategic issues are also present but theptbear as much weight as in El (4 questions
in AICEP vs. 9in EI).

Regarding component 2, which we called ‘Formal sleai procedures’ for El and ‘Internal
communication’ for AICEP, again the matter of conmeation comes up paramount in
AICEP, revealing a more inward-looking organizat{@ 36; Q.12; Q.33; Q.42; Q.35; Q.50;
Q.72). Indeed, good communication among employseslly means it is easier to work in
teams and day-to-day information and knowledgebsabetter transmitted to others. But this
is not enough to provide a better service to custsmit is necessary to develop consonant
actions based on the strategy defined. In El, ebtiganizational level, the second component
reflects that there is a need for the formal deanisind procedures required to achieve more
efficient work. This means having a system to ckoasnovative projects, evaluating
employees, meeting deadlines and budget, having-dethed working tasks and
communicating knowledge in an effective manner agnoolleagues. These formal policies
are essential in any organization to identify esramhoose the best practices and reward the
best employees, in order to achieve a better padnce.

The third component is to some extent related ® tiio cases, since it focuses on the
organizations’ autonomy and degree of centralipatior El, it contains only 2 statements,
both from the ‘Structure’ dimension. They are digaelated to the existence of a hierarchy
and the organization’s centralization. Although ading to Lederman et al. (2010) strong
and centralized agencies tend to work better, ¢bees for these statements in El indicate that
its employees do not agree that the organizatiorcharacterized by high levels of
centralization or that communication is mainly wpwn, quite the opposite. In the case of
AICEP, the component embraces the autonomy of tlepats (Q.24; Q.16), and also the
employees’ know-how and organization’s competen®87; Q.52; Q.18).
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Component 4 in El gathers 5 statements, mostlyte@ldo the organization’s learning
capacity, where knowledge management issues glemaree in comparison to the other
dimensions. Curiously, this dimension was evidanAICEP in component 1, whereas in El
it is only the forth, revealing the greater impaxa these matters attain in the former.
Additionally, knowledge management at AICEP is moetated to the transmission of
information internally, whereas for El it is moreided by a logic of benchmarking (Q.13;
Q.11). We labelled component 4 in AICEP as ‘Mismedlous’ because it embraces a very
diversified set of questions which we were not atdeconnect and classify based on a

common subject.

Analyzing component 5, the departments’ autonomyasas as a major issue for the two
agencies, as already noted with component 3. Fdarig&lconsolidated in the participation of
employees in the strategic decisions of their depamt and in the management of their own
budget per department. This autonomy can be reldyetause it enables the departments to
use their better understanding of the clients’ seadhe actions taken. For AICEP, the basis
for action is the necessary flexibility to respongdickly to changes. In this line, the
department’s autonomy is essential so that stratagybe changed and decisions made as fast

as possible to adapt to the clients’ new needsanges in foreign markets, for example.

Finally, component 6 focuses on ‘Human ResourcEsaluation’, explaining only 4% of the
variance in the answers, highlights the importaotevaluating and rewarding employees
based on their performance at El. The human resesware the basis of any organization and
for this reason they should be stimulated to usé #kills, know-how and talent as much as
possible to the benefit of the organization. Intcast, this does not seem to be a concern for
AICEP, which certainly affects performance negdyiv€oncurrently, the involvement of
employees is the main aspect surfacing in compo®iémt AICEP. This contribution, besides
the usual work of the employee, should be consilest extreme importance by the
organization since employees can gather very ugdfimation from their day-to-day work.
Their participation can take place, for example, doying input to the definition of
department’s strategy or by evaluating higher kel the hierarchy, and can be facilitated
when leaders make an effort to inform employeesuitiee relevant changes taking place.
This aspect can be closely related to the matteenfralization brought up by component 2,
since in a more centralized organization the padton of employees is not considered as
significant as it is in a decentralized one. Thwisen focusing on the hidden dimensions that
emerged from the factor analysis conducted, itaarcthat they are all quite different for the
two EPAs, even though there are some similariespely in components 3 and 5, related

with questions of autonomy (and flexibility) anchtmlization.
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Table 5: The new organizational dimensions (compom¢s) obtained per EPA

AICEP El
Factor Factor
Component  Loadin Question Dimension Component Loadin Question Dimension
gs gs
0.855 Employees are evaluated and rewarded acgaaltheir performance. (Q. 13) HR 0.898 The goals of the organization are clearlyneef. (Q.1) Strategy
0.852 There are clear reward mechanisms. (Q.23) ceBses 0.860 Employees have a good understandlng of the orgaomzamission, vision Strategy
and strategic plan. (Q.33)
0.739 Employees are evaluated by their abilityntmivate and/or to be creative. (Q.49) Innovation 8540. Objectives and milestones are both realisticcirallenging. (Q.17) Strategy
0.696 Objectives and milestones are both reakbstitchallenging. (Q.17) Strategy 0.852 Overseas offices are crucial to good performancerims of export Structure

promotion. (Q.68)
0.576 Strategy is clearly communicated to everyngigle the organization. (Q.38) Strategy 0.850 Teank is encouraged. (Q.47) HR
Employees are involved in suggesting ideas for awpments to products

0.568  There is a strong commitment to the trairind development of employees. (Q.5) HR 0.83 or processes. (Q.39) Innovation
0.562 Employees are encouraged to be innovativemadive. (Q.44) Innovation 0.827 Strategy is clearly communlc(egegSt)o everyone ingideorganization. Strategy
. S . . . . When decisions or changes occur, leaders makeszioos effort to keep
Clgr:gvtclr;zrétel. 0.536 The right information gets to the right peoat the right time. (Q.58) Knowledge 0.803 employees informed. (Q.27) Knowledge
management . ) The organization looks ahead in a structured wagetfuture threats and
and 0.526 Employees are recruited by a defined proeed@.31) Processes 0.779 opportunities. (Q.70) Strategy
communication - L . The organization systematically searches for newics to better .
(28.68%) 0.491 The organization learns with its mistakes4§Q Knowledge 0.769 promote exports. (Q.18) Innovation
0.484 The services offered to customers are stotdteir needs. (Q.73) Structure 0.763 The organization makes strategic options that lgleow the path it Strategy
wants to follow. (Q.25)
0.483 There are long-term goals and short-termsg¢@l 15) Processes 0.756 Employees are encoumpednnovative and creative. (Q.44) Innovation
0.480 The organization makes stratf(; glglgzv\?p(tg'gz)that lswow the path it wants to Strategy Component 0.733 Employees are recruited by a defimededure. (Q.31) Processes
izati i 1: Strategi
0.467 The organization looks ahead in a structured waseefuture threats and Strategy manarae?]f‘,;é%t 0.709 Strategy is defined on a short-teasis (1 to 3 years). (Q.53) Strategy
opportunities. (Q.70) 1 ggo/)
. 0,
0.462 Departments openly share information toifatd each other's work. (Q.4) Structure 0.691 @atideveloped are in consonance with the stratefyyedl. (Q.72) Strategy
. . . . . Most of employees have the appropriate know-
0.422  Once implemented, projects are reviewed pyome performance next time. (Q.19)  Knowledge 0.689 how/competencies/knowledge suited to their work5eQ HR
0.397  Employees’ knowledge is transmitted to otkéren they change functions. (Q.40)  Knowledge 0.671 Employees suggest improvements to procedures6)Q.5 HR
0.885 Rules, procedures, instructions, and comnatioits are written. (Q.36) Structure 0.662 Empleyeerk well in teams. (Q.42) HR
0.833 Senior managers frequently wsn(e(;nflzt;yees andgmgaopen conversations. Structure 0.637 Levels of authority are clearlyimed. (Q.32) Systems
0.728 Levels of authority are clearly defined. (£).3 Systems 0.633 Departments openly share infoomati facilitate each other's work. (Q.4) Structure
Employees have the ability to configure and reapre a bundle of working tasks . o .
CoTn{Jone?t o-  0.600 according to the demands of a particular proj€@#1) Structure 0.630 Each employee performs a divedsifigmber of duties. (Q.62) Structure
nternal T T P P
Communication 595 Employees have a good understa_ndlng of the orgaomzamission, vision and Strategy 0.620 Strategy takes the clients’ neddscionsideration. (Q.48) Strategy
(7.10%) strategic plan. (Q.33)
0.552 Employees work well in teams. (Q.42) HR 0.618 People work well together across departmental tharies. (Q.37) HR
0.499 What is learned is transmitted to everyb¢Qy35) Knowledge 0.611 The services offered toamsts are suited to their needs. (Q.73) Structure
. . . The organization works well with customers to depatew .
0.481 Employees share information they captureaintd-day work. (Q.50) Knowledge 0.599 products/services that are best suited for theidse(Q.34) Innovation
0.443 Actions developed are in consonance wittstizegy defined. (Q.72) Strategy 0.592  Each dejeant has its own strategic document and definets g(@.24) Systems
CD‘;’;‘;’r‘t’:fe':tf: 0.766 People work well together across departméoiahdaries. (Q.37) HR 0.569  There are processglade to help employees in their daily tasks. YQ.7 Processes
ggrf[’)‘gg’cis 0.738 Each department has its own strategic docuiamehdefined goals. (Q.24) Systems 0.555 Therageterm goals and short-term goals. (Q.15) Roee
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AICEP El
Factor Factor
Component Loadin Question Dimension Component Loadin Question Dimension
gs gs
Most of employees have the appropriate know-
CDomprftmentt& 0.730 how/competencies/knowledge suited to their work52p HR 0.714 Procedures are known by everyone. (Q.22) edtoes
epartment’s : i :
autonomy & 0.585 Each department has augor&omy in W;jgt concern dias its own Systems 0.646 Innovative projects are usually completedime and within budget. (Q.26) Innovation
Competencies h — u 'geltl)- Q. |21 ; - 5
(6.84%) 0.436 The organization Sy;:sms::ix)[l)gﬁ:r‘zQeiS?r newieEs to better Innovation 0.596 There is a clear system for choosing inneegirojects. (Q.2) Innovation
P - e : Component 2:
0.855 Decision-making and control Ere g“{in to employdiag the actual Procedures Formal 0.481 Rules, procedures, instructions, and comnatinits are written. (Q.36) Structure
work. (Q.14) decision
i i i rocedures
0.568 Overseas offices are C;L:gﬁlotﬂooﬂo?g gg;formand:erms of export Structure p(g_gz%) 0.478 Evaluations take place at least once a y@a21) HR
Companent 4: Empl h the ability t fi d reqpn a bundle of king task
Miscellaneous . o . mployees have the ability to configure and re a bundle of working tasks
(5.359%) 0.416 Each employee performs a diversified numbdutes. (Q.62) Structure 0.418 according to the demands of a particular projea1) Structure
0.411 Procedures are known by everyone. (Q.22) edroes 0.414 Employees’ knowledge is transmitted to otleisn they change functions. (Q.40) Knowledge
0.405 Strategy is glearly communicated t9 the outsidelants, other Strategy Component 3:  0.862 Decisions are centralized at the top le@Kg) Structure
organizations, press, people in general, etc.13Q. Centralization
0.851 The strategy pursued by the organizatiolexébdie. (Q.9) Strategy (6.26%) 0.833 Communication is mainly top-down. (Q.28) Sture
Component 5:
0.744 Each department has autonomy to take itsdaeisions. (Q.8) Systems 0.860 The organization is good at learning froneottentical organizations. (Q.3) Knowledge
Flexibility
4.83% i ikt izati i i ;
( ) 0.595 Procedures are flexible enough to respond quicktiifferent requests. Procedures 0736 The organization systematically compares its prtsdand processes with other Knowledge
(Q.30) organizations. (Q.11)
Component 4:
i ; L ) Learning Needs are fulfilled with existent personnel andptecruiting new people or
Component & 0.727  Employees patrticipate in the definition a&f ttepartment’s strategy. (Q.60) HR organization 0.508 subcontracting. (Q.63) HR
' (5.27%) - - . :
Employees’  0.716 Evaluations are top-down and bottom-up. (R.29 HR 0.490 Senior managers frequently visit fg’l’gyees andgmgaopen conversations. Structure
involvement :
(4.36%) i ;
0.427 When decisions or Cgﬁglgiggg?g};fr?qdezrs(g a2k78)SE|ouB effort to keep Knowledge 0.368 The organization learns with its mistakes4&p Knowledge
Component5:  0.779 Employees participate in the definition af tlepartment’s strategy. (Q.60) HR
Department’s
autonomy
(4.98%) 0.609 Each department has autonomy in what condiearsce (has its own budget). (Q.16) Systems
Component 6: 0.882 Employees are evaluated and rewarded acgamlitheir performance. (Q.13) HR
Evaluation
(4.22%) ir ability to i i ,
0.527 Employees are evaluated by their ability to innewaxtd/or to be creative. Innovation

Source:Authors’ compilation

(Q.49)
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The main differences occur primarily in componehtnd 2. The aspects that emerge as more
relevant for AICEP are knowledge management andnoamication, and for El, they are
strategy and formal decision procedures. This ismwith the findings presented in Section
3.4.1 where ‘Knowledge Management’ emerged as & medevant dimension (and ‘Strategy’
as less relevant, in fifth place), whereas in Btdfgy’ was the first dimension. This reveals
that there is no clear component of intentionatityAICEP, being more concerned with
internal matters than with actions directed atrttagket. In contrast, EI's philosophy is more

market-oriented and taking the clients’ needs aaosideration is a priority.

Q.73 (“The services offered to the customers aredto their needs”) clearly substantiates
this fact, since it appears in EI's first componleat not in AICEP’s. Given these differences,
it seems that AICEP is at a less developed stame Eh in terms of organization. El is one
step ahead of AICEP, having already solved intemmatters and is currently more concerned

with the outside (i.e., market needs).

Thus, knowledge and communication, although immstdo not alone lead to high levels of
performance in terms of export promotion. Payirtgrdaton to defining a clear ‘Strategy’ in
consonance with the market’s needs is essentatheving a better performance, which the

case of the Irish agency exemplifies.
Factor analysis within each of the originally pragsal dimensions

Given the findings put forward in the previous g&ttit seems relevant to go better explore
each original dimension to understand where thenrddierences lie in the two EPAs under

analysis.

The ‘Procedures’, ‘Processes’ and ‘Systems’ dinmrshave been left out here, since they
are merely composed of 4 statement each. Addilygrahd applying factor analysis to each
of the other (5) remaining organizational dimensjoonly the components that allow us to
explain a minimum of 30% of the variance have heeluded. Therefore, one component has
been considered for all the 5 dimensions underyaisal except for ‘Structure’, since it
becomes necessary to consider two components amndbe required minimum of 30% (cf.
Table 6).

First, we notice once again that ‘Strategy’ is momgportant to the Irish agency than the
Portuguese one, as shown by the 45.8% of explaiagdnce in El vs. 31.5% in AICEP. In
AICEP strategic aspects seem to follow a more apsirlogic, being focused mostly on

internal matters such as communication (Q.38; QB33).
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Table 6: The major components obtained inside the Broader organizational dimensions

AICEP El
% of the Dimension % of the
explained Question explained Question
variance variance
: . Employees have a good understanding of the
0.800 Strategy IS clearly Com’.““r.“cated to everyone 0.909 organization’s mission, vision and strategic
inside the organization. (Q.38)
plan. (Q.33)
Employees have a good understanding of the . .
0.752 organization’s mission, vision and strategic plan. 0.863 Strategy |_sdcleﬁ1rly commumcated to everyone
(Q.33) inside the organization. (Q.38)
Strategy is clearly communicated to the outside The organization looks ahead in a structured
31.5% 0.741 (to clients, other organizations, press, people in 0.855 way to see future threats and opportunities.
70 general, etc.). (Q.43) (Q.70)
0.739 The organization makes strategic options that 0.850 Objectives and milestones are both realistic and
’ clearly show the path it wants to follow. (Q.25) ’ challenging. (Q.17)
0650 'he goals of the organization are clearly defined. syateqy 458% gso |he organization makes strategic options that
(Q.1) clearly show the path it wants to follow. (Q.25)
0.566 Strategy takes the clients’ needs into 0.825 The goals of the organization are clearly
’ consideration. (Q.48) ) defined. (Q.1)
0.779 Strategy is defined on a short-term basis (1 to 3
) years). (Q.53)
0.763 Actions developed are in consonance with the
) strategy defined. (Q.72)
0.723 Strategy takes the clients’ needs into
) consideration. (Q.48)
Strategy is clearly communicated to the outside
0.640 (to clients, other organizations, press, people in
general, etc.). (Q.43)
0.847 Employees are evaluated by their ability to 0.869 There is a clear system for choosing innovative
' innovate and/or to be creative. (Q.49) ’ projects. (Q.2)
0.776 Employees are encouraged to be innovative and 0.788 Innovative projects are usually completed on
) creative. (Q.44) ) time and within budget. (Q.26)
The organization works well with customers to 54.1% Emplovees are evaluated by their ability to
52.9% 0.749 develop new products/services that are best suitggshovation 0.710 ir?noil/ate and/or to be creZ\tive @ 49))/
to their needs. (Q.34) T
Employees are involved in suggesting ideas for Employees are encouraged to be innovative and
0.723 . 0.606 :
improvements to products or processes. (Q.39) creative. (Q.44)
0.717 The organization systematically searches for new
' services to better promote exports. (Q.18)
0.826 The right information gets to the right people at 0.813 The organization learns with its mistakes.
) the right time. (Q.58) ) (Q.45)
What is learned is transmitted to everybody. The right information gets to the right people at
0.811 0.784 ; ;
) (Q.35) Knowledge . the right time. (Q.58)
39.9% 0.750 Employees share information they capture in dayranagement 40.1% 0.779 What is learned is transmitted to everybody.
) to-day work. (Q.50) ) (Q.35)
0.631 Employees’ knowledge is transmitted to others 0.624 Once implemented, projects are reviewed to
' when they change functions. (Q.40) ’ improve performance next time. (Q.19)
Rules, procedures, instructions, and T .
0.863 communications are written. (Q.36) 0.932 Communication is mainly top-down. (Q.28)
0.857 Senior managers frequently visit employees and 0.881 Decisions are centralized at the top level.
25.3% ' engage in open conversations. (Q.12) 27.6% ’ (Q.46)
Employees have the ability to configure and . .
0.642 reconfigure a bundle of working tasks according 0.581 The serwcesﬂc]):ﬁ rsgetgsc%(sgtc;rg)e rs are suited to
to the demands of a particular project. (Q.41) T
0.842 Employees can take their decisions autonomously. 0.862 Each employee performs a detailed number of
) (Q.55) Structure ) duties. (Q.59)
13.5% 0.723 The structure qf the organization helps to take 0.745 Most employees know each other_ among the
decisions rapidly. (Q.71) several departments they work with. (Q.74)
Decisions are centralized at the middle level. o Rules, procedures, instructions, and
0480 (Q.51) 16.2%  0.659 communications are written. (Q.36)
0.595 Each employee performs an excessive number
) of duties. (Q.65)
Senior managers frequently visit employees
0.574 d )
and engage in open conversations. (Q.12)
Employees are evaluated and rewarded .
0.867 according to their performance. (Q.13) 0.873 Team work is encouraged. (Q.47)
. Employees suggest improvements to
0.727 Team work is encouraged. (Q.47) D 0.840 procedures. (Q.56)
34.3% . 35.0% Most of employees have the appropriate know-
. - R
0.710 Evaluations are (tgng?wn and bottom-up.  Resources 0.639  how/competencies/knowledge suited to their
) work. (Q.52)
0.697 Employees participate in the definition of the 0.598 People work well together across departmental

department’s strategy. (Q.60)

boundaries. (Q.37)

Source:Authors’ compilation
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At El, although communication is also taken intangideration, the focus is mainly on
downstream matters, that is, analyzing the market defining actions to implement
accordingly (as shown by Q. 70; Q.17; Q.25; Q.53,20Q.48). This targeting of the market

seems to be the key to achieving effectively higifggmances levels.

Also, in ‘Innovation’ the main component obtaineidHiights an element of efficiency and
efficacy for El that is not as evident in AICEP.(¢f.2 and Q.26), which is obviously closely
related with EI's better performance (that is, ctetipg innovative projects on time and
within budget). In AICEP, there is more concernhaibe existence of innovation (Q. 18)
rather than with its implementation (i.e., accorsipihent of time and budget constraints,

evaluation).

In what concerns ‘Knowledge Management’, we finattthe more relevant aspects for
AICEP are again (as mentioned above in ‘Stratedise related with the internal
transmission of information, whereas in El theralgo a focus on the organization’s learning
ability and course of action (Q.45; Q.19).

Regarding ‘Structure’ in general terms, it shoukl foted that the importance of market
requirements is again present in component 1 focEl Q.73), particularly the services
offered to customers. This is in contrast to AICERpse core relies once again on internal
matters rather than external ones. Also, aspeatertfalization appear together in El but the
average scores obtained in Section 3.3 (cf. Taplevete below AICEP’s, showing a less

centralized organization.

The main component of ‘Human Resources’ for AICERers essentially matters related
with employees’ evaluation and reward (Q.13; Q.2®hereas for El, it contains the
importance of skills and know-how of employees @).5

The evidence obtained in the present sectionlisénwith the findings put forward in Section
3.4.3, as to the importance of strategic matterectkd at the outside and based on an
effective attitude of action for El, whereas in AE focus is still at an earlier stage, that is,

solving internal issues such as communication ammsviedge management.
Conclusions

The purpose of this study consisted in assessirggheh internal traits of Export Promotion
Agencies can be associated to distinct performaandswhich ones in particular, based on
the 8 main organizational dimensions identifiedtie literature (‘Strategy’, 'Innovation

strategy’, ‘Knowledge management’, ‘Structure’, fdan resources’, ‘Processes’,

‘Procedures’, and ‘Systems’). To this end, we geld¢wo EPAs that have shown divergent
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levels of performance, the Portuguese AICEP andiribk EIl (cf. Lederman et al., 2010).

Using a questionnaire targeting employees in the tmgencies who deal with export
promotion, we compare their perceptions regardiacheorganizational dimension so as to
determine which of these dimensions can justifydissociated with the agencies’ distinct

performances.

Based on the data collected (32 answers from Al@&# 30 from EI) and based on the
Kruskal Wallis non-parametric test, we found that & of the 8 organizational dimensions
(more specifically, ‘Strategy’, 'Innovation straiég ‘Knowledge management’, ‘Human
resources’, ‘Processes’ and ‘Systems’), the empl®ygerceptions are quite different
between the EPAs.

‘Innovation’, ‘Processes’ and ‘Systems’ are the khstinguishing dimensions between El
and AICEP, as statistically significant differencgsre found in all the items that compose
these dimensions. In fact, ‘Innovation’ and ‘Pree=s are the dimensions which reveal the
most divergent path between the two EPAs. Thergfoseems clear that ElI promotes, to a
greater extent than AICEP, a more innovative aneatority-fostering organizational
environment by supporting new ideas and projectd, keeing more concerned with learning
interactions among all the organization’s membarshe same line, ‘Processes’ are better
implemented and clarified at El than at AICEP.Hisfatter case, it is conveyed that there are
no clear reward mechanisms, procedures for rengjitiefined goals for the short and long
term and mechanisms for helping in daily tasks. &kgue therefore, that the differences in
these two dimensions may explain the differentqrertince levels observed in the two EPAs.
Indeed, when an EPA supports the creative abildfes employees, it is using one of its
richest resources — human resources —, which uneldybconstitute a valuable contribution
to the improvement of the organization’s perforne@nEurthermore, having well-defined

processes in place facilitates and enhances tharmuesources’ work activities.

Complementing the Kruskal Wallis test, another ergiory statistical technique was
employed, factor analysis. Considering all the oizmtional dimensions, it is clear that
‘Strategy’ and ‘Innovation’ are more closely assbed at El than at AICEP. In this latter
case, ‘Innovation’ is more closely associated taolwledge Management’. This may indicate
that aspects such as ‘purpose’ and ‘market appliealvation’ may be lacking, hampering the
still incipient innovation efforts at AICEP from neaializing into market value outcomes,

that is, performance.

Additionally, the factor analysis performed onthk statements led to six distinct dimensions

for El. (1) Strategic management, (2) Formal decisprocedures, (3) Centralization, (4)

37



Learning organization, (5) Department’s autonomnmg ¢) Evaluation. The same analysis for
AICEP also yielded six dimensions — (1) Knowledganagement and communication, (2)
Internal communication, (3) Department’s autonomyg @ompetencies, (4) Miscellaneous,
(5) Flexibility, and (6) Involvement of employeeswhich highlights the relevant role of
human resources and communication inside the argaomn along with strategy and main

goals.

A good management of human resources, includinduatrans, rewards and motivation

policies, along with effective internal communicatiare certainly important to obtain more
innovation and better performance. The main diffees for the two agencies occur in
dimensions 1 and 2 as they explain more than 35%eof/ariance. In these dimensions, the
aspects which emerge as most relevant for AICEK@oe/ledge management and (internal)
communication, and for El, they are strategy amih&d decision procedures. This reveals
that a component of intentionality is not clealACEP, being an organization that is more
concerned with internal matters rather than wittoas directed at the market/clients’ needs.
In contrast, EI's philosophy is more market-orientend taking the clients’ needs into

consideration is a priority.

Given the two agencies’ differing levels of perf@amee (according to Lederman et al., 2010),
and the evidence gathered, we suggest that knowledgl communication, although
important, do not alone lead to high levels of perfance in terms of export promotion.
Paying attention to defining a clear ‘Strategy’,dansonance with the market’'s needs, is

essential to achieving a better performance, wthietctase of the Irish agency exemplifies.

Furthermore, the factor analysis conducted withacheof the main original dimensions
confirms again the importance of strategic mattérected at the market and based on an
effective attitude of action for El, whereas forGHP, focus is still in an earlier stage which

involves dealing with internal matters such as camication and knowledge management.

Summing up, we put forward that El is a ‘Learningg@nization’, being open to the outside
(clients and other organizations, through benchmmgjkand more connected to the market.
AICEP contrasts with EI since it is much more inek#booking, being more concerned with

internal communication and knowledge managementiegssthan with market ones.

Consequently, for the Portuguese agency, it has beme difficult to understand the real

needs of its clients and to develop a consonaatesfy, which explains, at least to some
degree, its distance from a good performance imdeof export promotion as shown in

Lederman et al.’s (2010) study.
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Recalling that the present dissertation aimed ltotHe gap identified by Lederman et al.
(2009: pp. 265) as to the absence of case stutiias dapture the heterogeneity of
environments and structures in which EPAs operageanalyzed and explained how certain
characteristics of Export Promotion Agencies (ERfuence or explain their distinct levels
of success (in terms of export performance), arttlisiway, we have contributed to fostering
knowledge on EPAs, specifically at the level of teationship between their organizational

characteristics and performance.

Our in-depth case study analysis highlights tha& HPAS’ performance is associated to
certain organizational characteristics, namelydt&gy’, 'Innovation strategy’, ‘Knowledge

management’, ‘Human resources’, ‘Processes’ ansit&ays'.

Thus, if the quest is to achieve high performamsels in terms of export promotion, EPAs
should change their attitude towards each of tliweadmentioned dimensions. The ‘effective’
organization is that which has blended its strigtumanagement practices, rewards, and

people into a package that in turn fits with iteiggy (Galbraith, 1996).

In this context, the laggard EPA, AICEP, shouldeépsup’ to the outside world and assume a
more purpose-based/strategic-led behaviour by amglynarket needs and defining the most
appropriate, concrete actions, providing clientdhwmore suitable services and learning with

them.

The parallel between action versus opportunitiestareats that the organization faces needs
to be more evident in AICEP. Moreover, it would elvisable to perform some
benchmarking exercise with other EPAs in ordeeton and improve from international best
practices. Internally, encouraging innovation amengployees, promoting the search for new
services, and a better use of human resourcesgifteam work, more autonomy, changing
of functions, incentives and rewards, is a questt tthould not be ignored if higher

performance is to be achieved.

Despite the novelty of the approach associatechéopresent research, it presents some
limitations, which are likely to constitute pathe future research. First, the reduced size of
the samples (32 answers from AICEP and 30 frormi&ay be considered a limitation to our
study. Second, in order to broaden our researchiputid be pertinent to study other EPAS,

adding more objective data characterizing each RAe respondent’s perceptions.

39



References
AICEP (2009) Relatorio do Conselho de Administracdo 2088meo, Porto: AICEP.

Alexander, C. and Warwick, K. (2007), “Governmemsports and growth: responding to the
challenges and opportunities of globalisatiohhe World Economywol. 30, No. 1,
pp. 177-194.

Alvarez, R. (2004), “Sources of export successnrals and medium-sized enterprises: the
impact of public programs’international Business Reviewpl. 13, No. 3, pp. 383-
400.

Andrews, K. (1997), “The concept of corporate sggt, in Resources, Firms, and
Strategies: A Reader in the Resource-based Pergpebticolai J. Foss, eds. Great
Britain: Oxford University Press, pp. 52-59.

Andrews, R., Boyne, G.A., Law, J. and Walker, R(RD09), “Strategy formulation, strategy
content and performance: an empirical analygiiblic Management Reviewol.
11, No. 1, pp. 1-22.

Busch, P. (2008)lacit Knowledge in Organizational Learniti$jS.A.: IGI Global.

Calderon, H.; Fayés, T. and Cervera, A. (2005)mMadel for valuation of government export
promotion policies: an empirical analysis in theaBigh context from market oriented
perspective’lnternational Review on Public and Non Profit Matikg, Vol. 2, No. 2,
pp. 34-49.

Cassey, A.J. (2008)The Location of U.S. State®verseas OfficesSchool of Economic
Sciences, U.S.A.: Washington State University.

Cavusgil, S.T. and Yeoh, P. (1994), “Public sepgtmmotion of U.S. export activity: a review
and directions for the futureJournal of Public Policy & MarketingVol. 13, No. 1,
pp. 76-84.

Chandler, A.D. (1997), “Strategy and structure”, Resources, Firms, and Strategies: A
Reader in the Resource-based Perspechieolai J. Foss, eds. Great Britain: Oxford
University Press, pp. 40-51.

Copeland, B. (2007 there a case for trade and investment promapiolicy?, Trade policy

research, Canada: Department of Foreign Affairslatatnational Trade.

Coughlin, C., and Cartwright, P. (1987) “An exantioa of state foreign export promotion
and manufacturing exportgournal of Regional Scienc¥ol. 27, No. 3, pp. 439-449.

40



Czinkota, M. (1994), “A national export assistapadicy for new and growing businesses”,

Journal of International Marketingvol. 2, No. 1, pp. 91-101.

Dalton, D.R., Todor, H.D, Spendolini, M.J., FieldinG.J. and Porter, L.W. (1980),
“Organization structure and performance: a criticaview”, The Academy of

Management Reviewol. 5, No. 1, pp. 49-64.

Day, G.S. and Schoemaker, P.J.H. (1996), “Organizain The Strategy Process: Concepts,
Contexts, Casedd. Mintzberg, J. Lampel, J.B. Quinn and S. Ghgsbds. England:
Pearson Education Limited, pp. 207-241.

Delaney, J.T. and Huselid, M.A. (1996), “The impaaft human resource management
practices on perceptions of organizational perforeed The Academy of
Management JournaVol. 39, No. 4, pp. 949-969.

Diamantopoulos, B.B.S. and Tse, K.Y.K. (1993), “@ratanding the role of export marketing
assistance: empirical evidence and research needs3pean Journal of Marketing
Vol. 27, No.4, pp. 5-18.

Elvey, L. (1990), "Export Promotion and Assistanck: Comparative Analysis,” in
International Perspectives on Trade Promotion asdistance, S.T. Cavusgil and
Michael R. Czinkota, eds. Westport, CT: Quorum Bxqgip. 133-48.

Enterprise Ireland (2009), Annual Report and Actsu009, in http://www.enterprise-
ireland.com/en/Publications/Reports-Published-
Strategies/Reports%20and%20Published%20Strateg#3¥&2view.html, accessed
on 2010-12-15.

Farnham, B. (2004), “Impact of the political corttedn foreign policy decision-making”,
Political Psychology\Vol. 25, No. 3, pp. 441-463.

Galbraith, J.R. (1996), “Organization” ithe Strategy Process: Concepts, Contexts, Cases,
H. Mintzberg, J. Lampel, J.B. Quinn and S. Ghosbds,. England: Pearson Education
Limited, pp. 207-241.

Gedajilovic, E. and Zahra, S.A. (2005), “Entrepnanskip, organizational learning and
capability building: a governance perspective”, limovating Strategy Processes
Floyd, S.W., Roos, J., Jacobs, C.D. and Kellerm&dd/., eds. U.S.A.: Blackwell
Publishing Ltd., pp. 10-16.

41



Gencturk E. and Kotabe, M. (2001), “The effect xp@rt assistance program usage on export
performance: a contingency explanatioddurnal of International Marketingvol. 9,
No. 2, pp. 51-72.

Gil, S.; Llorca, R. and Serrano, J.A.S. (2008), adering the impact of regional export
promotion: the Spanish casd”apers in Regional Scienc¥ol. 87, No. 1, pp. 139-
147.

GronhaugK., and Tore, L(1983), "Exploring the impact of government expsubsidies,"
European Journal of Marketing/ol. 17, No. 2, pp. 5-12.

Hansen, K. (1996), “The dual motives of particigardat international trade shows”,

International Marketing Reviewol. 13, No. 2, pp. 39-53.

Head, K. and Ries, J. (2010), “Do trade missiongedase trade?’Canadian Journal of
Economicsyol. 43, No. 3, pp. 754-775.

Hogan, P. (1991), “Some institutional aspects gfoek promotion in developing countries”,
EDI Seminar Series No. 310/053, Washington D.Ce World Bank.

Keesing, D.B. and Singer, A. (1991), “Developmessistance gone wrong: why support
services have failed to expand exports”, EDI Sem8eies No. 310/053, Washington
D.C.: The World Bank.

Lederman, D.; Olarreaga, M. and Payton, L. (201Bxport promotion agencies: do they
work?”, Journal of Development Economi&fl. 91, No. 2, pp. 257-265.

Martincus, C.V.; Estevadeordal, A.; Gallo, A. andni, J. (2010), “Information barriers,
export promotion institutions, and the extensivergimaof trade” Review of World
EconomicsVol. 146, No. 1, pp. 91-111.

Nitsch, V. (2007), “State visits and internatiotralde”, World EconomyVol. 30, No. 12, pp.
1797-1816.

Pallant, J. (20015PSS, Survival ManuyaBuckingham: Open University Press.

Pfeffer, J. (1994)Competitive advantage through peqgpBoston: Harvard Business School

Press.

Portugal —  Government (2009), “Programa Do XVIII v8mo”, in
http://www.governo.gov.pt/pt/GC18/Governo/Prograroa&no/Pages/Programa_Go
verno_03.aspx, accessed on 2010-11-27.

42



Portugal — Government (2010), “Resolucdo do Comwsalle Ministros N.° 3/2010 -
competéncias e composi¢cao do Conselho para a Paondz; Internacionalizagéao”,
19th of January 2010, in
http://www.portugal.gov.pt/pt/GC18/Governo/Ministes/MEI/Documentos/Pages/20
100119 MEID_Doc_Conselho_Internacionalizacao.aapsessed on 2010-11-27.

Pugh, D.S.; Hickson, D.J.; Hinings, C.R. and Tur@r(1968), “Dimensions of organization
structure”, Administrative Scien¢é&/0l. 13, No. 1, pp. 65-105.

Reid, S.D. (1983), “Managerial and firms’ influescen export behaviourjournal of the
Academy of Marketing Sciendéol. 11, No. 3, pp. 323-332.

Rose, A. (2007), “The foreign service and foreigadée: embassies as export promotion”,
World EconomyVol. 30, No. 1, pp. 22-38.

Rosson, P.J. and Seringhaus, F.H.R. (1991), “latemmal trade fairs: firms and government
exhibits”, in Seringhaus, F.H.R. and Rosson, FEils), Export Development and
Promotion: The Role of Public OrganizatipriKluwer Academic Publishers, Boston,
MA.

Seringhaus, F.H.R. and Botschen, G. (1991), “Cnag®nal comparison of export promotion
services: the views of Canadian and Austrian comeggnJournal of International
Business Studie¥ol. 22, No. 1, pp. 115-133.

Seringhaus, F.H.R. and Rosson, P.J. (1998), “Manageand performance of international
trade fair exhibitors: government stands vs inddpah stands”,International
Marketing ReviewVol. 15, No. 5, pp. 398-412.

Shamsuddoha, A.K.; Ali, M.Y. and Ndubisi, N.O. (200 “Impact of government export
assistance on internationalization of SMEs from ellgvng nations”,Journal of

Enterprise Information Managemenfol. 22, No. 4, pp. 408-422.

Shamsuddoha, A.K. and Ali, M.Y. (2006), “Mediateffieets of export promotion programs
on firm export performance”Asia Pacific Journal of Marketing and Logisticgol.
18, No. 2, pp. 93-110.

Simons, H. (2009)Case Study Research in PractiteK.: Sage Publications, Ltd.

Solberg, C.A. (1991), “Export promotion and traded in Norway: are there better ways?”,
in International Perspectives on Trade Promotiod Assistance, in Cavusgil, S.T.
and Czinkota, M.R., eds. Westport, CT: Quorum Bopks 119-25.

43



Spence, M. (2003), “Evaluating export promotiongreanmes: UK overseas trade missions

and export performanceSmall Business Economjdgol. 20, No.1, pp. 83-103.
Stake, R.E. (1995} he Art of Case Study ResearthS.A.: Sage Publications, Inc.

Strecker, N. (2008)|nnovation Strategy and Firm Performance: An Enuali Study of

Publicly listed firmsGermanyGabler Edition Wissenschatft.

The Economist (2010), “The PIIGS that won't fly — duide to the euro-zone’s troubled
economies”, 18 March 2010, in http://www.economist.com/node/15838 accessed
in 2010-12-09.

Tidd, J. and Bessant, J. (200Managing Innovation. Integrating Technological, Mat and
Organizational Changeélth ed.), England: John Wiley & Sons, Ltd.

Waterman, R.H., Peters, T.J. and Philips, J.R8@)},Structure is not OrganizatigiBusiness

Horizons.

Wettenhall, R. (2003), “Exploring types of publiecsor organizations: past exercises and
current issues’Public Organization Review: A Global Jourpalol. 3, No. 3, pp.
219-245.

White, M.A. and Bruton, G.D. (2007} he Management of Technology and Innovation: A
Strategic Approack2™ ed.), U.S.A.: South-Western Cengage Language.

Wilkinson, T.J. and Brouthers, L.E. (2000), “An ®wtion of state sponsored promotion
programs”Journal of Business Researdlol. 47, No. 3, pp. 229-236.

Yin, R.K. (2009),Case Study Research: Design and Meth@dsd.), U.S.A.: Applied Social
Research Methods Series (Vol. 5).

Zach, M.H. (1999), “Managing Codified KnowledgeSloan Management RevieWol. 40,
No. 4, pp. 45-58.

44



NO 423

NO 422

NO 421

N© 420

N° 419

N° 418

NO 417

NC 416

NO 415

No 414

NO 413

NO 412

NO 411

N° 410

N° 409
N° 408
N° 407

N© 406

N© 405

NO 404

N© 403

N© 402

N° 401

N° 400

N© 399

N° 398
Ne 397

Recent FEP Working Papers

Pedro Cosme Costa Vieira, “Esta na hora de Portugal sair da Zona Euro”, September
2011

Marcia Daniela Barbosa Oliveira and Jodo Gama, “How we got Here? A Methodology to
Study the Evolution of Economies”, July 2011

Vitor M. Carvalho and Manuel M. F. Martins, “Macroeconomic effects of fiscal
consolidations in a DSGE model for the Euro Area: does composition matter?”, July
2011

Duarte Leite, Pedro Campos and Isabel Mota, “"Computational Results on Membership in
R&D Cooperation Networks: To Be or Not To Be in a Research Joint Venture”, July 2011
Sandra T. Silva, Isabel Mota and Filipe Grilo, “"The Use of Game Theory in Regional
Economics: a guantitative retrospective”, June 2011

Marisa R. Ferreira, Teresa Proenga and Joao F. Proenca, “An Empirical Analysis about
Motivations among Hospital Volunteers”, June 2011

Marlene Grande and Aurora A.C. Teixeira, “Corruption and Multinational Companies’
Entry Modes.Do Linguistic and Historical Ties Matter?”, June 2011

Aurora A.C. Teixeira, “Mapping the (In)visible College(s) in the Field of
Entrepreneurship”, June 2011

Liliana Fernandes, Américo Mendes and Aurora A.C. Teixeira, “A weighted
multidimensional index of child well-being which incorporates children’s individual
perceptions”, June 2011

Gongalo Faria and Jodo Correia-da-Silva, “A Closed-Form Solution for Options with
Ambiguity about Stochastic Volatility”, May 2011

Abel L. Costa Fernandes and Paulo R. Mota, “The Roots of the Eurozone Sovereign Debt
Crisis: PIGS vs Non-PIGS”, May 2011

Goretti Nunes, Isabel Mota and Pedro Campos, “Policentrismo Funcional em Portugal:
Uma avaliagdo”, May 2011

Ricardo Biscaia and Isabel Mota, “Models of Spatial Competition: a Critical Review”, May
2011

Paula Sarmento, “The Effects of Vertical Separation and Access Price Regulation on
Investment Incentives”, April 2011

Ester Gomes da Silva, “Portugal and Spain: catching up and falling behind. A
comparative analysis of productivity trends and their causes, 1980-2007”, April 2011
José Pedro Fique, “Endogenous Response to the 'Network Tax’”, March 2011

Susana Silva, Isabel Soares and Carlos Pinho, “The impact of renewable energy sources
on economic growth and CO2 emissions - a SVAR approach”, March 2011

Elena Sochirca and Sandra Tavares Silva, “Efficient redistribution policy: an analysis
focused on the quality of institutions and public education”, March 2011

Pedro Campos, Pavel Brazdil and Isabel Mota, “"Comparing Strategies of Collaborative
Networks for R&D: an agent-based study”, March 2011

Adelaide Figueiredo, Fernanda Figueiredo, Natalia P. Monteiro and Odd Rune Straume,
“Restructuring in privatised firms: a Statis approach”, February 2011

Claudia M. F. Pereira Lopes, Antonio Cerqueira and Elisio Branddo, “The financial
reporting quality effect on European firm performance”, February 2011

Armando Silva, “Financial constraints and exports: evidence from Portuguese
manufacturing firms”, February 2011

Elena Sochirca, Oscar Afonso and Pedro Mazeda Gil, “Directed technological change with
costly investment and complementarities, and the skill premium?”, January 2011

Joana Afonso, Isabel Mota and Sandra Tavares Silva, “Micro credit and Territory -
Portugal as a case study”, January 2011

Gongalo Faria and Jodo Correia-da-Silva, “The Price of Risk and Ambiguity in an
Intertemporal General Equilibrium Model of Asset Prices”, January 2011

Mario Alexandre Patricio Martins da Silva, “A Model of Innovation and Learning with
Involuntary Spillovers and absorptive capacity”, January 2011

Fernando Governo and Aurora A.C. Teixeira, “Marketing and technology sophistication




N° 396

N° 395

NO 394

NO 393

N© 392

NO 391

N° 390

N© 389

N° 388

NO 387

N° 386

NO 385

N° 384

NO 383

NO 382

No 381

N° 380

N° 379

NO 378

No 377

N° 376

as hidden weapons for fostering the demand for ‘art house’ cinema films: a cross
country analysis”, January 2011

Liliana Fernandes, Américo Mendes and Aurora A.C. Teixeira, “A review essay on child
well-being measurement: uncovering the paths for future research”, December 2010
David Nascimento and Aurora A.C. Teixeira, “Recent trends in the economics of
innovation literature through the lens of Industrial and Corporate Change”, December
2010

Antodnio Branddo, Jodo Correia-da-Silva and Joana Pinho, “Spatial competition between
shopping centers”, December 2010

Susana Silva, Isabel Soares and Oscar Afonso, “E3 Models Revisited”, December 2010
Catarina Roseira, Carlos Brito and Stephan C. Henneberg, “Innovation-based Nets as
Collective Actors: A Heterarchization Case Study from the Automotive Industry”,
November 2010

Li Shu and Aurora A.C. Teixeira, “The level of human capital in innovative firms located
in China. Is foreign capital relevant”, November 2010

Rui Moura and Rosa Forte, “The Effects of Foreign Direct Investment on the Host
Country Economic Growth - Theory and Empirical Evidence”, November 2010

Pedro Mazeda Gil and Fernanda Figueiredo, “Firm Size Distribution under Horizontal and
Vertical R&D”, October 2010

Wei Heyuan and Aurora A.C. Teixeira, “Is human capital relevant in attracting
innovative FDI to China?”, October 2010

Carlos F. Alves and Cristina Barbot, “"Does market concentration of downstream buyers
squeeze upstream suppliers’ market power?”, September 2010

Argentino Pessoa “Competitiveness, Clusters and Policy at the Regional Level: Rhetoric
vs. Practice in Designing Policy for Depressed Regions”, September 2010

Aurora A.C. Teixeira and Margarida Catarino, “The importance of Intermediaries
organizations in international R&D cooperation: an empirical multivariate study across
Europe”, July 2010

Mafalda Soeiro and Aurora A.C. Teixeira, “Determinants of higher education students’
willingness to pay for violent crime reduction: a contingent valuation study”, July 2010
Armando Silva, “The role of subsidies for exports: Evidence for Portuguese
manufacturing firms”, July 2010

Oscar Afonso, Pedro Neves and Maria Thompsom, “Costly Investment,
Complementarities, International Technological-Knowledge Diffusion and the Skill
Premium?”, July 2010

Pedro Cunha Neves and Sandra Tavares Silva, “Inequality and Growth: Uncovering the
main conclusions from the empirics”, July 2010

Isabel Soares and Paula Sarmento, “Does Unbundling Really Matter? The
Telecommunications and Electricity Cases”, July 2010

Anténio Branddo and Joana Pinho, “Asymmetric information and exchange of
information about product differentiation”, June 2010

Mdnica Meireles, Isabel Soares and Oscar Afonso, “Economic Growth, Ecological
Technology and Public Intervention”, June 2010

Nuno Torres, Oscar Afonso and Isabel Soares, “The connection between oil and
economic growth revisited”, May 2010

Ricardo Correia and Carlos Brito, “O Marketing e o Desenvolvimento Turistico: O Caso
de Montalegre”, May 2010

Editor: Sandra Silva (sandras@fep.up.pt)
Download available at:
http://www.fep.up.pt/investigacao/workingpapers/

also in http://ideas.repec.org/PaperSeries.html




FAcUuLDADE DE ECONOMIA DA UNIVERSIDADE DO PORTO
Rua Dr. Roberto Frias, 4200-464 Porto | Tel. 225 571 100

Tel. 225571100 | www.fep.up.pt

www.fep.up.pt



