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Abstract. Presented paper aims to compare internationalization of Lithuanian and Nor-
wegian SMEs by exploring the main motives and barriers restricting internationalization 
process. The authors strive to reveal the patterns of internationalization taking into ac-
count the aspects of main theoretical models. The research is based on the main ideas 
of stage, network and international entrepreneurship approaches. The main motives and 
barriers restricting internationalization process are based on the previous studies. In order 
to compare internationalization patterns of Lithuanian and Norwegian SMEs, quantita-
tive research has been performed. The quantitative research is based on responses to a 
questionnaire embracing various aspects of internationalization. The sample of 300 SMEs 
was selected taking into consideration previous research. The survey allows concluding 
that Lithuanian SMEs emphasise geographic proximity as the most important criteria for 
international market selection. On the other hand, Norwegian SMEs perceive variables of 
international entrepreneurship theory as the important contributory factors in internation-
alization process. The authors conclude that Lithuanian SMEs rely on exporting; mean-
while Norwegian SMEs choose subcontracting/licensing or own representative abroad. 
Hence, Norwegian SMEs are seen at the more advanced stage of internationalization. 
Authors of the research have elaborated proposals, which are useful for further develop-
ment of Lithuanian SMEs and take into consideration experience of Norwegian SMEs. 
The presented paper will contribute to the International Entrepreneurship Forum by pro-
viding new insights into further development of SMEs of Lithuania and Norway taking 
into consideration opportunities and threats. 
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1. Introduction 

Globalisation of economy and intense competition stimulate companies to seek ways 
of internationalization and significantly contribute to the economic development of na-
tions, industries and productivity. Hence, during last few decades internationalization 
as a phenomenon has been researched by various scholars and from different points of 
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view. Small and medium- sized enterprises (SMEs), playing a significant role in the 
growth and change of economy, are confronted with international competition and are 
forced to compete in international markets. Therefore internationalization of SMEs has 
attracted significant attention of researchers in scientific literature and remains one of 
the important areas.
Given the situation of today’s marketplace, the contribution of SMEs in Lithuania’s 
and Norway’s economies is seen as increasing and important. Despite some claims that 
the internationalization of Norwegian firms is seen as a relatively new phenomenon 
(Hodne 1993), the research has shown that “the late 1960s should be regarded as the 
turning point that paved the way for a new strong internationalization wave from the 
1980s” (Amdam 2009). On the other hand, research findings related to SMEs activity 
conclude that context matters as it shapes the role, structure and performance of small 
firms (Karlsson, Dahlberg 2003). Comparing to Norway SMEs sector in Lithuania has 
been developing from 1990s, i.e. the period of transition from a system based on state 
planning to a system characterized by decentralized market allocation and is seen as 
relatively new. Hence, taking into consideration different development paths of both 
countries, the attention to the internationalization of SMEs raises an array of questions 
about motives, barriers and criteria which determine environment selection.
The focus of this paper is to compare internationalization patterns of Lithuanian and 
Norwegian SMEs by exploring the main factors impacting internationalization process. 
The authors strive to reveal the patterns of internationalization taking into account the 
degree of internationalization and the aspects of main theoretical models. 

2. SMEs internationalization theories and models

The researches linked to SMEs internationalization are seen as relatively new in com-
parison with internationalization of multinational companies. Notably, a lot of attempts 
were made in order to clearly define SMEs “internationalization” concept. 
Some scholars claim that internationalization means a changing state. Hence, the growth 
of firm provides a background to internationalization and the concepts of internationali-
zation and growth are interrelated (Buckley, Ghauri 1993). However, Ruzzier et al. state 
that “some features are unique to internationalization or, at least, there are significant 
degrees of difference between growth at home and growth internationally” (Ruzzier 
et al. 2006).
One stream of scholars, striving to define internationalization, put emphasis on pro-
cess, through which firms are increasingly involved in international markets (Johanson, 
Vahlne 1977; Welch, Luostarinen 1988). For instance, Welch and Luostarinen state, that 
the internationalization process is seen as gradual and sequential, through which firms 
become increasingly committed to, and involved in, international markets. 
Meanwhile, Johanson and Vahlne emphasise development of “networks of business 
relationships in other countries through extension, penetration and integration” (Johan-
son, Vahlne 1990). Hence, a network analysis is seen as another point of view to firm’s 
international activities (Johanson, Mattson 1993). 
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Calof and Beamish, defining internationalization, emphasise the adaptation of firms 
operations to international environments (Calof, Beamish 1995). However, Ahokangas, 
inspired by resource- based view, claim that internationalization is seen as “the process 
of mobilizing, accumulating, and developing resource stocks for international activities” 
(Ruzzier et al. 2006).
Despite the various approaches to the definition of internationalization, the authors of 
this paper adopt the view that internationalization is the expansion of firm’s operations 
to foreign markets and agree with the notion that internationalization could result from 
punctual and independent actions. On the other hand, in order to show the complexity 
of phenomenon, it is important to discuss the main internationalization theories and 
models. 
It should be noted that internationalization studies are based on several approaches to 
internationalization, namely stage, learning, contingency and network approaches. 
Stage approaches are seen as the earliest group of theories explaining internationaliza-
tion process. The scholars supporting this approach state that firms start with the modes 
of entry which require the least commitment of resources and with experience in the 
market increase their commitment of resources to international activities. For instance, 
this approach was supported by Cavusgil (1980) and based on progressive reduction of 
uncertainty. Additionally Reid (1981) has stated that the firms moved from awareness 
(of export potential) to evolution (of the result of initial exporting) and to acceptance 
(of exporting as a good thing). 
Another group of scholars apply learning theory and state that internationalization is 
a dynamic process. The studies of Johansson and Wiedersheim-Paul (1975) have laid 
theoretical framework for the Uppsala model, proposed by Johanson and Vahlne (1977). 
The model highlights the resource commitment to the foreign markets, market commit-
ment, decisions to commit resources and the performance of current business activities 
(Johanson, Vahlne 1977). On the other hand, the model has highlighted the relevance of 
psychic distance in international business decisions. The psychic distance concept was 
defined as “the sum of factors preventing the flow of information from and to the mar-
ket” (Johanson, Vahlne 1977). The scholars based on learning theory have focused on an 
evolutionary and sequential building of foreign commitments over time (De Burca et al. 
2004). According to Wiedersheim-Paul et al. firms start their international activities in 
nearby markets via an intermediary and then on a direct basis. The establishment of a 
sales subsidiary could be followed by some form of production in international markets 
(Wiedersheim-Paul et al. 1978). 
Contingency approach to internationalization assume that the firm evaluates and re-
sponds to an opportunity as it occurs, regardless of whether the market is close in psy-
chic distance terms or whether an advanced mode of entry is required (Okoroafo 1990). 
Network approaches emphasise the role of linkages and relationships in the interna-
tionalization process (Johanson, Mattsson 1993). Chetty and Blankenburg-Holm (2000) 
state that internationalization takes place in three ways: through creating relationships 
with partner in new countries, through rising commitment to already established for-
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eign networks and through integrating their positions in networks in various countries. 
Hence, the success of the firm in entering new markets depends on its position in the 
network and relationships within current market.
However, in order to explain the phenomenon of SMEs internationalization, the studies 
support the integration of several approaches. According to scholars, the integration of 
stage approach, network approach and foreign direct investment theory (including trans-
action cost analysis) allow us to better understand SMEs internationalization (Covielo, 
McAuley 1999; Coviello, Martin 1999). In the same way, Etemad and Wright suggested 
combining a variety of theoretical models, including stage approach, FDI theories and 
network approach (Etemad, Wright 1999). Bell et al. incorporating stage and network 
approaches recognise “the explanatory value of contingency approach and allied re-
source-based theories” (Bell et al. 2003). Likewise, Ruzzier et al. have proposed the 
integration of process models, innovation models, network approach, resource-based 
view and international entrepreneurship theory (Ruzzier et al. 2006). Hence, an inte-
grative approach is seen as a new stream in the research of SMEs internationalization.

3. Internationalization and entrepreneurship

Studies focusing on explaining SMEs internationalization demonstrate an agreement 
that SME internationalization is an entrepreneurial activity (Knight 2000; Lu, Beamish 
2001). Additionally, scholars considering internationalization of SMEs put emphasis on 
importance of entrepreneurs, who are seen as the main variables in SMEs internation-
alization. According to McDougall and Oviatt an increasing number of scholarly inves-
tigations into entrepreneurial firms that compete across national borders have enriched 
and broadened both international business and entrepreneurship research (McDougall, 
Oviatt 2000).
The shift of interests toward international entrepreneurship has impacted the need to 
define the concept of international entrepreneurship in a more precise manner. Notably, 
McDougall and Oviatt have proposed the most frequently used definition and described 
international entrepreneurship as a combination of innovative, proactive and risk – seek-
ing behavior that crosses national borders and is intended to create value in organiza-
tions (McDougall, Oviatt 2000). Later on, they have proposed to define international 
entrepreneurship as the discovery, evaluation, and exploitation of opportunities across 
national borders to create future goods and services (McDougall, Oviatt 2005). Notably, 
the two parts of entrepreneurship are distinguished: 1) opportunities and 2) individuals 
who strive to exploit these opportunities. Hence, individual and firm entrepreneurial 
behavior is seen as the basis of foreign market entry.
The studies of internationalization and entrepreneurship have inspired the shift toward 
“born global firms” which adopt the international focus from the beginning and start 
rapid and dedicated internationalization. Notably the researches, focusing on the born 
global phenomenon, concentrate on whether the firms are exporting versus non-export-
ing and provide empirical evidence of more rapid international activities. For instance, 
researches carried out in Finland, Norway, Sweden and Denmark proved that the firm’s 
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domestic markets no longer seem to be as important as “learning place”. The scholars 
state that the stage models fail to explain why such firms operate in international mar-
kets rather than just in home markets (McDougall et al. 1994). Additionally, Bell con-
cludes that existing internationalization models do not adequately reflect the underlying 
factors of the internationalization process in these firms (Bell 1995). 
Despite the prevailing critics, the analysis of already established and newly established 
firms can not ignore the assumptions of stage models. Therefore, the authors of this pa-
per agree with the notion, stating that the firms which do not start international activities 
after establishment will develop more in line with the stage models of internationaliza-
tion (Moen, Servais 2002). 

4. Factors impacting internationalization

Expanding to international markets presents an important opportunity for growth and 
value creation and exposes unique challenges in addition to common challenges in 
domestic markets (Lu, Beamish 2001). Therefore the scholars focusing on the issues 
of internationalization have strived to define the main stimuli and barriers of interna-
tionalization. 
The scientific literature concerned with the main motives of internationalization distin-
guishes several broad areas: decision-maker characteristics; firm-specific factors, envi-
ronmental factors and firm characteristics (Katsikeas, Piercy 1993). Notably, internal 
and external stimuli in the decision for internationalization of SMEs are emphasized 
(Cavusgil, Godiwalla 1982). It is agreed that firms are likely to be motivated by differ-
ent stimuli that depend on the stage of internationalization. 
Lu and Beamish emphasize that many challenges of internationalization are associated 
with liability of foreignness and newness (Lu, Beamish 2001). These challenges are 
seen of higher importance if the target market is dissimilar to the domestic market and 
if new subsidiaries are established. Hence, SMEs are fostered to acquire new resources 
and capabilities when entering a foreign market. On the other hand, firms face higher 
political and operational risks arising from the foreignness of the new environment. 
Notably, smallness is seen as disadvantage in internationalization, as SMEs often lack 
resources and capabilities that restrict possibility to capture business opportunities. 
Studies focusing on barriers of internationalization by exporters and/or non-exporters 
distinguish such broad areas: financial, managerial, market – oriented (including both 
national and international markets), and characteristics of industry and firm (Leoni-
dou 1995; Morgan 1997). It is agreed that barriers of internationalization exist at any 
stage of internationalization process. On the other hand barriers may differ in intensity 
depending on the level of internationalization of the individual firm (Cavusgil 1984a; 
Katsikeas, Morgan 1994). 
Fletcher concludes that scientific literature focusing on the main factors impacting in-
ternationalization is exhaustive and distinguishes management characteristics, organiza-
tion characteristics, external impediments or external incentives to engage in business 
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overseas (Fletcher 2001).The researches concerned with management characteristics 
emphasize knowledge of international business, international transactions experience, 
planning orientation or having strategic approach (Cavusgil, Godiwalla 1982; Fletcher 
2001). Meanwhile, the focus on the organizational characteristics embraces willingness 
to develop products for overseas markets, technological advantage, and willingness to 
research overseas markets (Bilkey 1985; Evangelista 1994; Cavusgil 1984b). Notably, 
external impediments are marketing activities by competitors in overseas markets and 
perception of higher risk in overseas markets, knowledge of the market and how it oper-
ates, cost issues, lack of export training and government assistance (Johnston, Czinkota 
1985; Bilkey 1985). Finally, the most important external incentives are availability of 
export incentives from government, oversees demand factors, fall in domestic demand 
or excess capacity and reduction in costs of production (Kaynak, Kothari 1984; Johnston 
and Czinkota 1985; Reid 1983).

5. Methodology

The above discussion leads to several research questions. The first relates to the factors 
impacting internationalization of Lithuanian and Norwegian SMEs. The second relates 
to the main variables determining internationalization of Lithuanian and Norwegian 
SMEs from the point of stage, network and international entrepreneurship approaches. 
The REM model developed by Liuhto allows us to set a framework for the analysis 
of internationalization (Reiljan 2004). The model consists of three dimensions – rea-
son for internationalization, environment selection and modal choice. The reason for 
internationalization in the original model has strived to compare pro- and anti- inter-
nationalization arguments. Meanwhile, environment selection has focused on the com-
parison between environments (incl. home environment). The modal choice has sought 
to compare advantages and disadvantages of operational modes. However, striving to 
reach the set- above objectives, the authors have modified the model (Fig. 1). Hence, the 
reason for internationalization will compare internal and external motives and barriers 
to SMEs internationalization in Lithuania and Norway. The environment selection will 
seek to compare the main criteria, determining environment selection, derived from the 
stage, network and international entrepreneurship theories. The modal choice will strive 
to compare operational modes from the point of stage theory. 

Fig. 1. Internationalization process

REASON FOR INTERNATIONALIZATION – (R-factor)
Why internationalize?

A comparison between motives and barriers of internationalization

ENVIRONMENT SELECTION (E-factor)
Where to internationalize?

A comparison of the main criteria which
determine environment selection

MODAL CHOICE (M-factor)
How to internationalize?

A comparison between the operational modes
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In order to develop a questionnaire, the structured interviews were conducted by inter-
viewing international business experts, representatives of national agencies for develop-
ment and CEOs of internationalized companies in Lithuania and Norway. The results 
of interviews allow concluding that Lithuanian SMEs prefer the internationalization 
into Baltic countries, Russia and Central and Eastern Europe. Meanwhile, Norwegian 
SMEs prefer to internationalize into Nordic countries, Central and Eastern Europe. The 
questionnaire was developed and the pilot testing was conducted in 2009 by mailing to 
20 international business executives. In 2010 the updated questionnaire was mailed to 
the population of firms from Lithuania and Norway. The firms were selected according 
to the Gazelle company list developed by business journal “Verslo zinios” in Lithuania 
and Dagens Næringsliv in collaboration with credit rating agency Dun & Bradstreet 
in Norway. Gazelle Company is a term for the firms with strong finances and a steady 
increase in turnover over a period of several years. The questionnaire was sent to 300 
firms from Lithuania and Norway. Completed questionnaires numbered 75 which is a 
response rate of 25% from Lithuanian firms and 86 which is a response rate of 29% 
from Norwegian firms. The biggest percentage of respondents was from firms which 
have 51–250 employees (respectively 46% from Lithuania and 32% from Norway). 
Twenty-four per cent of Lithuanian SMEs and 26% of Norwegian SMEs were not en-
gaged in some form of international activity. However, their responses were analysed 
in order to detect motives and barriers of internationalization. Notably, the firms which 
have filled questionnaires are attributed to different business sectors. However, SMEs 
which represent furniture and wood processing industry (21%), food industry (14%) 
and construction (10%) industry compose the biggest part of respondents from Lithu-
ania. Meanwhile SMEs which represent information and communication technologies 
(19%), machinery (10%) and oil and gas industry (9%) compose the biggest part of 
respondents from Norway.

6. Results

The first stage of analysis is related to the factors impacting internationalization of 
Lithuanian and Norwegian SMEs. These factors were derived from previous research 
on motives and barriers of internationalization. Questions relating to the internal and 
external motives were included in the survey instrument. The respondents were asked 
to rank internal and external motives using Likert scale (where 1 – the least important 
and 5 – the most important). The results of findings are presented in Table 1.
The obtained results about external motives of internationalization do not indicate dif-
ferences in attitudes of Norwegian and Lithuanian respondents. It should be noted that 
the most important external motives impacting internationalization of Lithuanian and 
Norwegian SMEs are small domestic market, competitive pressure and proximity to 
customers and suppliers. Notably, small domestic market and competitive pressures 
that result in profit margins are seen as a powerful inducement impacting firms to enter 
foreign markets. On the other hand, these motives influence strategic decisions of firms 
to maintain or enhance competitive position in the market or industry. The standard 
deviation of small domestic market (respectively 0.78 of Lithuanian SMEs and 0.76 of 
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Norwegian SMEs) is the lowest among other external motives, pointing out the agree-
ment between respondents on its importance.

Meanwhile, the most important internal motives impacting internationalization of Lithu-
anian SMEs are profit goals, availability of skilled labour and availability of unique pro-
duction/technological competence. These findings are in accordance with previous re-
search findings, stating that the profit advantage is one of the most stimulating proactive 
motivations of the firm to be involved in international activities (Cavusgil, Godiwalla 
1982). The standard deviation of profit goals (0.84 of Lithuanian SMEs) is the lowest 
among other internal motives, pointing out the agreement between respondents on its 
importance. On the other hand, Norwegian SMEs distinguish such important internal 
motives as desire to reduce risk, availability of skilled labour and availability of unique 
product/technological competence. According to international entrepreneurship theory, 
the motive for internationalization is not necessarily immediate financial gain, but risk 
avoidance (Prefontaine, Bourgault 2002). The standard deviation of desire to reduce risk 
(0.82 of Norwegian SMEs) is the lowest among other internal motives, pointing out the 
agreement between respondents on its importance. 

Evaluating external and internal barriers to SMEs internationalization, it was taken into 
consideration that SMEs are less competitive in comparison with large firms. Notably, 
internal barriers included in the survey allow to make a judgement about capabilities of 
Lithuanian and Norwegian SMEs related to the competitive threat or a belief what ought 
to be. The respondents were asked to rank internal and external barriers using Likert 
scale (where 1 – the least important and 5 – the most important). Possible external and 
internal barriers to internationalization and findings are listed in Table 2.

Table 1. External and internal motives of internationalization 

Motives of internationalization
Lithuanian SMEs Norwegian SMEs

Mean Stand. deviation Mean Stand. deviation

Small domestic market 4.57 0.78 4.49 0.76

Competitive pressure 4.48 0.87 4.40 0.85

Proximity to customers and suppliers 3.87 1.01 3.81 0.98

Psychological distance 3.49 0.86 3.43 0.84

Unstable business environment  
in home country

3.15 0.94 3.10 0.92

Profit goals 4.16 0.84 3.29 0.85

Availability of skilled labour 4.12 0.86 4.05 0.84

Availability of unique  
product/technological competence

3.60 0.88 3.54 0.85

Desire to reduce risk 3.35 0.87 4.09 0.82

Foreign ownership’s decision 3.09 1.04 3.09 1.01
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Table 2. External and internal barriers to internationalization 

Barriers to internationalization
Lithuanian SMEs Norwegian SMEs

Mean Stand. deviation Mean Stand. deviation

Inaccessible market information 4.38 0.91 3.14 0.75
Bureaucracy (long administrative  
procedures, laws and regulations)

4.38 0.74 4.46 0.83

Intense competition abroad 4.04 0.71 3.37 0.99
Foreign government restrictions 3.82 0.91 3.11 0.72
Differences in consumer habits  
and standards

3.51 0.96 3.12 1.18

Start-up costs 4.00 0.81 3.09 0.72
Limited financial resources 3.96 0.83 3.10 1.17
Limited management skills 3.46 0.85 4.43 0.82
Lack of marketing knowledge 3.22 0.84 3.12 0.74
Communication issues (foreign language) 2.97 1.01 3.35 0.98

The analysis of survey results allows concluding that the most important external barri-
ers for Lithuanian SMEs are inaccessible market information, bureaucracy and intense 
competition abroad. Meanwhile, the respondents from Norwegian SMEs indicated bu-
reaucracy, intense competition abroad and inaccessible market information. 
The responses of Norwegian SMEs to questions about internal barriers impacting inter-
nationalization let us reveal that the firms indicate limited management skills, communi-
cation issues and lack of marketing knowledge. Evaluating the most important internal 
barriers, the respondents from Lithuanian SMEs distinguished start-up costs, limited 
financial resources and limited managerial skills. Notably, a lack of financial resources 
restricts the possibility to capture business opportunities abroad. The obtained results 
correspond with the findings of other researches investigating factors restricting interna-
tionalization of SMEs (Johnston, Czinkota 1985). The lack of resources is seen as one of 
the main factors impacting firm’s activities abroad. However, international entrepreneur-
ship theory emphasises that the discovery of opportunities involves knowledge which 
the entrepreneur uses striving to make own decision. Furthermore, this knowledge is 
derived from former information and experience in local and foreign markets. Hence, 
limited managerial skills as one of the main barriers to internationalization, indicated by 
respondents, allow claiming that the firms do not acquire learning abilities which might 
transform into international growth. To conclude, limited managerial skills are seen as 
one of the restricting factors for both Lithuanian and Norwegian SMEs.
The international environment selection of Lithuanian and Norwegian SMEs is based 
on the main criteria, derived from the stage, network and international entrepreneurship 
theories. The respondents were asked to rank these criteria using Likert scale (where 
1 – the least important and 5 – the most important). The results of findings are presented 
in Table 3.
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Table 3. The main criteria which determine environment selection 

The main criteria of environment 
selection

Lithuanian SMEs Norwegian SMEs

Mean Stand. deviation Mean Stand. deviation

Geographic proximity 4.8 0.41 3.75 0.87

Potential growth of markets 4.4 0.49 4.3 0.46

Formal relationships with  
industry’s partners

4 0.67 4.44 0.86

Accumulated knowledge and varied 
experience of entrepreneur

4.2 0.61 4.53 0.77

Informal relationships with family 
members and friends

3.81 0.60 3.83 1.00

Ability of entrepreneur to gain  
support and mobilise resources

3.45 0.85 3.11 0.92

The obtained results about the main criteria which determine selection of international 
environment allow concluding that Lithuanian SMEs distinguish such criteria as geo-
graphic proximity, potential growth of markets and accumulated knowledge and varied 
experience of entrepreneur. Meanwhile, the respondents from Norwegian SMEs dis-
tinguish the most important criteria as accumulated knowledge and varied experience 
of entrepreneur, formal relationships with industry’s partners and potential growth of 
markets. 
Notably, Norwegian SMEs do not emphasise “psychic distance” as the most important 
criteria for international market selection. Hence, these findings correspond with the 
claims that “psychic distance” is becoming less relevant as markets become homoge-
neous and communication and infrastructure improve (Bell 1995). On the other hand, 
taking into consideration that behaviour of entrepreneur influences the behaviour of the 
firm, accumulated knowledge and varied experience of entrepreneur is seen as one of 
the most important criteria in selection of international market. 
Responses of respondents to the question how to define the internationalization process 
of their firms led us to reveal that 32% of Norwegian SMEs prefer entering new markets 
through networks, personal contacts and partners. To conclude, collaboration relation-
ships with various partners in the industry are seen as the way to acquire knowledge 
and experience and to become the entrepreneurial firm. Meanwhile, 38% of Lithuanian 
SMEs indicated their internationalization process as step-by-step, risk averse, slow and 
cautious, i.e. characteristics common to the stage theory.
Questions relating to the operational modes derived from the stage theory were included 
in the survey instrument. The respondents were asked to rank operational modes using 
Likert scale (where 1 – the least important and 5 – the most important). The results of 
findings are presented in Table 4.
Responses of Lithuanian SMEs allow concluding that the most common operational 
modes are exporting, own representative and subcontracting and licensing. The standard 
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deviation of exporting (0.85 of Lithuanian SMEs) is the lowest among other operational 
modes, pointing out the agreement between respondents on its importance. The obtained 
results correspond with the assumptions of the stage theory, stating that exporting is 
the first choice to gain internationalization experience. Meanwhile, subcontracting and 
licensing, own representative and exporting are the most common modes for interna-
tionalization of Norwegian SMEs. The standard deviation of subcontracting and licens-
ing (0.88 of Norwegian SMEs) is the lowest among other operational modes, pointing 
out the agreement between respondents on its importance.

7. Conclusions

The above research indicates that international decision- making of Norwegian and 
Lithuanian firms is impacted by external and internal motives. Taking into considera-
tion size of both countries the obtained results of the research allow to claim that small 
domestic market and competitive pressure from local and international competitors are 
seen as the main external motives for internationalization. However, the difference of 
attitudes toward internal motives allows raising the assumption that international entre-
preneurship approach prevails in the behaviour of Norwegian firms. Hence, the desire to 
reduce the business risk and availability of skilled labour are the main internal motives 
to internationalize. 
On the other hand, international decision- making of firms is impacted by external and 
internal barriers. As for differences between countries, since the market economy is 
much younger in Lithuania than in Norway, inaccessible market information and high 
start-up costs are seen as the main barriers to Lithuanian SMEs. Notably, Lithuanian 
SMEs emphasise geographic proximity as the most important criteria for international 
market selection. Hence, psychic distance and market knowledge which are defined 
as the common features of stage model influence the internationalization behaviour of 
Lithuanian firms. Taking into consideration the main criteria which determine environ-
ment selection of Lithuanian firms, the emphasis on exporting seems to be more than 
justified. The focus of Norwegian firms to subcontracting and licensing allow claiming 
that Norwegian firms are seen at the more advanced development stage.

Table 4. The operational modes

 The operational modes Lithuanian SMEs Norwegian SMEs

Mean Stand. deviation Mean Stand. deviation

Exporting 4.2 0.85 3.81 0.90

Own representative 4.15 0.87 4.36 0.92

Subcontracting / licensing 3.63 0.89 4.4 0.88

Joint venture 3.38 0.88 3.54 0.91

Own investment abroad / own  
production unit

3.12 1.05 3.09 1.09

R. Korsakienė, M. Tvaronavičienė. The internationalization of SMEs: an integrative approach



305

The findings of research allow elaborating proposals for decision- makers of Lithuanian 
SMEs. The internationalization of firms should combine features of stage, network and 
international entrepreneurship theories. In the early stages of internationalization geo-
graphic proximity has to be seen as the proper way to enter foreign markets. Taking 
into consideration the experience and more stable performance of Norwegian firms, 
the barriers to internationalization, namely start up costs and inaccessible market in-
formation can be overcome by forming business networks allowing to acquire limited 
resources and to benefit from the size of networks. The formation of networks expedites 
the internationalization efforts of SMEs and improves their success rate. On the other 
hand, entrepreneurial efforts should be taken into consideration as the factor impacting 
performance of firms. Notably, entrepreneurial efforts are impacted by the most impor-
tant competences which lay in entrepreneurial knowledge, experience, capabilities and 
motivation. Management and inter-personal skills are seen as the most important in 
networking and cooperation with other partners and influence the success of networks’ 
formation. Hence, the competences of entrepreneurs should be developed through train-
ing, continuing learning, creating and maintaining networks and relationships. Taking 
into consideration the experience of Norwegian SMEs, close relationship between gov-
ernment, education institutions and business are vital in exploring business opportunities 
abroad. From the perspective of government, the assistance to SMEs through various 
initiatives allowing acquiring information about international markets has significant 
implications. 
The limitations of the presented study were connected with the low response rate of 
respondents and the fact that SMEs included in the sample represent different business 
sectors. Further research should therefore concentrate on a deeper analysis of differ-
ences between countries and business sectors. 
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