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A B S T R A C T 

Objective: The objective of this article is to determine and analyse export conditions by 
combining the entrepreneurial resource perspective and formal institutional approach. 

Research Design & Methods: Drawing on a representative sample of global nascent 
entrepreneurs, cross-level (random-effects) moderation analysis is applied to explicate 
the influence of a country’s formal institution on the relationship between entrepre-
neurial resource-based determinants and the degree of export, and this method ena-
bles the study of country-level slopes. 

Findings: The results suggest that there is a positive relation between self-efficacy and 
export and that people who have the willingness to pursue decisions or courses of ac-
tion associated with uncertainty are more likely to export. In addition, the research 
findings also confirm the positive moderating effect of formal institutions on entrepre-
neurial resource aspects and the degree of export. 

Implications & Recommendations: The findings of the study have implications in par-
ticular for policy-makers who are interested in encouraging early export by influencing 
institutional dimensions. Policymakers have largely concentrated on institutions to in-
crease entrepreneurial opportunities, but institutions may not be sufficient to stimu-
late international entrepreneurship. 

Contribution & Value Added: The originality of this work lies in adopting a more com-
prehensive approach in studying export by integrating entrepreneurial resource per-
spective with the institutional dimensions. 
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INTRODUCTION 

The drivers behind early-stage entrepreneurial firms going international have been 
a subject of increasing interest in international entrepreneurship (IE) research (Rialp 
& Knight, 2005; Nadkarni & Barr, 2008). However, relatively few studies of international 
entrepreneurship have empirically investigated the link between resource factors and 
the decision of early-stage entrepreneurs to export in particular. Given that much less 
attention has been paid to the national institutions which could mobilise and enable 
entrepreneurial resource factors to support the international expansion behaviour, this 
neglect may have contributed to the inconsistent findings in the relationship between 
entrepreneurial resource aspects and export. Therefore, this study first examines how 
entrepreneurial resources determinants in terms of self-efficacy and risk attitude exer-
cise different influences of the extent of export. In addition, it assesses how the rela-
tionship between entrepreneurial resource and the degree of export can be modified by 
varying formal institutions of more than 60 countries. 

Wright and Ricks (1994) identified international entrepreneurship and early-stage en-
trepreneurial firms as the emerging research area trending with greater methodological 
sophistication in the field of IB research. The early definition of international entrepreneur 
excluded already established firms and only focused on IB activities of new ventures 
(McDougall, 1989). The export phenomenon of ‘born global’ firms has been observed ob-
served and researched recently. For example, ‘Innovation, Organizational Capabilities, and 
the Born Global Firm’ by Knight and Cavusgil (2004). They identified born global firms as 
these new international business organisations that reject the idea of long-term domestic 
business before export and focuse more on the superior international business perfor-
mance from the application of entrepreneurial-based resources for international entre-
preneurship (Kinghts & Cavusgil, 2004). In the beginning, most of the born global research 
was focused mostly on the export process of firms but later more resource-based aspect 
is introduced to recognise the dynamic nature of international entrepreneurship. Fan and 
Phan (2007) argued that the export of entrepreneurs is affected by cultural and economic 
factors of the home country alone with other static factors like the size of the firm’s home 
market and by its internal entrepreneurial resource (Fan & Phan, 2007; Liu, 2017). 

Baumol (1990) argued that changing institutional environment results in a various level 
of institutional context and thus resulting in different entrepreneurial activity for each envi-
ronment. His research was enhanced further when Whitley (1999) identified and linked 
three aspects of institutional context; the financial system, the skill development and control 
system and the state, to shape the business environment for a country. The positive rela-
tionship between entrepreneurial effort and the country’s financial and educational activi-
ties is also researched suggesting that institutional characteristics significantly influence the 
entrepreneurial effort of a country (Głodowska, 2017; Głodowska & Wach, 2017). 

The objective of this article is to determine and analyse the export conditions by com-
bining the entrepreneurial resource perspective and formal institutional approach. Draw-
ing on a representative sample of global nascent entrepreneurs, cross-level (random-ef-
fects) moderation analysis is applied to explicate the influence of a country’s formal insti-
tutions on the relationship between entrepreneurial resource-based determinants and 
the degree of export, and this method enables the study of country-level slopes. 
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Drawing on existing literature, section two and three briefly establish hypothetical rela-
tionships between entrepreneurial resource and the degree of export and deliberate the 
moderating effect of formal institutions and presents our hypotheses. Section four describes 
the dataset and the measurement. Section five focuses on the methodology and our ap-
proach to testing the hypotheses. Section six presents the results and conclusions. 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Entrepreneurial Resource Aspects 

Penrose (1959, p. 9) defined a firm as ‘a collection of physical and human resources’ and 
pointed to the heterogeneity of these resources. The term ‘resource’ is conceived widely 
as ‘anything that can be thought of as a strength or a weakness’ of the firm. The literature 
has addressed implicitly many resource issues. Following Penrose (1959), entrepreneurial 
resource refers to the characteristics of business owners, who are primarily responsible 
for the growth of the firm (Penrose, 1959; Dobbs & Hamilton, 2007). The relationship be-
tween decision-maker characteristics and the degree of export has been a much-re-
searched issue. RBV provides a theoretical framework in which the variable can be an-
chored. Early research from Miesenbock (1988) argued that the key variable in business 
export is the decision-maker in a firm. Vatne (1995) presented a model on the export of 
SMEs in manufacturing activities, suggesting that social networking and an entrepreneur’s 
quality may influence a firm’s ability to identify and acquire external resources. Later, 
O’Farrell, Wood and Zheng (1998) extended the model to incorporate the export of SMEs 
engaged in business service activities. They asserted that a variety of demand-side factors 
affect the reasons for foreign market entry, while supply-side factors can influence a busi-
ness service firm’s ability to export. The supply of suitably educated and experienced busi-
ness owners with a wide variety of entrepreneurial resource can lead to higher proclivity 
towards the export of firms that have internal competencies to sell specialised and inno-
vative services internationally. Cooper (1994) suggested that the single most important 
influence upon the ability of an individual is the previous work experience of a founder. 
According to current research, the central mechanisms of the decision-maker include en-
trepreneurial self-efficacy and entrepreneurial risk attitude (Chrupała-Pniak, 2017; Daw-
son & Henley, 2012; Kowalik, 2017; Westhead, 1995). Therefore, we posit: 

H1: Self-efficacy impacts export by early-stage entrepreneurial firms in such 
a way that entrepreneurs with a higher level of self-efficacy are more likely 
to choose a higher degree of export. 

H3: Risk attitude impacts export by early-stage entrepreneurial firms in such 
a way that entrepreneurs who are more risk-tolerant are more likely to 
choose a higher degree of export. 

Formal Institutions 

While internal attributes of firms are important aspects in export, they are affected by 
national institutions (Zahra, Korri, & Yu, 2005). In particular, scholars have suggested that 
export behaviour is not only driven by entrepreneurial resource aspects as emphasised by 
traditional strategy research (Barney, 1991; Porter, 1980); it is also a reflection of the formal 
constraints of a specific institutional context in which entrepreneurs are embedded (Oliver, 
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1997; Scott, 1995). Prior research claims that since a business venture generated by an en-
trepreneur exists and competes in a business environment, an assessment of the relevant 
institutional context should be part of the decision-making process (Naffziger, 1994). North 
(1990, p. 3) defined institutions as ‘the rules of the game in a society’, or more formally, 
‘institutions are the constraints that shape human interaction’. Dunning and Lundan (2008) 
argued that export behaviour is enabled or constrained by a multitude of formal institutional 
forces including elements that both promote and hinder the upgrading of resource aspects. 
More specifically, the institution-based view contends that formal institutional environ-
ments in which a firm operates significantly shape the efficacy of its operations and perfor-
mance (e.g. Hoskisson, Eden, Lau, & Wright, 2000; Scott, 1995). Buckley, Clegg, Cross, Zheng, 
Voss and Liu (2007) asserted that consistent and liberal regulatory policies enacted by home 
country governments can increase the self-efficacy level among business owners and en-
courage engagement in expansion abroad. Similarly, the study by Chen, Greene and Crick 
(1998) on business founders and non-business founders suggested that supportive institu-
tions increase the self-efficacy level among business owners, which might further facilitate 
their international expansion because individuals examine their capabilities more favourably 
with regards to perceived opportunities, resources, and conditions in the global market. En-
trepreneurs’ attitudes towards risk are a contextual phenomenon (Fama & French, 1993; 
Wiseman & Catanach, 1997; Wiseman & Gomez-Meija, 1998). A recent study on risk attitude 
in psychology pointed that external cues to the risk-taking attitude are contingent on the 
degree to which they are recognized to affect the probability of business failure (Cacciotti, 
Hayton, Mitchell, & Giazitzoglu, 2016). Birney, Burdick and Teevan (1999) argued that under 
the threat of institutional environment characterised by inadequate legal framework the 
fear of failure is more instrumental for business decision and behaviour. On the other hand, 
Luo, Xue, and Han (2010) demonstrated that governmental institutional context, such as pol-
icies to promote outward foreign direct investment offset the perceived risks of being com-
petitive disadvantages of EMNEs and thus stimulate entrepreneurs to expand into the global 
market. Likewise, Chen et al. (1998) argued that a risk-taking attitude can be derived, modi-
fied, and enhanced through variations in the institutional forces, leading to a high intention 
to export. Thus, this article argues that the influence of entrepreneurial resource factors on 
export behaviour can be moderated by national institutions. 

H3: National formal institutions moderate the relationship between entrepreneur’s 
self-efficacy and the degree of internationalization in that the relationship is 
stronger when the national institutional conditions are stronger. 

H4: National formal institutions moderate the relationship between entrepreneur’s 
risk-attitude and the degree of internationalization in that the relationship is 
stronger when the national institutional conditions are stronger. 

MATERIAL AND METHODS 

Sample and Design 

The theoretical framework will be tested using a multilevel design in which entrepreneurs 
(Level 1) are nested within countries (Level 2). The data come from four independent 
sources. The individual-level data will be collected from the Global Entrepreneurship Mon-
itor-Adult Population Survey (GEM-APS). The data for the country-level variables are taken 
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from the Global Entrepreneurship Monitor-National Expert Survey (GEM-NES). GEM da-
taset identifies (1) nascent entrepreneurs (individuals who are active in the process of 
starting a new firm during the preceding 12 months and with expectations of full or part 
ownership, but have not launched one yet) and (2) young entrepreneurs (owners-manag-
ers of new firms who have survived for 42 months and have paid wages to any employees 
for more than three months) as early stage entrepreneurs. The final dataset forms a data-
base of 63.794 observations from 64 countries. 

Dependent Variable 

Although multiple-item measures appear to be reliable, Ramaswamy, Kroeck and  
Renforth (1996) cautioned that aggregating components may hide the effects of each 
individual component. This study hence applies a single-item measure of the extent of 
export as defined by the percentage of sales in foreign countries to the total venture 
sales from GEM survey data. 

Specifically, it identifies the status of export of only nascent or young entrepreneurs by 
asking all of the identified nascent or young entrepreneurs – ‘What proportion of your custom-
ers will normally live outside your country?’ GEM puts the individual-level responses across five 
categories. – (0 = No export; 1 = greater than 0 and less than 25; 2 = 25% and less than 50%; 
3 = 50% and less than 75% and 4 = 75% and up to 100%). The dependent variable is categorical 
in nature and presents an evenly distributed range of the percentage of export. 

Independent Variables 

Individual-Level Predictors 

Entrepreneurial resource measures. Entrepreneurial resources refer to the characteris-
tics of business owners, who are primarily responsible for the growth of the firm  
(Penrose, 1959). According to Urbano, Alvarez and Turro (2013), the central mechanisms 
in entrepreneurial resources were measured by self-assessments of entrepreneurial 
ability and entrepreneurial risk attitude. In this study, self-assessments of entrepreneur-
ial ability will be captured dichotomously, generating a binary variable coded 0 for No 
and 1 for Yes to the question – Do you have the knowledge, skill and experience required 
to start a new business? Risk attitude is defined as a personality trait concerning willing-
ness to pursue courses of action or decisions under uncertainty regarding success or 
failure outcomes (Jackson, 1994). It is measured with the statement: ‘Would fear of fail-
ure prevent you from business activities?’ (yes = 1, no = 0). 

Country-Level Predictors 

National formal institutions. This article uses eight items developed by Bowen and De 
Clercq (2008) to measure the institutional context at the country level referring to entre-
preneurial finance, government policies, governmental programmes, R%D transfer, com-
mercial and services infrastructure, market openness, physical infrastructure, and intellec-
tual property rights. We conducted a principal component analysis, a well-known dimen-
sionality reduction technique, to aggregate these items into an index. 

� = ∑ ��  ���   (1) 

where:  
 � = 1,2, … ,8. 
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If ��  represents the ��� principal component, explaining ��  proportion of variation 
in the data, the index � is calculated as the weighted average of the principal compo-
nents where the proportion of variation used are the weights. Hence, note that all the 
components are used to calculate the index, thus capturing 100% of the variation in 
the data (Krishnakumar & Nagar, 2008). It employed the reliability and validity test of 
institutional measures (Cronbach’s �=0.955). 

Control Variables 

Given the greater propensity of men towards export compared to women (De Carolis 
& Saparito, 2006), this study controls for gender (male = 1, female = 2). Empirical evi-
dence also demonstrates a significant relationship between age and export level 
(Westhead, 1995). It therefore includes age variables to verify this relationship. Other 
evidence implies that age may have an inverted-U effect on export propensity (Hayton 
& Cacciotti, 2013). We thus include both respondents’ age and age-squared as control 
variables. To control for industry effects on export, we will construct four industry 
dummies on the basis of a 1-digit industry classification for extractive industry, trans-
forming industry, business services and consumer-oriented industry. In the analyses, 
extractive industry will be taken as the reference category. 

Common Method Variance 

Scholars are cautious and recommend both procedural and statistical methods to min-
imise the possibility of common variance bias (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, & Lee, 2003). 
Given that this study relies on the same respondents to obtain cognitive constructs 
and individual controls, it assesses the potential for common method bias. This study 
conducted the Harman’s one-factor test (Podskoff & Organ, 1986), a technique often 
adopted by researchers to examine whether common variance bias is a concern. All 
individual-level variables were entered into an exploratory factor analysis and the re-
sults indicated that no single factor emerged, nor was there a general factor that could 
account for the majority of variance. Therefore, it indicates that common method bias 
is not a major concern in this study. 

Multilevel Ordinal Logistic Model 

Because there is a discrete number of values for dependent variables and these values can 
be rank-ordered, the impacts of covariates on the extent of export will be analysed using 
an ordinal logit model. Given that this study combines individual-level respondents with 
national-level measures, the data are analysed using hierarchical modelling methods. 

In hierarchical modelling methods, fixed effects deal with individual variables that 
exert impacts on the dependent variable. In order to predict the effects of country-
level characteristics (level 2) on the extent of export, this article will also apply random 
effects that include unobserved country-specific intercepts and country-specific 
slopes. This will enable the intercept and slopes to vary randomly across countries in 
order to model unobserved country-level heterogeneity, and it will also allow for more 
accurate tests of cross-level interaction effects (Martin, Cullen, Johnson, & Praveen, 
2007). The model specification is given as below: 
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Y�� =

⎩⎪
⎪⎨
⎪⎪
⎧0             if ���∗ ≤ ��1   if �� < ���∗ ≤ � 2   if � < ���∗ ≤ �!3   if �! < ���∗ ≤ �#4   if �# < ���∗ ≤ �%5             if �% < ���∗

 

y��∗ = ()� + (��Selfefficacy�� + ( �Risk�� + ∑ (3435% Individual Controls + e��   

(0? = (0 + u0? ;   (1? = (1 + (3Ins? + u1? ;   (2? = (2 + (4Ins? + u2? 

(2) 

where:  y�?∗  - is the latent dependent variable for respondent � in country ?; (1?, (2? … - are the coefficients for major covariates and control variables. 

The measure of institutions (i.e. Institution (IN)) is higher level covariates (coun-
try-level), and thus (� to (# are the coefficients for the cross-level interaction terms. u)�, u��  and u �  are the country-specific effects (random effects) on the varying inter-

cept ()�  , and the varying slopes of (��  and ( �  respectively. e�? represents the residual 

from the level-1 equation (with group variance). 
Integrating the link function and generalised linear model, it can obtain: 

g(y��∗ ) = 1
1 + CDEFGDHIJ∗ K − 1

1 + CDEFGMNDHIJ∗ K = 

= 1
1 + CD(FGDOPJDONJQIJND⋯DONJQIJS) − 1

1 + CD(FGMNDONJQIJND⋯DONJQIJS) 

 

T EgUy��∗ VK
∂X� = (��CDUFGDOPJDONJQIJND⋯DONJQIJSV

E1 + CDUFGDOPJDONJQIJND⋯DONJQIJSVK − 

− (��CD(FGMNDOPJDONJQIJND⋯DONJQIJS)
(1 + CD(FGMNDOPJDONJQIJND⋯DONJQIJS))  

(3) 

 
A precondition for running a hierarchical model is that significant between-group var-

iance exists for the dependent variable (Hofmann, Griffin, & Gavin, 2000). Hence, this ar-
ticle conducts a Chi-square test with individual-level export as the dependent variable and 
country group as the predictor. This test implies significant between-group variance within 
the data, with χ (252)= 3.406 E3 (p<0.000). 

A plot of the null random intercept model is also generated in which the vertical axis 
represents the predicted intercept and the horizontal axis represents the rank of country 
effect. It will thus illustrate the differences between the countries in terms of the extent 
of export, with 95% confidence intervals. 
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Figure 1. Heterogeneity across countries 

Source: own elaboration. 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

Table 1 in provides the means, standard deviations and pairwise correlation coefficients 
for the study variables. The correlations of Table 1 showed some variables to be highly 
correlated. Thus, it also conducted a diagnostic test of multicollinearity [examining the 
variance inflation factors (VIFs) of all variables in the analyses], and it found that it was not 
likely to be a problem in this data set. 

In Table 2, Model 1 is an intercept-varying and a base model where control variables 
of age, gender, income, education attainment and industry controls are first entered. The 
intraclass correlation indicates that 18.6% of the total variance within the data resided 
between provincial a group, which suggests that the country-level variance is both non-
trivial and highly significant. In the next step (Model 2), it tests a random coefficient model 
(intercept and slope as outcomes model), using level-1 variables as predictors. The analysis 
shows significant variance in both intercepts and slops across provincial groups. The re-
sults also show that self-efficacy is positively and significantly related to the degree of ex-
port (p<0.05). Additionally, risk tolerance is found to have a significant positive relation 
with the probability of choosing higher export category. In particular, comparing with risk 
tolerant entrepreneurs, the odds ratio of risk-averse entrepreneurs choosing a higher cat-
egory of export increases by a factor of 1.159. Thus, hypotheses that the entrepreneur’s 
self-efficacy and risk tolerance are positively associated with the degree of export are sup-
ported, Model 3 enters formal institutional index as the moderator. A comparison of 
Model 2 and 3 shows that the provincial-level variance reduces from 0.752 to 0.738, indi-
cating the inclusion of the cross-level interaction terms explains additional country-level 
variance in the degree of export by early-stage firms.  
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Table 1. Correlation matrix 

Note: ** p<0.01;* p<0.05; 
Source: own study. 

Table 2. Multilevel logistic regression analysis results 

Category 

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

Coeffi-

cient 
S.E. 

Coeffi-

cient 
S.E. 

Coeffi-

cient 
S.E. 

Fixed effects        

Control variables        

Age  -0.012*** (0.001) -0.014*** (0.001) -0.014*** (0.001) 

Gender  -0.220*** (0.037) -0.128*** (0.037) -0.124** (0.037) 

Household income  0.223*** (0.027) 0.180*** (0.027) 0.180*** (0.027) 

Education attainment  0.093*** (0.015) 0.061*** (0.015) 0.065*** (0.015) 

Industry 
controls 

Extractive 
industry 

      

Transforming 0.306*** (0.009) 0.287*** (0.010) 0.287*** (0.010) 

Business service 0.319 *** (0.005) 0.298*** (0.005) 0.298*** (0.005) 

Customer 
oriented 

0.366*** (0.006) 0.343*** (0.006) 0.342*** (0.006) 

Individual-level predictors        

Self-efficacy    1.103*** (0.047) 1.085*** (0.046) 

Risk attitude    0.151*** (0.041) 0.148*** (0.041) 

Country-level predictors        

Institutional Index      0.188 (0.339) 

Cross-level three-way interaction        

Self-efficacy*Formal Institution      0.469*** (0.125) 

Risk attitude*Formal Institution      0.313** (0.115) 

Random effects and model fits        

Residual country-level variance   0.752  0.752 0.738 

Number of obs.  63,794 63,794 63,794 

Number of countries  64 64 64 

Log-likelihood  -14082.2  -13757.1  -13744.8  

Akaike Information Criterion  28188.4  27542.3 27523.7  

Note: *** p<0.001 ; ** p<0.01;* p<0.05; + p<0.1 
Source: own study. 

Category Mean S.D. (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 

Export(1) 1.59 0.81 1.000         

Gender(2) 1.51 0.50 -0.068** 1.000        

Age(3) 39.56 14.64 -0.015* 0.033** 1.000       

Income(4) 2.96 1.58 0.146** -0.026** -0.106** 1.000      

Education(5) 3.31 0.50 0.052** 0.043** 0.065** -0.140 1.000     

Industry(6) 2.06 0.72 0.079** -0.084** -0.039** 0.264** 0.137** 1.000    

Self- 

-efficacy(7) 
0.52 0.35 0.094** -0.055** 0.015 0.067** 0.035** 0.078** 1.000   

Risk 

tolerance (8) 
0.41 0.16 0.137** -0.014 -0.035** 0.080** 0.035** 0.019* 0.021 1.000  

Institutional 

Index(9) 
0.01 0.35 0.169** -0.017* 0.010 0.117** 0.088** 0.084** 0.034** 0.204** 1.000 
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The results find evidence to support the hypotheses that formal institutions mod-
erate the relationship between self-efficacy and export and the relationship between 
risk-tolerance and export. 

Looking at the control variables in all three models, it finds that gender is consist-
ently a significant factor explaining the likelihood of one choosing higher category of 
export. More specifically, women are found to be only half as likely to adopt export as 
men. This is consistent with previous empirical findings (Reynolds, Carter, Gartner, 
Greene, & Cox, 2002). Household income and education attainment of the new venture 
have a significant positive relation with export degree. In particular, when the education 
attainment of entrepreneurs increases by one unit, the degree of export can increase by 
9.7% (p<0.01) in Model 1, and 6.2% (p<0.01) in Model 2 in odds. Similarly, businesses 
with a higher degree of education can significantly increase the degree of export 
(p<0.001). In which industry the new business is trading also matters. Entrepreneurs in 
the transforming business and business service industries have much higher likelihood 
of export than those from the extractive industry (reference category). 

Figures 2 and 3 illustrate the two-way interactions between self-efficacy and risk-atti-
tude in explaining the degree of export. These figures confirm the expectation. 

 

 

Figure 2. Interaction between self-efficacy and Institutional Index 

Source: own elaboration. 

Drawing on entrepreneurial resource perspective and formal institutional theory, 
the results suggest that there is a positive relation between self-efficacy and export 
and that people who have the willingness to pursue decisions or courses of action 
associated with uncertainty regarding success or failure outcomes are more likely to 
export. In addition, research findings also confirm the positive moderating effect of 
formal institutions on entrepreneurial resource aspects, suggesting that a stronger in-
stitutional environment strengthens the positive impact of motivational factors on the 
degree of export. 
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Figure 3. Interaction between risk tolerance and Institutional Index 

Source: own elaboration. 

CONCLUSIONS 

This study adopts a more comprehensive approach in studying export by integrating en-
trepreneurial resource perspective with the institutional dimensions to consider the di-
rect and indirect effects of motivational factors on export. The findings of the study have 
implications in particular for policy-makers who are interested in encouraging early ex-
port by influencing institutional dimensions. Policymakers have largely concentrated on 
institutions to increase entrepreneurial opportunities, but institutions may not be suffi-
cient to stimulate international entrepreneurship (Stephan & Uhlaner, 2010). Based on 
a well-justified aggregated institutional index, it proves the importance of formal insti-
tutions to formulate policies and carry them out in the process of reaping the benefits 
of institutions for the development of export level. The identified moderating effect of 
institutional system suggests that along with the motivational factors emphasised by the 
entrepreneurial resource, it is important not to underestimate the role of the institu-
tional system in shaping propensity and intensity of export activity. 

The findings of this study should be considered along with its limitations. While the meas-
ure of export captures exported sales, they are limited in offering much insight into the other 
activities that comprise export, and how informal institutions would influence the extent of 
export. For example, future research might examine the extent of export in terms of foreign 
production, international sourcing, and geographical dispersion (Sanders & Carpenter, 1998). 
Moreover, this study is cross-sectional in nature. A longitudinal study is critically needed to 
fully capture the dynamic moderating effect of institutions. Specifically, different countries 
may require different institutional structures at different points in time (Holmberg, Rothstein, 
& Nasiritousi, 2009). The complexities of institutional arrangements across different stages of 
national development may vary differently. This fundamentally important question cannot be 
looked at in this study but deserves further investigation in the future.  
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