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Small Firm De-Inter nationalization:

An Entrepreneurship Perspective

Romeo V. Turcan
University of Strathclyde

E-mail: r.turcan@strath.ac.uk

Abstract

This sudy ams to further the understanding of internationd entrepreneurship among smdl firms by
conceptudizing the process of de-internaiondization from an entrepreneurship research path
perspective. As per findings, de-internationdization is defined as a new economic activity that creates
a didogue between entrepreneurial cognition and organic growth directed towards new value
creation. In turn, organic growth, seen as atrangtion from one gestdt to another, crestes a didogue
between perceived resource availability and entrepreneurial orientation. Asan eventua leve of
andyss within internationa entrepreneurship research, severd key research issues that await the
empirica researchers have been discussed. It is expected that with better understanding of the
factors that are likely to influence de-internationdization and post-de-internationdization decisons,

policy makerswill develop more inclusive trade support strategies.



Small Firm De-Internationalization: An Entrepreneurship Per spective

INTRODUCTION
Internationa entrepreneurship paradigm arose as a new area of research activity in mid-1990s
(Wright and Ricks, 1994) at the intersection of two research paths, i.e. entrepreneurship research
and cross-border research (McDougdl and Oviatt, 2000). To date, however, |E research to a
certain extent mirrors the traditiona entrepreneurship (Davidsson and Wiklund, 2001) and cross-
border research (Benito and Welch, 1997) in that it does not study companies that failed or chose to
withdraw from their internationa activity adong the way (Jones and Covidlo, 2002). From a policy-
making dandpoint, Davidsson (2000) advocates that the enquiry into firms that falled or chose to
withdraw [from internationd ectivity, i.e. de-internationdized], will dlow policy makers to avoid
giving normative advices on the bads of factors that both increase the likdihood of success and
falure but actudly are interpreted as ‘success factors. Being part of the cross-border research path
(see eg. Benito and Welch, 1997; Turcan, 2003), de-internaiondization, aso, needs to be
positioned within the entrepreneurship research path so that it becomes a legitimate area of enquiry
within the internationa entrepreneurship research. Taking an entrepreneurship perspective, the mgor
congtruct thiswork is built upon is whether de-internationdization is (i) a new means-ends activity, or
(ii) an entrepreneurid error, a notion which clearly deserves to be more developed in the current
discusson of practica entrepreneurship? In other words, is de-internationalization an
entrepreneurial activity or not? To answer this question, the review of de-internationdization
phenomenon from a cross-border perspective will be firgly provided. The review of
entrepreneurship  literature will follow next, and the devdopment of a de-internationdization

conceptua mode will conclude the paper.



CROSS-BORDER PERSPECTIVE ON DE-INTERNATIONALIZATION
Welch and Luostarinen (1988) introduced the term ‘de-internationdization’ arguing that once afirm
has embarked on the process [of internationdization] there is no inevitability about its continuance.
Benito and Welch (1997) defined de-internationdization as ... any voluntary or forced actions that
reduce a company’s engagement in or exposure to current cross-border activities (p.9). Taking a
holigic view on the cross-border activity of smal firm, Turcan (2003) further suggests to define
cross-border as a cause-effect rdationship between internationdization and de-internationdization,
whereby afirm can not de-internationalize (the effect) without having internationdized (the cause). As
such, a smdl firm might de-internationdize in the same way as it has internaiondized by
demondtrating the same but reverse behaviour.

To date the research on de-internationdization is far less common (Benito and Welch, 1997,
Crick, 2002; Matthyssens and Pauwels, 2000; Pauwels and Matthyssens, 1999), probably due to
the seemingly negative and undesirable features associated with these phenomena (Benito and
Welch, 1997), eg. stigma of failure'. The managers decisions to either reduce the internationd
engagement or leave the foreign market completey should not, however, be viewed as a falure
(Crick, 2002; Pauwes and Matthyssens, 1999). As Turcan (2003) argues, despite the decreased
level of internationdization (or dternatively increased leve of de-internaiondization), the overdl
growth of the firm might be towards an increased level of cross-border activity. From a policy-
making standpoint, Davidsson (2000) advocates that the enquiry into firms that falled or chose to
withdraw [totaly or matidly from internationd activity] will dlow policy makers to avoid giving
normeative advice on the bass of factors that both increase the likelihood of success and failure but

actudly are interpreted as ‘ success factors.



Despite the recent attempts to develop a holistic gpproach towards cross-border activity
(eg. Bdl a d, 2001; Fetcher, 2001; Jones, 1999), the concept of de-internationdization has not
been fully developed and integrated within the cross-border literature (Benito and Welch, 1997,
Turcan, 2003). Benito and Welch (1997) and Turcan (2003) undertook one of the first steps to
develop a conceptua framework of de-internationdization process within large and smdl firms
respectively. According to Benito and Welch (1997), the probability of withdrawa from international
operations declines as the commitment to these operations increases. They argued that de-
internationdization, with advanced internationalization, should be seen as pat of the broader
perspective of overal [cross border] drategy of a firm. From a smdl firm perspective, Turcan
(2003) suggests conceptudizing de-internationdization process on the bass of the following three
congtructs (i) commitment of entrepreneurs that is influenced by project, psychologicd, socid, and
gructurd factors; (ii) change in dyadic networks, that istriggered by acritica event, and depends on
the actions and intentions of dyadic partners, and (iii) time, that is experienced in present by
entrepreneurs by relaing themsaves to codes and memories, and congruence and horizons
(emphasis added).

As regards the empirical research, divestment literature would seem to be concerned with
withdrawd from foreign operations. However, viewed as the end result of drategic decisons
regarding e.g. redlocation or concentration of productive resources a a nationd, regiond or globa
leve, change of foreign market servicing mode, or complete withdrawa from a host country (Benito,
1997), divestment research has focused on product and business exits, rather than on exits from
internationa markets (Matthyssens and Pauwels, 2000). This makes it difficult, if not impossble, to
make any inferences e.g. on how and why asmdl firm might change the foregn market serving mode

(Turcan, 2003).



Severd recent sudies are trying to minimize the above gap. For example, Alexander and
Quinn (2002) found that divestment had an impact on subsequent market entry mode, i.e. initidly the
firms established subsdiaries through a high control mode of entry, and then they switched to
franchisgng as ther favored market entry mode. Wheder et d (1994) suggested, inter dia, cyclica
influences on intermediary choice in importing whereby a firm may switch eg. from sdes subsdiary
to independent agent/distributor. Crick (2002: 70) proposed a comprehensive list of reasons for
discontinuing export activities. Matthyssens and Pauwels (2000) and Pauwes and Matthyssens
(1999) postulated that de-internationdization process could be explained by: (@) the escaation of
commitment; (b) the creation of Srategic flexibility; and (c) the confrontation between the above
process (a) and (b).

As it may be noticed from the above discourse, theoreticad understanding of de-
internationaization process within both large and amdl firmsisin itsinfancy. As argued by Benito and
Welch (1997:19), ‘it [will take] us alimited distance in terms of providing an appropriate conceptua
setting for de-internationalization moves and in seeking to explain them'. From smdl firm internationd
performance point of view, the questions that most need to be addressed by firms, policy makers,
and researchersis ‘to what extent is this mode of operation continuing to ddliver returns and postive
performance, and if less than optimal, what change would affect better attainment of projected
targets? (Turcan, 2003:217). From an internaiona entrepreneurship perspective, this sudy puts
forward the question whether de-internationdization is (i) a new means-ends activity, or (i) an
entrepreneuriad error, anotion which clearly deserves to be more developed in the current discussion
of practicd entrepreneurship. In other words, is de-internationalization an entrepreneurial

activity or not?



A REVIEW OF ENTREPRENEURSHIP RESEARCH PATH

Advances in entrepreneurship research

Agreement on the content of a field of knowledge — including its theories, methods, beliefs of

causdity, and standards — is important in the development of the field through its paradigms (Kuhn,

1962). Although not exhaugtively, but to a certain extent comprehensively, Table 1 below presents

the quotes taken from various entrepreneurship scholars about the advancement of theory building in

the entrepreneurship fidd. The excerpts are arranged in ascending order to capture the status of

change of the fidd during the past decade or two. Hence, the ultimate objective is to determine

whether there is a consensus about the ate of thefidd, and if thereis, then of what kind.

Table 1. State of entrepreneurship theory to date

Low and 1988 | [I]t seems likely that the desire for common definitions and a clearly defined area of

MacMillan inquiry will remain unfulfilled in the foreseeable future.

Bygrave 1989a | The entrepreneurship paradigm has yet to develop distinctive methods and theories
of itsown.

Gibb and 1990 | The production of... comprehensive theory of small and medium enterprise

Davies development... in the near futureis unlikely.

Bygrave and 1991 | [Entrepreneurship] lacks a substantial theoretical foundation. In fact, it is extremely

Hofer difficult to develop even “useful” entrepreneurship models.

Kirchhoff 1991 | [T]he absence of a widely held theory of entrepreneurship constrains not only
economics but also all of the disciplines that extend their interests into the
entrepreneurship arena.

Gartner et al 1992 | The garden of entrepreneurial theories is ready for a variety of seeds from many
different disciplines and perspectives.

MacMillan 1992 | It is becoming increasingly apparent that we need a cohesive theory of

and Katz entrepreneurship... Until we have this theory, we will continue to face significant,
perhaps insurmountable, problemsin many areas of entrepreneurial studies.

Sandberg 1992 | If the boundaries of strategic management are permeable, those of entrepreneurship
are downright porous. The prospects for developing a theory of entrepreneurship
seem brighter than might have been imagined a mere decade ago.

Amit et al 1993 | [It] may be too ambitions to expect a complete and robust theory due to the
interdisciplinary nature of entrepreneurship.

Bull and 1993 | Despite the number of published papers that might be considered related to the




Willard theory of entrepreneurship, no generally accepted theory of entrepreneurship has
emerged.

Aldrich and 1997 | Judging from normal science standards, entrepreneurship research is still in a very

Baker early stage.

Brazeal and 1999 | The study of entrepreneurship is still in its infancy. In retrospect, we may have

Herbert contributed to more confusion in, than convergence toward, a unified theory of
entrepreneurship.

Hitt and 2000 | Entrepreneurship [field is] relatively young compared with [its] counterparts in

Ireland management and business.

Shane and 2000 | To date, the phenomenon of entrepreneurship has lacked a conceptual framework...

Venkataraman [It does not] constitute rather a unique conceptual domain

Gartner 2001 | I am not sure that the entrepreneurship field has reached some sense of theoretical
clarity during the past decade.

Gregoireet a 2001 | [I]f there is convergence in entrepreneurship research, it is more on an object of
study, and not (yet) on a specifically distinct body of knowledge — at least from a
theoretical point of view.

Low 2001 | Entrepreneurshipisin its adolescence. Accordingly, thereis no need for atheory of

entrepreneurship.

As Table 1 reveds, there are two distinct issues of concern among entrepreneurship

scholars, i.e. (i) the age of the paradigm; and (ii) the substance of it. For both issues, there gppears to

be a consensus among the scholars. That is, as regards the former issue, the scholars agree dmost

unanimoudy that the entrepreneurship paradigm is still in itsinfancy. Asregardsthe latter issue, there

is ds0 an agreement on the view that as of today there is no unified theory of entrepreneurship.

And this is not surprisng since, within the substance continuum, the scholars disagree on

whether there is a need or not for a (unified) theory of entrepreneurship on the whole; with

gravitation towards the yes-but-dfficult-to-achieve end of the continuum. When there is no

consensus on a paradigm, or at least on the main research object of the field, researchers tend to

gpesk after one another, rather than to one another (Greenfield and Strickon, 1986)2. Hence, it can

be inferred from the above ‘globa’ consensus that the entrepreneurship paradigm is ill in its

infancy, and its (unified) theory has yet to be devel oped.




When trying to understand why it has not been possible yet to advance theory building in the
entrepreneurship fidd, first argument that is brought to the fore is the lack of an agreed definition of
entrepreneurship and a concern over what entrepreneurship congtitutes as a field of study (Gartner,
1990). The lack of an agreed definition, however, may not be the mgor cause to the impediment of
entrepreneurship theory development. It can be argued, that it is an effect of ideological control over
the conventiona entrepreneurid discourses (Ogbor, 2000). Arguing that an important instrument for
explaining, advocating or judifying socid order is the ideology, Ogbor, following postmodernist
philosophy?, deconstructed entrepreneurial discourse and observed, inter dia, that ideology had a
pervasve influence on the methods of inquiry (2000: 622), i.e. imposing the postivist paradigm.
Therefore, dmogt ceartainly the researchers will have to have a willingness to discuss and debate
conscious and unconscious assumptionsin order to advance theory development (Gartner, 2001).

At the same time, a convergence can be seen as far as the focus of the entrepreneurship
research is concerned®. From the economics point of view, for example, entrepreneurship is seen
more as a hon-equilibrium phenomenon (Sarasvathy, 1999). From socio- psychologica perspective,
the emphads shifted towards the examination of entrepreneurid cognition (Ucbasaran et d, 2001).
From the management perspective, a cal for research on continued entrepreneurship has been put
forward (Davidsson, 1991). This funneling process encouraged the development of various modds
of amdl firm growth (e.g. Bygrave, 1989; Covin and Sevin, 1991; Davidsson, 1991; Naffziger et d,
1994; to name a few). Also, apart from conceptudization efforts, some progress has been made
related to the identification of level(s) of analyss (Davidsson and Wiklund, 2000; 2001).

Entrepreneurship defined

Yet, a‘good definition (Bygrave and Hofer, 1991) is pivotd to the growth of the entrepreneurship

research field. In an attempt to synchronize the dancer and the dance, Gartner (1988: 26) postulated



that ‘entrepreneurship ends when the cregtion of the organization ends. This definition, however,
does not leave any room for including growth in the concept of entrepreneurship (Davidsson et d,
2001). Having andyzed dternative contemporary discourse on the meaning of ‘entrepreneurship’
(eg. Low & MacMillan, 1988; Shane and Venkataraman, 2000; Stevenson and Gumpert, 1985;
Stevenson and Jarillo, 1990), Davidsson et d (2001) preferred to define entrepreneurship as
creation of new economic activity. According to this view, an opportunity to establish a new
economic activity can be pursued either within an exigting organization or by establishing a new one

(seeFig. ).

Figure 1. Definition of entrepreneurship: an evolution

Entrepreneurship Defined

Gartner (1988) Davidsson et al (2001)

Creation of New Venture

Creation of New Economic Activity

/ (NEA)

Egablished New Organization
Organization (Crestion)
i NEA Continuum == \ —
Globd Introduction New Activity
o &
Radical Innovation New I mitator
—————— __ deinternationalization --_"——eow——r——
Entrepreneurid Organic
Gogrition Growth

\"New Value Creation 4

Congdering new economic activity, Davidsson et a (2001) suggested that as a minimum, a new or
edtablished firm introduces what interndly is a new activity and wheat gppears to be at the same time

anew imitator in amarket. At the high end of the new economic activity continuum, there will be the



globd introduction of radicd innovation (Fig.l). As regards the contribution of growth in
undergtlanding entrepreneurship, Davidsson et d (2001) further argue that early growth, gpplied to
new venture creation, and organic growth, gpplied to existing organizations, are more likely than later
growth and acquidtion growth to satidfy criteria set by given entrepreneurship definition. This
suggests that organic growth may be a reasonable indicator of entrepreneurship when it comes to the
sudy of de-internationdization (Fig.1). As organizationd growth is seen as inherently a dynamic
measure of change over time (Weinziimmer et d, 1998), Davidsson et d’s (2001) concept of the
study of entrepreneurship and growth can be extended by incorporating strategic experimentation
congruct for new ventures and strategic change congtruct for established ones (Nicholls-Nixon et d,
2000).

Davidsson et d’s (2001) definition is worth adopting for several good reasons. Firgt of al, it
reflects currently emerging consensus on the focus of the entrepreneurship research. It brings
together the yin and yang of thought, i.e. equilibrium and non-equilibrium phenomena of
entrepreneurship. Also it dresses the importance of entrepreneurid cognition when it comes to
identification of emerging opportunities and of decison making when it comes to pursuing identified
opportunities by means of organic growth.

Second of al, proposed definition is dso important to policy makers. In practice, public
policy towards promoting entrepreneurship in smal firms has been mainly concerned with two
sometimes incongruence, issUes, i.e. encouraging the number of business gart-ups (new venture
crestion) and assisting existing businesses with growth potentia (growth) (Storey, 1994). In this
respect, Davidsson et d’s (2001) definition offers new ingghts into the development of public policy
towards promoting entrepreneurship in smdl firms. For example public policy to promote

entrepreneurship in the early sage of a smal firm cregtion can be based on early growth and



drategic experimentation congtructs, whereas public policy to promote continued entrepreneurship to
support asmal firm growth can be based on organic growth and strategic change constructs.

Findly, the way Davidsson et d (2001) defined entrepreneurship is criticad to the present
dudy of de-internationdization process in andl firms. De-internationaization process may be
regarded as a new activity a the low end of the new economic activity spectrum, i.e. when
established firms introduce what internaly is a new activity and appears a the same time as a new
imitator in a market through organic growth. Thus for de-internationdization to take place, emerging
opportunities have to be detected and pursued by recombining the existing resources. In other
words, de-internationdization may be seen as adidog between entrepreneuria cognition and organic

growth directed towards new value cregtion.

ENTREPRENEURSHIP PERSPECTIVE ON DE-INTERNATIONALIZATION

Entrepreneurid cognition

In the context of entrepreneurship paradigm, the entrepreneurial cognition has been defined as the
extendve use of individua heuristics and beliefs that impact decison-making (Alvarez and Busenitz,
2001). As argued by Busenitz and Barney (1997), under conditions of environmental uncertainty and
complexity, without the use of biases and heuristics many entrepreneurid decisons would never be
made. Centrd, then, to the entrepreneurid cognition research is to understand how entrepreneurs
identify overlooked opportunities and make decisions to pursue them.

However, the reason why individuas become entrepreneurs may differ from the reasons they
continue as entrepreneurs (Gartner et a, 1992). The very behaviour that led to the successful start-
up may deter the eventud growth of the firm (Davidsson, 1989), as conservative bias is often

introduced into subsequent firm development (Maidique, 1980). For de-internationdization process



to be successful, the entrepreneur should seek to minimize the adaptation time involved in moving
from one viable organizationd gedtdt to another (Slevin and Covin, 1997) by deploying
heterogeneous resources. Indeed, heterogeneity is a common attribute of both resource-based and
entrepreneurship theory — dthough resource-based logic has tended to focus on heterogeneity of
resources while entrepreneurship paradigm has tended to focus on heterogeneity in beliefs about the
vaue of resources (Alvarez and Busenitz, 2001). Alvarez and Busenitz (2001) argue that this conflict
between the two theories could be solved if the beliefs themsalves about the resource [availability
and access] are recognized as resources.

Recently, Brown and Kirchhoff (1997) studied the effects of resource avallability and
entrepreneuria  orientation on firm growth. They edablished tha perceived environmental
munificence, i.e. the extent to which critical resources exist in the environment, and resource
acquisition self-efficacy, i.e. perception about a person’s ability to gather the required resources,
positively influence entrepreneurid orientation that in turn has a pogtive impact on the amdl firm
growth. Inter dia, Brown and Kirchhoff (1997) argue that if the resource acquisition sdlf-efficacy
measure can be shown to influence entrepreneurid orientation and be postively associated with the
perceived opportunity set, then individuas can be taught skills to raise their level of sdlf-efficacy.

Hence, in the light of recent materidization of entrepreneurship research (Gregoire et d,
2001) and internationa entrepreneurship research (McDougdll et d, 1994) drawing from aresource-
based theory, as such, the resource-based theory may aso provide a true foundational framework
from which to understand [internationd] entrepreneurship in the process of growth trangtions
(Arbaugh and Camp, 2000).

Firm growth



It has been argued that growth leads to increased complexity and uncertainty (Arbaugh and Camp,
2000; Covin and Sevin, 1997) and requires a redefinition of type and state of dements in the
organizationd gestat (Covin and Slevin, 1997). How entrepreneurs manage growth trangtions, i.e.
from one gedtdt to another, is critica as the ability to manage growth is vitd to a firm's continued
success (Sexton and Bowman-Upton, 1991). Thus, for the growth transtions to be successful, the
entrepreneur must assemble and deploy heterogeneous and idiosyncratic resources (Barney, 1991)
in order to reduce the tendon that builds within the gestdt as a consequence of growth (Covin and
Sevin, 1997).

In this respect de-internationdization process can be seen as trangtion from one gedtdt to
another that requires entrepreneurs to make quantum changes to the organizational system quickly
(Sevin and Covin, 1998) in light of ever-new growth opportunities. The importance of this
adjustment process comes into fore when it is acknowledged that, for example, opportunities initidly
identified are often not the ones that subsequently are being pursued; or when entrepreneurs are
susceptible to the escdation of commitment to the faling course of action; or when entrepreneurs
intentions change.

As regards the contribution of (internationd) growth in understanding entrepreneurship, early
growth, gpplied to new venture cregtion, and organic growth, gpplied to existing organizations, are
more likely than later growth and acquidtion growth to satidfy criteria set by the above given
entrepreneurship definition (Davidsson et d, 2001).

De-internationalization conceptua modd

As discussed above, de-internationdization phenomenon is regarded as a new activity a the low end
of the new economic activity continuum (see Figure 1). As new activity is contingent upon

identification and pursuit of overlooked opportunities (Kirzner, 1997d), de-internationdization



cregtes a diaogue between entrepreneurial cognition and organic growth. Under conditions of
environmenta  uncertainty and complexity that (may) affect de-internationdization, biases and
heurigtics are regarded as an efficient and effective guide to decison-making (Busenitz and Barney,
1997). As regards the firm growth it is believed that organic growth (Davidsson et d, 2001) is a
reasonable indicator of entrepreneurship for smadl firms during their de-internationalization process.
As growth leads to increased complexity and uncertainty (Arbaugh and Camp, 2000; Covin
and Slevin, 1997), de-internationdization process is seen as a trandtion from one gestat to another
that requires entrepreneurs to make quantum changes to the organizationd system quickly (Sevin
and Covin, 1998) in light of ever-new growth opportunities. Fundamentdly, it is the [lack of]
resources of the firm that congtrain[g) the choice of markets it may enter, and the levels of profits it
may expect (Wernerfelt, 1989). Furthermore, the [lack of] resources not only constrain[g] growth,
but dso limit[g] entrepreneurid activity that leads to growth (Covin and Sevin, 1991; Penrose,
1959). Therefore successful trandtion from one geddt (e.g. foreign direct investment mode) to
another (exporting mode) and aso successful assembly and deployment of heterogeneous and
idiosyncratic resources will depend on perceived environmenta munificence, resource acquisition
sdf-efficacy, and entrepreneurid orientation (Brown and Kirchhoff, 1997). Also, time (Jones and
Covidlo, 2002; Sevin and Covin, 1998) and drategic change (Nicholls-Nixon et a, 2000;
Sandberg, 1992) will have arole to play in achieving success (or failure) during growth trangtions
(for review see Turcan, 2003). Based on the above discourse, FHgure 2 below conceptudizes de-
internationaization phenomenon as the eventud leve of anadyds within internationa entrepreneurship

research.

Figure 2. De-internationdization: a conceptua model
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CONCLUSION

This pgper amed a podtioning de-internaiondization process of smdl firms within the
entrepreneurship research path. As findings suggest, de-internationdization has been defined as a
new economic activity that creates a didogue between entrepreneuriad cognition and organic growth
directed towards new vaue cregtion. In turn, organic growth, seen as a trangtion from one getdt to
another, creates a dial ogue between perceived resource availability and entrepreneurid orientation.
As an eventud levd of andyss (eg. Davidsson and Wiklund, 2000; 2001) within
internationa entrepreneurship research, severd key research issues await the empirica researcher.
The primary concern would be what congtitutes ‘new economic activity’ —isit definaole; isit sable
over time (Davidsson et d, 2001)? If contribution to continued entrepreneurship is seen in young
smdl firms then the question is *how dld isyoung'; “how smdl issmdl’? If de-internaiondization isa
result of an entrepreneurid error, how then these faled attempts fit ‘new economic activity’
paradigm, and how they can be studied longitudindly? As Davidsson et a (2001) admit these are

tough challenges.



It is expected that the present conceptudization of smdl firm de-internationdization process

from an entrepreneurship research path perspective will have a twofold contribution. 1t will further

theoretica understanding of internationa entrepreneurship among smal firms. And, if there is a better

undergtanding of the factors that for example are likdly to influence de-internationaization and pos-

de-internationdization decisons, this will help policy makers develop more inclusive trade support

drategies.

NOTES

1. One of the criticiams of persond trait theories comes from the culturd bias (Chdl et d, 1991)

3.

embedded in McCleland (1961) theory whereby e.g. stigma atached to business failure is not
evident in USA (McClelland and Burnham, 1995); whereas the reverse is true for Europe
(Storey, 1994).

For example, Low (2001) in his search for trends in the entrepreneurship literature during 1987-
88 and 1998-99 needed a 120-cdl matrix to classfy atota of 131 articles Whereas eg. Dery
and Toulouse (1996) in their empirical study of 237 articles published in the Journd of Business
Venturing between 1986 and 1993 observed that more than haf of the references were books
and, inter dia, that the [entrepreneurship] field seemed in some sort to resist the frequent calls for
unity launched by some of its more influentia members.

Although not explicitly defined, Ogbor (2000) followed epistemologica approach that suggests
that the world is congtituted by our shared language and that we can only ‘know the world
through the particular forms of discourse our language creates (Welge and Holtbrugge, 1999)

This convergence of research was supported to a certain extent by Gregoire et a’s (2001)
findings. In their andysis of 13,593 references cited in the 752 papers published in the Frontiers
of Entrepreneurship Research Proceedings between 1981 and 1999, they observed five
converging axes that have been dtracting entrepreneurship scholars over time, i.e. (i) persona
characteridtics of the entrepreneur; (ii) factors affecting new venture performance; (iii) venture
capitdid’s practices and their impact on entrepreneurship; (iv) the influence of socid networks;



and (V) research drawing from aresource-based perspective —the latter axe being depicted in the
period between 1996 and 1999.

5. In Storey’s (1994) view, the latter strategy, i.e. to assst existing businesses with growth potentia

would yield rather greater public returns than the former, i.e. to encourage new start-ups

REFERENCES

Aldrich, H. and Baker, T. (1997) ‘Blinded by the Cites? Has There Been Progress in
Entrepreneurship Research?, in Sexton, D. and Smilor, R. (eds) ‘Entrepreneurship 2000,
(Chicago: Upgtart Publishing Company), pp.377-400

Alexander, N. and Quinn, B. (2002) ‘International Retall Divestment’. International Journal of
Retail & Distribution Management, 30.2, pp.112-125

Alvarez, S. and Busenitz, L. (2001) ‘The Entrepreneurship of Resource-Based Theory’. Journal of
Management, 27.6, pp.755-775

Amit, R., Glogten, L. and Muller, E. (1993) ‘ Chdlenges to Theory Development in Entrepreneurship
Research’. Journal of Management Sudies, 30.5, pp.815-834

Arbaugh, J. and Camp, M. (2000) ‘Managing Growth Trangtions. Theoretica Perspectives and
Research Directions’, in Sexton, D. and Landstrom, H. (eds.), ‘ The Blackwell Handbook of
Entrepreneurship’, (Oxford: Blachwdll), pp.308-328

Barney, J. (1991) ‘ Firm Resources and Sustainable Competitive Advantage . Journal of
Management, 17.1, pp.99-120

Bdl, J., McNaughton, R., and Young, S. (2001) ‘‘Born-Again Globd’ Firms An Extenson to the
‘Born Globa’ Phenomenon’, Journal of International Management, 7.3, pp.173-189.

Benito, G. (1997) ‘Divestment of Foreign Production Operations, Applied Economics, 29, pp.
1365-1377

Benito, G. and Welch, L. (1997) ‘De-Internationdization’. Management International Review,
37.2, pp.7-25

Brazed, D. and Herbert, T. (1999) ‘The Genesis of Entrepreneurship’. Entrepreneurship Theory
and Practice, 22.3, pp.29-45

Brown, T. and Kirchhoff, B. (1997) ‘The Effects of Resource Availability and Entrepreneuria
Orientation on Firm Growth'. Frontiers of Entrepreneurship Research

Bull, 1. and Willard, G. (1993) ‘Towards a Theory of Entrepreneurship’. Journd of Business
Venturing, 8.3, pp.183-195

Busenitz, L. and Barney, J. (1997) ‘Differences between Entrepreneurs and managers in Large
Organizations. Biases and Heurigtics in Strategic Decison-Making' . Journal of Business Venturing,
12.1, pp.9-30



Bygrave, W. (19899) ‘The Entrepreneurship Paradigm (I): A Philosophical Look at Its Research
Methodologies . Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 14.1, pp.7-20

Bygrave, W. (1989b) ‘The Entrepreneurship Paradigm (I1): Chaos and Catastrophes among
Quantum Jumps? . Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 14.2, pp.7-30

Bygrave, W. and Hofer, Ch. (1991) ‘Theorizing about Entrepreneurship’. Entrepreneurship
Theory and Practice, 16.2, pp.13-22

Chel, E., Haworth, J. and Brearley, S. (1991) The Entrepreneurial Personality: Concepts,
Cases and Categories'.( London: Routledge)

Clarke, C. and Gdll, F. (1987) ‘Planned Divestment — a Five Step Approach’, Long Range
Planning, 20.10, pp.17-24

Covin, J. and Slevin, D. (1991) ‘A Conceptua Mode of Entrepreneurship as Firm Behaviour'.
Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 16.1, pp.7-26

Covin, J. and Sevin, D. (1997) ‘High Growth Trangtions. Theoretica Pergpectives and Suggested
Directions, in Sexton, D. and Smilor, R. (eds.) ‘ Entrepreneurship 2000’, (Chicago: Upstart
Publishing), pp.99-126

Crick, D. (2002) ‘The Decison to Discontinue Exporting: SMEs in Two U.K. Trade Sectors'.
Journal of Small Business Management, 40.1, pp.66-77

Davidsson, P. (1989) ‘Continued Entrepreneurship and Small Firm Growth'. (Stockholm:
Stockholm School of Economics)

Davidsson, P. (1991) ‘ Continued Entrepreneurship: Ability, Need, and Opportunity as Determinants
of Smal Firm Growth'. Journal of Business Venturing, 6.6, pp.405-429

Davidsson, P. (2000) ‘What entrepreneurship Research Can Do for Business and Policy

Practice. Keynote address a the ICSB World Conference, Brisbane, June 10:
http://www.hj.se/jibs/research/peg/Downl oads/keynote%20Bri shane%20correcteed%20June%2010. pdf
last accessed 2002-07-22

Davidsson, P. and Wiklund, J. (2001) ‘Levels of Analyss in Entrepreneurship Research: Current
Research Practice and Suggestions for the Future', Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 25.4,
pp.81-99

Davidsson, P., Dedmar, F. and Wiklund, J. (2001) ‘Entrepreneurship as Growth; Growth as

Entrepreneurship’. Jonkoping Internationd Business Schoal, forthcoming,
http://www.hj.se/jibs/research/peg/Downl oads/Davidsson%20Entrepreneurshi p%20as%020Growth%20Jan

uary..pdf

Fletcher, R. (2001) ‘A Hoalistic Approach to Internationdization’, International Business Review,
10.1, pp.25-49

Gartner, W. (1988) ‘"Who Is an Entrepreneur?’ |s the Wrong Question’. American Journal of
Small Business, Spring, pp.11-32

Gartner, W. (1990) ‘What Are We talking About when We Talk About Entrepreneurship’. Journal
of Business Venturing, 5.1, pp.15-29



Gartner, W. (2001) ‘Is There an Elephant in Entrepreneurship? Blind Assumptions in Theory
Development.” Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 25.4, pp.27- 39

Gartner, W., Bird, B. and Starr, J. (1992) ‘Acting As If: Differentiating Entrepreneurid From
Organizationa Behaviour'. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 16.3, pp.13-31

Gibb, A. and Davies, L. (1990) ‘In Pursuit of Frameworks for the Development of Growth Models
of the Smal Busness . International Small Business Journal, 9.1, pp.15-31

Greenfield, S. and Strickon, A. (1986) ‘Entrepreneurship and Social Changes'. (Los Angeles
Universty Press of America)

Gregoire, D., Dery, R. and Bechard, J-P. (2001) ‘Evolving Conversations. A Look at the
Convergence in Entrepreneurship Research’. Frontiers of Entrepreneurship Research

Hitt, M. and Irdand, R. (2000) ‘The Intersection of Entrepreneurship and Strategic management
Research’, in Sexton, D. and Landstrom, H. (eds) ‘The Blackwell Handbook of
Entrepreneurship’, (Oxford: Blachwdll), pp.45-63

Jones, M.V. (1999) ‘The Internationdization of Smdl High-Technology Firms. Journal of
International Marketing, 7.4, pp.15-41

Jones, M.V. and Covidlo, N.E. (2002) ‘A Time-Based Contingency Modd of Entrepreneurid
Internationdisation Behaviour. Working Paper 2002-12, Haskayne School of Business,
Universty of Cdgary

Kirchhoff, B. (1991) ‘Entrepreneurship’s Contribution to Economics. Entrepreneurship Theory
and Practice, 16.2, pp.93-112

Kirzner, 1. (1997a) * Entrepreneuria Discovery and the Competitive Market Process: An Audtrian
Approach’. Journal of Economic Literature, 35, pp.60-85

Kuhn, T. (1962) ‘ The Structure of Scientific Revolutions'. (Chicago: University of Chicago Press)

Low, M. (2001) ‘The Adolescence of Entrepreneurship Research: Specification of Purpose’.
Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 25.4, pp.17-25

Low, M. and MacMillan, 1. (1988) ‘Entrepreneurship: Past Research And Future Chalenges'.
Journal Of Management, 14.1, pp.139-161

McCleland, D. (1961) ‘ The Achieving Society . (Princeton, NJ: Van Nostrand)

McCldland, D. and Burnham, D. (1995) ‘Power is the Great Motivator'. Harvard Business
Review, 73.1, pp.126-135

MacMillan, 1. and Katz, J. (1992) ‘Idiosyncratic Milieus of Entrepreneurial Research: The Need for
Comprehensive Theories . Journa of Business Venturing, 7.1, pp.1-8

Maidique, M. (1980) ‘Entrepreneurs, Champions, and Technologicd Innovation’. Joan
Management Review, 21.2, pp.59-77

Manolova, T.S,, Brush, C.G., Eddman, L.F. and Greene, P.G. (2002) ‘ Internationdization of Small
Firms. Personad Factors Revisited'. International Small Business Journal, 20.1, pp.9-31



Matthyssens, P. and Pauwes, P. (2000) ‘Uncovering Internationd Market-Exit Processes. A
Comparative Case Study’, Psychology & Marketing, 17.8, pp.697-719

McDougdl, P. and Oviatt, B. (2000) ‘Internationd Entrepreneurship: The Intersection of Two
Research Paths', Academy of Management Journal, 43,5, pp.902-906

McDougdl, P. P., Shane, S., & Ovidtt, B. M. (1994) ‘ Explaining the Formation of International
New Ventures: The Limits of Theories from International Business Research’. Journal of Business
Venturing, 9.6, pp.469-487.

Naffziger, D., Hornsby, J. and Kuratko, D. (1994) ‘A Proposed Research Modd of Entrepreneurid
Motivation’. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 18.3, pp.29-42

Nichalls-Nixon, C., Cooper, A. and Woo, C. (2000) ‘Strategic Experimentation: Understanding
Change and Performance in New Ventures . Journal of Business Venturing, 15.5-6, pp.493-521

Ogbor, J. (2000) ‘Mythicizing and Reification in Entrepreneuria Discourse: 1deology- Critique of
Entrepreneurial Studies'. Journal of Management Sudies, 37.5, pp.605-635

Pauwels, P. and Matthyssens, P. (1999) ‘A Strategy Process Perspective on Export Withdrawa’,
Journal of International Marketing, 7.3, pp.10-37

Penrose, E. (1959) ‘ The Theory of the Growth of the Firm’. (New-Y ork: Wiley)

Sandberg, W. (1992) ‘Strategic Management's Potentid Contributions to a Theory of
Entrepreneurship’ . Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 16.3, pp.73-90

Sarasvathy, S. (1999) ‘ Seminar on Research Perspectives in Entrepreneurship (1997). Journal of
Business Venturing, 15.1, pp.1-57

Sexton, D. and BowmartUpton, N. (1991) ‘ Entrepreneurship: Creativity and Growth'. (New
Y ork: Macmillan)

Shane, S. and Venkataraman, S. (2000) ‘ The Promise of Entrepreneurship as a Field of Research'’.
Academy of Management Review, 25.1, pp. 217-226

Sevin, D. and Covin, J. (1997) ‘Time, Growth, Complexity, and Trangtions Entrepreneurid
Chdlengesfor the Future . Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 22.2, pp.53-68

Stevenson, H. and Gumpert, D. (1985) ‘The Heart of Entrepreneurship’. Harvard Business
Review, 63.2, pp.85-95

Stevenson, H. and Jaillo, J (1990) ‘A Paradigm of Entrepreneurship: Entrepreneuria
Management’. Strategic Management Journal, 11, pp.17-27

Storey, D. (1994) Understanding the Small Business Sector (London: Routledge)

Sullivan, D. and Bauerschmidt, A. (1990) ‘Incremental Internationdizetion: A Test of Johanson and
Vahine s Thess. Management International Review, 30.1, pp.19-30

Turcan, R. (2003) ‘ De-internationdization and the Smal Firm’, in Wheder, C., McDondd, F. and
Greaves, |. (eds), Internationalization: Firm Strategies and Management, (Gregt Britan:
Pdgrave), pp.208-222



Ucbasaran, D., Westhead, P. and Wright, M. (2001) ‘The Focus of Entrepreneurial Research:
Contextual and process Issues . Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 25.4, pp.57-80

Weinzimmer, L., Nystrom, P. and freeman, S. (1998) ‘Measuring Organizationa Growth: Issues,
Consequences and Guiddines . Journal of Management, 24.2, pp.235-262

Wesh, L. and Luogtarinen, R. (1993) ‘Inward-Outward Connections in Internationdization’.
Journal of International Marketing, 1.1, pp.44-56

Whedler, C., Jones, M. and Young, S. (1996) ‘Market entry modes and channels of digtribution in
the UK machine tool industry’. European Journal of Marketing, 30.4, pp.40-58

Wright, R. and Ricks, D (1994) ‘Trends in International Business Research: Twenty-Five Years
Later’, Journal of International Business Sudies, 25.4, pp.687-701



