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ABSTRACT
Objective: The objective of the article is to explore internationalisation patterns of
family high-tech firms, especially their internationalisation motives, intensity,
speed, and entry modes.
Research Design & Methods: The empirical part adopts a quantitative approach. The
results of the survey are presented on the sample of 263 high-tech production firms
from Poland, including 101 family firms. The survey was conducted in all 16 Polish re-
gions. The calculations from obtained survey results were made using Statistica PL 10.
Findings: The research results show that the intensity of internationalisation of family
firms is lower than that of non-family enterprises and that family businesses are less
likely to internationalise early than in the case of non-family enterprises. On the other
hand, the study found no differences between family and non-family businesses in their
entry modes choice and internationalisation motives.
Implications & Recommendations: Familiness is one of the key factors that explain
the internationalisation of firms. However, various research findings still differ on
how international behaviour of family firms may be different than in the case of non-
family firms. Thus, the impact of familiness on internationalisation patterns requires
further, deeper investigations.
Contribution & Value Added: The main contribution of this article is that it investi-
gates Polish family firms, which are relatively young in comparison to the Western
European ones. Moreover, the Polish firms belong to high-tech industries that often
behave differently in the foreign markets than firms from traditional branches. The
study indicates that familiness is an important aspect relevant in explaining the in-
ternationalisation patterns of firms.
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INTRODUCTION

Despite research interest in family firm international expansion has been growing for the
last two decades, it still remains a young field of study that seeks a consistent framework.
The decision of a family firm to begin international expansion depends on many factors
and motives. Unlike non-family firms, family firms are influenced by family relationships
that bind family members both to each other and to their business (Daszkiewicz & Wach,
2014; Ludridkova, Jurickova, Sajbidorova, Lencésova, & Lence, 2019). On the other hand,
the main value and competitive advantage of family firms results from family ties (Labaki,
2011; Weclawski & Zukowska, 2019). Marjanski and Sutkowski (2019) explain that family
businesses operate on the border between two qualitatively different social institutions:
family and business. These two systems overlap in a family firm to form a specific business
system that significantly differs from firms which are not controlled by a family.

Thus, the functioning of family firms in many areas differs from non-family firms, in-
cluding their international expansion. However, there is much evidence in the extant liter-
ature that family firms engage in activities that lead them towards foreign markets and
that internationalisation is an important strategic element in achieving growth (Stieg,
Cesinger, Apfelthaler, Kraus, & Cheng, 2018; Gtodowska, Pera, & Wach, 2019).

On the other hand, the literature review shows that family firms are more likely to
choose a traditional path of internationalisation, which is consistent with the concept of
the Uppsala model of internationalisation (Johanson, & Vahlne, 1977). The stepwise ap-
proach of family firms is connected with their long-term orientation to both business and
family (Stieg et al., 2018; Brigham, Lumpkin, Payne, & Zachary, 2014).

However, various research shows mixed results of internationalisation processes of
family businesses compared to non-family businesses (Arregle, Duran, Hitt, & Van Essen
2017; O’'Boyle, Pollack, & Rutherford, 2012).

Verbeke, Yuan, and Kano (2018) also provide arguments that different empirical re-
search produces ambiguous results, ranging from positive to negative to non-linear rela-
tionships between the familiness of firms and their internationalisation.

The objective of this article is to explore internationalisation patterns of family
firms, especially their motives to go international along with their internationalisation
intensity, speed, and entry modes. The main research question is whether family firms
internationalise more or less than non-family firms in terms of different aspects of their
international behaviour.

The theoretical framework is built on literature review. The empirical part adopts the
guantitative approach. The results of the survey are presented on the sample of 263 high-
tech production firms from Poland, including 101 family firms.

The article contributes to the research on family firm internationalisation by inves-
tigating family firms from high-tech industries. There is much evidence in literature that
these firms are more internationalised than traditional (low-tech) ones. Moreover,
high-tech firms more often begin internationalisation processes from the inception or
soon after, and they are more likely to use advanced market entry modes to enter new
markets (Daszkiewicz, 2019). Moreover, Polish family firms are relatively young in com-
parison to their Western European counterparts and, thus, may behave differently on
foreign markets (Hadrys-Nowak, 2018).
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The article consists of literature review of theoretical concepts of family firms inter-
nationalization, description of the used research methods and presentation of the re-
search results and discussion. In conclusions directions of further research and implica-
tions for practice are included.

LITERATURE REVIEW

Internationalization is a worldwide process affecting the global economy and society
(Hallova et al., 2019; Chalupova et al., 2019). Various research shows different results
on how different factors facilitate or constrain the internationalisation of family firms
(Arregle et al. 2017). The reason for these mixed results may be because the studies
focus on different types of family firms, which are heterogeneous. Thus, their strategic
behaviours may differ not only between family and non-family firms but also within
family businesses due to their heterogeneity.

Stieg et al. (2018) foreground that several studies find no differences in levels of
international behaviour in the case of family firms in comparison with non-family firms
(Crick, Bradshaw, & Chaudhry, 2006), but some others indicate at higher (Graves &
Shan, 2014; Tsao & Lien, 2013) or lower levels of international performance of family
firms (Thomas & Graves, 2005; Zahra 2003). Moreover, international business research
indicates a variety of factors positively associated with international behaviour of fam-
ily firms, such as education, international experience, commitment, risk propensity,
perceived benefits, or market knowledge (Stieg et al., 2018).

Graves and Thomas (2008) state that family firms face unique barriers of interna-
tionalisation. They define three particular determinants of internationalisation path-
ways, which are the degree to which the owning family is committed to internationali-
sation, the amount of financial resources available for internationalisation, and a firm’s
ability to develop its potential.

Moreover, family businesses usually do not have sufficient international market
knowledge, in particular in the pre-internationalisation phase, as they accumulate
knowledge incrementally and slowly and remain reluctant to enter new networks and
form new relationships (Stieg et al., 2018). Sciascia, Mazzola, Astrachan, and Pieper
(2012) indicate the inverted U-shaped relationship between familiness and internation-
alisation intensity. In turn, Zahra (2003) states that family involvement in the board of
directors positively influences international sales due to the stewardship effect. The
effect causes family members want to create conditions for the firm that would last
long for the current and future generations.

Kontinen and Ojala (2010, 2012) state that familiness may cause cautiousness in a firm’s
internationalisation process. Hence, family firms are more likely to choose a traditional path
of internationalisation. International expansion of family businesses is more often gradual
and —in comparison with non-family firms — consistent with the internationalisation process
described in the Uppsala model. Moreover, family firms tend to choose psychically close
markets and rather indirect than direct entry modes. Furthermore, their behaviour in a for-
eign direct investment process is less formal than in the case of non-family firms. They also
tend to rely on familiar sources about foreign markets information, thus they rely on well-
established, lasting, and identity-based network ties (Kontinen & Ojala, 2011).
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Pukall and Calbro (2014) conducted a very wide survey, which reviews 72 articles on
various aspects of the internationalisation of family businesses published in 1980-2012.
The review shows that the impact of familiness on different aspects of internationalisa-
tion (e.g. type of market entry, speed of internationalisation, or degree of international
sales) among the articles is highly inconsistent. However, most studies on the interna-
tionalisation of family businesses also support the thesis that they are more likely to fol-
low the traditional path of internationalisation. This means that family firms begin inter-
national activity from neighbouring markets, that is, where the psychic and geographic
distance is small (Daszkiewicz, 2014; Daszkiewicz & Olczyk, 2015). Next, along with the
accumulation of knowledge and resources, family firms gradually expand their activities
to more distant markets (Claver, Rienda, & Quer, 2009; Kontinen & Ojala, 2010; Pukall &
Calabro, 2014; Podr, Juhasz, Machova, Bencsik, & Bilan, 2018). Moreover, Pukall and
Calabro (2014) show that family businesses are generally internationalised according to
the suggestions contained in the Dunning eclectic paradigm (Erdener & Shapiro, 2005).
Depending on the existence of differentiated advantages of ownership, internalisation,
and location advantages, family firms select various types of entry modes, mainly foreign
direct investment. Generally, family businesses choose those forms of entry to foreign
markets that do not limit their independence.

In turn, Arregle et al. (2017) meta-analysis of 76 studies from 41 countries shows dif-
ferences between countries in the family firms’ relationship with internationalisation may
be explained by the roles of family control, internationalisation types, and home country
institutional conditions, such as minority shareholder protection.

Moreover, Sougata, Mondal, and Ramachandran (2018) claim that family owner-
ship must exercise control over the firm’s decisions and actions. Family often has the
power and authority to impose noneconomic goals on the firm. On the other hand,
families differ in their ability to control their firms, because concentration and involve-
ment in management vary among families.

However, as in the case of non-family enterprises, exports are the most popular
form of entry for family firms.

On the basis of literature and research review, De Massis Frattini, Majocchi, and
Piscitello (2018) reveal that family firms are more likely to remain in their domestic mar-
kets and adopt conservative behaviours because of their strong connection to home re-
gions and local roots. Moreover, family firms may have an aversion to risky behaviours
in international markets. On the other hand, other scholars recently recognized family
firms as the “important protagonist” of international entrepreneurship. De Massis De
Massis, Frattini, Majocchi, and Piscitello indicate as the main incentives to embark on
global initiatives the following: family involvement, emotional attachment to the firm,
low-term orientation, lower agency costs, and higher endowment of social capital.

Moreover, the literature on international entrepreneurship suggests that some family
businesses experience rapid growth caused by new generations of entrepreneurs (succes-
sors; Bell, McNaughton, Young, & Crick, 2003; Graves & Thomas, 2008). Such enterprises are
referred to as born-again-global, and they represent various patterns of internationalisation.
However, research in this area is still quite rare (Graves & Thomas, 2004; Calabro & Musso-
lino, 2013; Pukall & Calabro, 2014; Sikora & Baranowska-Prokop, 2018; Abidi, Antoun, Habib-
niya, & Dzenopoljac, 2018).
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The majority of Polish researchers argue that family firms are less internationalised
than other firms. However, some show that family firms listed on the stock exchange
are more internationalised (Wach & Wojciechowski, 2014; Wach, 2017). Daszkiewicz
and Wach (2014) investigate 216 Polish firms, including 88 family businesses, to high-
light that family firms in their expansion into foreign markets are mainly market seekers.
Moreover, family firms much less frequently than non-family firms use advanced entry
modes in their international expansion.

MATERIAL AND METHODS

This study conducted Empirical research on the internationalisation of high-tech firms
operating in Poland at the end of 2015 with the use of Computer Assisted Telephone
Interviewing (CATI) (see: Kobylinska, Rollnik-Sadowska, & Samul, 2017). Random
sampling was selected according to the following criteria about a firm (Daszkiewicz,
2019: (i) conducts international activity, (ii) belongs to one of the classes of activity
(PKD; Polish Classification of Activities), namely “high-tech” or “medium-high-tech,”
(iii) fulfils at least one of the three following criteria:

— obtains patents or signs licensing agreements in areas considered high-tech,
— employs personnel with high scientific and technical qualifications,
— conducts industrial research or developmental works.

The survey obtained 263 fully completed questionnaires (the return rate was 8.2%)
relevant for further statistical processing.

The survey respondents were usually employees with managerial positions. In few
cases, these were employees appointed by managers to give an interview as persons with
adequate knowledge about the R&D and international activities of the firm.

Calculations from the obtained survey results were made using Statistica® PL v. 10
software. In the survey, the level of statistical significance (alpha or a) for testing the hy-
potheses was established at the level of a = 0.05, while the level p < 0.1 was adopted as
the acceptable level of non-rejection of the null hypothesis. Based on the obtained statis-
tics, level p was doubled to obtain a significant level a (Creswell, 2014, p. 169).

The following statistics were used to verify the formulated research hypotheses: Pear-
son’s x? to examine the statistical significance of two-dimensional relationships between
variables of qualitative character — non-rankable and rankable — Cramer’s V contingency
coefficient to examine the statistical strength of the relationship between qualitative var-
iables for the cases, in which the relationships turned out to be significant, Spearman’s
rank correlation coefficient to examine the strength and the direction of the relationships
between qualitative rankable variables, and T-test to compare two averages.

The literature studies resulted in the formulation of the following four hypothesis
to be tested.

H1: Internationalisation intensity measured by the Transnationality Index is nega-
tively correlated with firm familiness.

Various research findings differ on how the internationalisation of family firms may
differ from that of non-family firms. For example, De Massis et al. (2018) shows that family
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firms are more likely to remain in their domestic markets and adopt conservative behav-
iours than non-family firms. Moreover, Kontinen and Ojala (2010, 2012) prove that the
impact of familiness on different aspects of the internationalisation — including the degree
of international sales — is highly inconsistent. However, most studies support the thesis
that family firms are more likely to adopt traditional behaviours.

H2: Family firms are mainly market seekers when going international, as they are
much more reactive on international markets.

H3: Family firms’ rare comparison to non-family firms uses advanced investment
modes of entry into international markets.

Family businesses usually choose those forms of entry to foreign markets that do not
limit their independence, export remains the most popular form of entry of family firms
as in the case of non-family enterprises (Pukall & Calabro, 2014). Moreover, the research
conducted in Poland by Daszkiewicz and Wach (2014) shows that family firms are mainly
market seekers in their expansion into foreign markets and that they much less frequently
use advanced entry modes in their international expansion than non-family firms.

H4: Internationalisation speed of a firm is negatively correlated with familiness.

Kontinen and Ojala (2010) claim that family firms are more likely to take a tradi-
tional path of internationalisation. They find evidence that internationalisation pro-
cesses of family firms are more often gradual than in the case of non-family firms.
Moreover, family firms tend to choose psychically close countries. The stepwise ap-
proach of family firms results from their long-term orientation to both business and
family (Stieg et al., 2018; Brigham et al., 2014).

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The research sample includes firms of all size classes: micro, small, medium, and large. The
share of SMEs among the surveyed firms is 82% (216 firms), while the share of large en-
terprises is 18% (47 firms). The survey was conducted in the whole territory of Poland.

Family enterprises account for 38.4% of surveyed enterprises while non-family enter-
prises for 61.6%. Respondents received an explanation that family businesses are those
that are mostly owned by the same family and in which family members are employed or
the firm is at least supported by family members (Table 1).

Table 1. The size of surveyed firms

Family Firms |Nom-Family Firms Total
Size Class
Obs. % Obs. % Obs. %
Micro: (1—- 9 employees ) 9 8.9 15 9.3 24 9.1
Small: (10-49 employees) 33 32.7 35 21.6 68 25.9
Medium: (50-249 employees) 45 44.6 79 48.8 124 47.1
Large: (250+ employees) 14 13.9 33 20.4 47 17.9
Total 101 100.0 162 100.0 263 100.0

Source: own study based on the survey (n = 263).

The survey included all industries, i.e. firms representing each industry are present
in the research sample. The largest number of enterprises manufactures computers
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along with electronic and optical products (NACE 26), i.e. 13% of all the surveyed firms,
while among the industries classified as medium high tech (MHT) most enterprises op-
erate in the machinery and equipment industry, not classified elsewhere (NACE 28). The
production of electrical equipment (NACE 27) amounts to 17% and the production of
chemicals and chemical products (NACE 20) to 14% (see Table 2).

Table 2. Industries according to NACE

Business activities/industries ‘0bs.| %
High technologies (High-Tech, HT)
NACE 21: Manufacturing of basic pharmaceutical substances and other pharmaceu-

tical products 3| 1.90
NACE 26: Manufacturing of computers, electronic and optical components 34|12.93
NACE 30.3: Manufacturing of air and spacecraft and related machinery 3| 1.14

Medium technologies (Medium-High Tech, MHT)

NACE 20: Manufacturing of chemicals and chemical products 37(14.07
NACE 25.4: Manufacturing of weapons and ammunition 3| 1.14
NACE 27: Manufacturing of other electrical equipment 44116.73
NACE 28: Manufacturing of special-purpose machinery not elsewhere classified 111|42.21
NACE 29: Manufacturing of motor vehicles, trailers and semi-trailers excluding motorcycles| 16| 6.08
NACE 30.2: Manufacturing of railway locomotives and rolling stock 2| 0.76
NACE 30.4: Manufacturing of military fighting vehicles 1| 0.38
NACE 30.9: Manufacturing of transport equipment not elsewhere classified 10| 3.80
NACE 32.5: Manufacturing of medical and dental instruments and supplies 11| 4.18

Note: respondents could select more than 1 answer.
Source: own calculations (n=263).

According to the SITC product classification (Standard International Trade Classifi-
cation), most of the firms inclined towards the production of electrical machines (34%),
non-electrical machines (27%), electronics and telecommunications (17%), and chemi-
cals (14%; Table 3).

Table 3. Activity according to SITC (product) classification

Business activity Observations %
Space equipment 2 0.76
Computer equipment 3 1.14
Electronic-telecommunication 46 17.49
Pharmaceuticals 8 3.04
Scientific instruments 9 3.42
Combustion vehicles 16 6.08
Electrical machines 89 33.84
Chemicals 37 14.07
Non-electrical machines 71 27.00
Ammunition and weapons 2 0.76
Other 7 2.66

Note: respondents could select more than 1 answer.
Source: own calculations (n=263).
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Internationalisation Intensity

The transnationality index (TNI) was calculated as the average of foreign foreign assets,
foreign sales, and foreign employment to the total ones.

The average value of the TNI for the whole research sample (n = 263) is 20.6, while the
median is 13.33, and the standard deviation equals 19.48. It means that, on average, in a
continuum from 0 to 100, the level of the internationalisation of firms in the sample is low.

Furthermore, the analysis of the TNI index value indicates that over 42% of firms in
the sample has an internationalisation rate of less than 0.1 and nearly 75% less than 0.3,
which means that 75% of the surveyed enterprises are poorly internationalised.

The distribution of index values of the internationalisation index is extremely right-
handedly asymmetric, as shown in the histogram below (Figure 1).
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Figure 1. Distribution of TNl among the survey firms
Source: own study based on the survey (n = 259).

Analysis showed that there is a statistically significant correlation of moderate
force between the TNI and firm size (x2 = 25.948, df = 6, p = 0.00023, Spearman R = 0.
254, Cramer’s V contingency coefficient = 0. 224). This means that the size of the busi-
ness increases as TNI grows.

For family businesses, the average value of the TNl is 17.23, the median is 13.33, and
the standard deviation is 15.33 (Figure 2).

For non-family firms, the average value of the TNI index is 22.76, the median is 15.17,
and the standard deviation is 21.50 (Figure 3).

The analysis showed that there is a statistically significant relationship of a weak
strength between the TNI and firm familiness (x2 = 8.226387, df = 2, p = 0.01636, R-Spear-
man = 0.174 V-Cramer’s contingency coefficient = 0.1772193). This means that the inten-
sity of the internationalisation of family firms is lower than that of non-family enterprises.
Thus, the first hypothesis is confirmed.
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Internationalisation Motives

To identify internationalisation motives, the study used a tool developed by Hansson
and Hedin (2007). This tool consists of 28 questions that reflect the five main motiva-
tions for internationalisation in the extended Dunning concept: market seeking, re-
sources seeking, efficiency seeking, strategic assets seeking, networks and co-opera-
tion seeking (Wach, 2016).
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Figure 2. Distribution of the TNI index of the internationalisation of the family firms (n=101)
Source: own study based on the survey (n = 101).
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Figure 3. Distribution of the TNI index of the internationalisation of non-family firms (n=162)
Source: own study based on the survey.

Respondents were to assess the importance of the statements indicated on a five-
point scale, in which 1 meant an unimportant motive and 5 a very important motive.
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Therefore, the survey results could be submitted in the form averaged for all surveyed
enterprises with the use of a simple arithmetic mean tool (Table 4).

Table 4. Motives for internationalising according to Dunning’s typology (on a five-point Likert scale)

Factors Fa- | Non- |0 vl
mily |family
MARKET SEEKING
Protection / development of existing markets or market share 45| 44 | 44
Exploitation or entering new markets 43| 43 | 43
Better adaptation of products to foreign markets through physical presence 38| 3.8 | 3.8
First mover advantage 35| 33 | 35
Reduction of costs (transport, production) through presence on the local market| 3.5 | 3.2 | 3.4
The host country encourages FDI 23| 22 | 25
Avoiding barriers in trade (e.g. duties, quotas) 28| 26 |29
Limited domestic market 31| 3.1 | 3.2
RESOURCE SEEKING
Better access to natural resources in the host country 19| 2.0 |21
Better access to cheap and /or unqualified workforce in the host country 19| 1.8 | 2.0
Better infrastructure in the host country 23| 22 |24
Better energy and water supply in the host country 20| 21 | 23
A more appropriate institutional and legal framework in the host country 25| 27 | 28
EFFICIENCY SEEKING
The possibility of a later profit / benefit from the differences in supply and costs 571 29 | 30
(labour, resources) between countries ’ ’ ’
The possibility of a future profit / benefit from the differences in consumption 25| 26 | 28
patterns between countries ) ) )
The possibility of subsequent rationalization thanks to a shift in demand sal 26 | 27
among countries
The possibility of future benefit from the economies of scale and scope 27| 29 | 31
Ability to lower the total tax burden while being in more than one country 25| 27 | 2.8
STRATEGIC ASSETS SEEKING

Acquisition of another company or part of another company in order to gain

) 20| 1.8 | 21
knowledge about foreign markets
Acquisition of another company or part of another company in order to acquire 511 19 | 23
technological knowledge (patents, employee skills, systems) ) ) )
Acquisition of another company or part of another company to limit competition| 2.0 | 1.8 | 2.2
Acquisition of another company or part of another company to stop competi- 19| 18 | 21
tors from acquiring this company
Better access to qualified and educated workforce 31| 27 |31

NETWORKS AND CO-OPERATION SEEKING

Increased opportunity to acquire technology, knowledge in the field of manage- 59| 28 | 30
ment / or marketing, organizational skills ’ ’ ’
The ability to follow or stay close to major customers / suppliers 34| 33 |24
Better use of resources belonging to partners 28 | 29 | 3.0
The exploitation of cluster effects 14| 12 | 24
The beginning of a new cooperation 39| 40 | 4.0

Source: own study based on the survey (n=263).
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In order to check the existence of significant differences between family and non-
family firms in their internationalisation motives, a Student’s t-test for averages was
performed, assuming the independence of attempts and equality of variances in com-
pared groups of firms.

The t-test that compared the variances between groups of family and non-family en-
terprises showed in each case that p> a (a = 0.05), therefore we may assume the equality
of variances. This enables a reliable t-test for the average of all types of motives tested.
The results of this test show that p-value for all examined motives is greater than the sig-
nificance level a =0.05, which allows us to assume no differences between family and non-
family companies for each motive. Thus, the second hypothesis is rejected.

Entry Modes

Foreign entry mode choice is an important strategic decision for a firm, as it determines the
level of its resource commitment along with the risk and the nature of control it has over its
foreign activities in the host country (Arregle, Hébert, & Beamish, 2006; Alnassar, 2017).
This article accepts the criteria proposed by Hollensen (2010), who identifies three cat-
egories of foreign entry modes according to the level of control criteria (Daszkiewicz, 2017):

1. High control modes: (i) foreign direct investment (FDI) in the form of wholly owned
subsidiaries (WOS), (ii) direct selling to big customers (OEMs). These entry modes are
equal to full control with activities in foreign markets.

2. Intermediate modes: (i) strategic alliances (SA), (ii) joint ventures (JV). These entry
modes are located in-between high and low control modes; partners usually share
resources, technology, profits, and jobs; the local partner usually provides market-
specific knowledge.

3. Low control modes: (i) indirect export, (ii) direct export. The level of control is the lowest
in the case of indirect export, when a parent company uses independent organizations
located in the parent company’s own country or third country. In the case of direct ex-
port, the parent firm sells directly to an agent, distributor, or importer located in the
foreign market, which provides a higher degree of control than indirect export.

In order to check whether there is a significant relationship between entry modes and
whether the firm is family or non-family owned, | calculated V-Cramer contingency ratios
and R-Spearman correlation coefficients for each type of entry modes ? statistics. For each
type of entry modes, it turned out that p-value for x? is greater than the level of significance
o (o0 = 0.05). This result allows assuming that there is no significant relationship between
familiness and the choice of entry mode. Similar results produced R-Spearman correlation
coefficients. In each of the studied cases, correlation coefficients are close to zero, while
p-value for each of the calculated coefficients is greater than the level of significance a
(o0 =0.05). This confirms the results presented above. Thus, the third hypothesis is rejected.

Internationalisation Speed

Most of authors define early internationalisation as a number of years from the inception
to the beginning of international sales: firms which start exporting (or any other entry
mode) in the first three years are classified as early international firms (EIFs). Moreover,
this article accepted three years as the borderline separating the traditional from the early
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and rapid internationalisation (Knight & Cavusgil, 2004; Zuchella, Palamara, & Denicolai,
2007, Wach, 2015; Pohlova et al., 2018).

In the sample, 45% of the surveyed firms can be classified — according to the classi-
fication — as born global, i.e. firms that have taken their first expansion on foreign mar-
kets less than three years after establishment. In the case of 55% of the surveyed firms,
the first expansion happened more than three years after the establishment of the firm,
which was a traditional path (Table 5).

Table 5. The Internationalisation speed of the investigated firms

. Up to Three Years More Than Three Years
Type of Firm X .
from the Inception from the Inception
Family firms 38 63
Non-family firms 79 79
Total 117 142

Source: own study based on the survey (n = 259).

The analysis showed that there is a statistically significant relationship between famil-
iness and internationalisation speed (x2 = 3.810494, df = 1, p = 0.05093, Spearman
R =-0.121294, Cramer’s contingency V = 0.1204119). It is a dependence of weak strength.
Therefore, family businesses are less likely to internationalise early than in the case of non-
family enterprises. Thus, the fourth hypothesis is confirmed.

Based on the calculations it was possible to accept two hypotheses and reject two
other hypotheses (see Table 6).

Table 6. Hypotheses verification

Hypothesis Verification status | Verification method

Internationalisation intensity measured by Pearson’s x2

H1: |the Transnationality Index is negatively cor- confirmed Cramer’s V contingency
related with firm familiness. coefficient, Spearman R
Family firms are mainly market seekers

H2: |while going international, as they are much rejected Student’s t-test
more reactive on international markets.
Family firms’ rare comparison to non-family Pearson’s x2

H3: |firms uses advanced investment modes of rejected Cramer’s V contingency
entry into international markets. coefficient, Spearman R
Internationalisation speed is negatively cor- . Pearsor} sx° .

Ha: L " confirmed Cramer’s V contingency
related with firm familiness. .

coefficient, Spearman R

Source: own elaboration.

CONCLUSIONS

The main aim of this study was to present internationalisation patterns of family firms,
especially their intensity, motives, speed, and entry modes.

The key results of the empirical research show that the intensity of the international-
isation of family firms was lower than that of non-family enterprises and that family busi-
nesses are less likely than non-family enterprises to internationalise early. On the other
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hand, | found no differences between family and non-family businesses in their entry
modes choice and internationalisation motives. Thus, the study supports the thesis that
family firms are more likely to choose a traditional, stepwise path of internationalisation,
which is slower than that of non-family firms.

Despite confirming only two out of four hypotheses, the research results support
others studies that claim the internationalisation of family firms may differ from that
of non-family firms, especially because family firms are more likely than non-family
firms to adopt conservative behaviours and to follow a traditional path of internation-
alisation (Kontinen & Ojala, 2010; De Massis et al., 2018).

The research was conducted on a sample of 263 enterprises operating in high-tech
and medium high-tech industries, including 101 family businesses. The main limitation of
this study is the lack of representativeness of the research sample. Thus, the research re-
sults cannot be generalized to other high-tech family businesses in Poland.

However, the research sample is acceptable for Polish conditions, comparing to simi-
lar empirical research. Moreover, the research covered firms that operate throughout the
country in all high-tech and medium high-tech industries, which means that enterprises
from every industry are present in the research sample.

Furthermore, the obtained results indicate possible further research directions. In re-
gard to the examination of differences in internationalisation factors between family and
non-family high-tech firms, | believe that further research should address family firms from
the perspective of international entrepreneurship. International entrepreneurship litera-
ture calls some family firms born-again globals, who represent various patterns of inter-
nationalisation, so the role of the family in international entrepreneurship is not suffi-
ciently recognized and requires further research (Wach, 2017).

Taking into account that this research concerns high-tech firms, which often use
knowledge as their core competence, further research could also focus on the role of
knowledge in the internationalisation processes of family firms. Moreover, knowledge is
crucial for the development of not only businesses but also economies. Furthermore,
knowledge is also used as an important variable to explain the process of firm internation-
alisation (Daszkiewicz & Olczyk, 2015).

The article may be valuable for students and PhD students who explore the field of
international business and entrepreneurship. It may also support entrepreneurs, in partic-
ular owners and managers of family firms.
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