

Which Organisational Capabilities Matter for SME Export Performance? 

Abstract 

As a result of the increasing tendency towards a global economy, international business involvement is becoming particularly relevant for smaller companies. Exporting constitutes the most popular, quickest and easiest way for many small firms to internationalise. The aim of the paper is to provide a comprehensive picture of the determinants of SME export performance, by investigating the potential relationship between organisational capabilities and both objective and subjective measures of performance. Based on the literature review and mainly embedded in the resource-based view of the firm, we uncover a collection of organisational capabilities that are especially salient to these firms and their growing international involvement. The suggested conceptual model is tested with a sample of Italian exporting SMEs using regression analysis. The results show that entrepreneurial and innovative capabilities are the most influential antecedents of both objective and subjective measures of international performance. Finally, we discuss the managerial implications of our findings.
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1. Introduction
The internationalisation process of SMEs has gained a lot of attention in the international business (IB) literature over the last four decades. In particular, given that exporting is still the dominant foreign entry mode for SMEs, an important research stream has highlighted the many determinants of export intensity (Miesenbock, 1988; Zou & Stan, 1988; Sterlacchini, 2001; Ribau et al, 2016). The emergence of the International Entrepreneurship (IE) field has focused attention on those firms which are characterised by a clear international entrepreneurial orientation (Covin et al, 2014; Lamotte & Colovic, 2013; Thanos et al. 2017). It has progressively developed over the last two decades a body of literature, especially focusing on early and fast international ventures, born global firms, and international new ventures (Zucchella et al, 2007; McDougall et al, 1994; Jones et al, 2011; Keupp & Gassman, 2009). Both perspectives seem to highlight the role of entrepreneurs, among other factors like firm resources and networks. More recently, some authors have called for more studies on the role of capabilities, as a link between entrepreneurial resources and organisational performance (Knight & Liesch, 2015; Etemad, 2017). 
Notwithstanding the high number of contributions on these topics, the role played by organisational capabilities in driving export performance is still poorly understood (Knight & Cavusgil, 2004; Weerawardena et al, 2007; Weerawardena et al 2015; Cavusgil & Knight, 2015). The adoption of a capabilities perspective is relatively recent in IB and IE studies, and the operationalisation of these variables is still in its infancy (Kuivalainen et al, 2010; Zhang et al, 2009). Different literature streams outline the roles of some resources, like for example the entrepreneurial team (Shrader et al, 2000; Bloodgood et al, 1996; Luo et al, 2005) and its network (Komulainen et al, 2006; Zhou et al, 2007), technological and financial resources (D’Angelo, 2012; Lamotte & Colovic, 2013), marketing resources (McAuley, 1999; Knight et al, 2004; Moen et al, 2003), but the organisational capabilities perspective is less studied. Some capabilities (e.g. entrepreneurial capabilities) are often ascribed to entrepreneurs as individuals (Busenitz & Arthurs, 2007; Karra et al, 2008), but it is increasingly recognised that they can be detected also at the organisation level (Covin & Slevin, 2002) and they seem to play a crucial role on firms’ growth, including export growth. Also networks, innovation and marketing need to be considered in terms of organisational capabilities, because it is through capabilities that opportunities are detected and internal and external resources are effectively exploited in order to generate competitive advantage and market growth. 
A recent review of the existing literature on SME internationalisation (Ribau et al. 2016), based on 554 articles written between 1977 and 2014, highlights – among the research gaps which still need to be addressed - a better understanding of the effects of innovation and networking capabilities on SME international performance. In addition the review supports the need to study contemporarily international new ventures/born global firms and  traditional international SMEs: “we found that when analyzing internationalization from a wider perspective - SME internationalization - a deeper and broader perspective is still in high demand” (Moreira et al., 2016). This research intends to study both entrepreneurial and organizational capabilities in smaller firms, considering both early and fast internationalizing and the more traditional (gradually internationalizing) firms, with the idea that it is possible to look for similar variables determining their export performance. Much of the literature in the last 30 years has been looking for differences among these two typologies of smaller firms, while we aim at looking for common determinants of international growth. 


This paper aims at providing an answer to the following research questions, which address the above-mentioned research gaps. What is the role of organisational capabilities in determining the export performance of SMEs? And, in particular, how do entrepreneurial, environmental-learning, marketing, networking and innovative capabilities affect their export performance? Many scholars have suggested that, in order to provide a more comprehensive picture of export performance, both objective and subjective measures should be employed (Cavusgil & Zou, 1994; Dimitratos et al, 2004; Katsikeas et al, 2000; Shoham, 1998; Shoham et al, 2002; Sousa, 2004; Wheeler et al, 2008). There are very few studies which adopt both objective and subjective measures of export performance (Stoian et al, 2011). We look to remedy this limitation by carrying out our empirical analysis using both the classic measure of export intensity as an objective measure of export performance, together with a subjective measure derived from managers’ responses to a questionnaire survey.


2. Literature Review and Hypotheses
This paper adopts the resource-based view (RBV) in analysing the determinants of the export performance of SMEs. The appropriateness and explanatory power of the RBV for the study of the international performance of firms has been confirmed by numerous scholars (Dhanaraj & Beamish, 2003; Ibeh & Wheeler, 2005; Matanda & Freeman, 2009; Morgan et al, 2006; Prange & Pinho, 2017). The bundle of organisational resources and capabilities is idiosyncratic to every firm and is at the core of its competitive advantage according to the RBV (Eisenhardt et al, 2000; Kor et al, 2007). MNEs are acknowledged to possess idiosyncratic resources which enable them to generate economic returns over and above their opportunity costs when used in foreign markets (Graham, 1978). In IB theory, the notion of firm-specific advantage is the one which best fits with the internal resources and capabilities approach. Particular firm-specific advantages for the internationalisation of firms include knowledge, information or techniques (Caves, 1971), technological expertise or entrepreneurial skills (Graham, 1978), ownership of a brand name, possession of special marketing skills, patented technology, favourable access to sources of finance, team-specific managerial skills, plant economies of scale and economies of vertical integration (Kindleberger, 1969).
The progressive refinement of a body of literature on organisational capabilities lies at the crossroads between innovation and evolutionary economics (Dosi et al, 2000), strategic management (Prahalad & Hamel, 1990; Mahoney & Pandian, 1993), strategic entrepreneurship (Hitt et al, 2002) and marketing (Day, 1994). This field provides an ontology, which permits a deeper exploration into the processes at the heart of competitive advantage and international performance. Specific attention to organisational capabilities is required, in order to separate the role of resources (which may be “passive” assets which are not effectively or properly used) from the role of processes which actively leverage on internal and external resources to drive competitiveness (Dosi et al, 2000; Barney, 2001). The ability to  distinguish between the differential impacts of these key capabilities on international performance represents a relevant research gap, especially when smaller firms are involved (Macpherson & Holt, 2007; Cavusgil & Knight, 2015; Etemad, 2017; Prange & Pinho, 2017). 

	Earlier research suggests that, as firms expand into new foreign countries, they can leverage their skills and products over a broader array of markets and thus increase their growth and profitability (Zahra et al, 2000; Gabrielsson et al, 2008). According to Miller & Shamsie (1996), in increasingly dynamic and turbulent environments, knowledge-based resources and capabilities contribute most to firm performance. Those firms which are able to both create and manage knowledge (which is valuable, rare and difficult to substitute by others) are also able to increase their value and strengthen their competitive advantage (Kuivalainen, 2003). In dealing with small entrepreneurial ventures and born globals, the extant literature has highlighted the role of entrepreneurial capabilities, marketing capabilities and network capabilities. According to some researchers, these capabilities (Collis, 1994; Zollo & Winter, 2002; Foss, 1996) belong to different orders (higher and lower order), or involve different functional domains (cross-functional capabilities, versus functional-related and activity-related capabilities), thus affecting change, growth and long-run performance in differentiated ways and in a more or less pervasive manner (Grant, 1996). 
	Our review of the extant literature suggests that the export performance of SMEs may depend upon their possession of certain key capabilities, notably entrepreneurial capabilities, environmental learning capabilities, marketing capabilities, networking capabilities, and innovation capabilities. We now review both the theoretical arguments and the empirical evidence linking each of these capabilities to export performance. SMEs, in particular, require entrepreneurial capabilities in order to grow over time, beyond the founders’ and the Top Management Team (TMT) attitudes and individual capabilities. Small firms are challenged both by the paucity of their own resources and by the complexity of foreign markets, thus they need to rely on external resources to achieve international growth. The ownership of networking capabilities has been suggested as important in order to maintain and develop further a network capable of accompanying the firm’s growth, beyond the resources represented by the founders’ social network and actual network structure. Marketing capabilities are fundamental for achieving sales in multiple markets, leveraging on marketing resources available like brands, etc, and developing new marketing resources for new markets. Customer management and the ability to use the marketing mix variables in different markets are also vital for internationally-oriented small firms, which show a core competence in addressing customer needs in global niches (Zucchella et al, 2007). Also, product and process innovation is rarely reported formally in smaller firms and it mostly assumes an incremental nature (D’Angelo, 2012). Innovation may occur in a “soft” way, rather than through internal R&D and radical product and process innovations, and may be based on learning from the external environment (mainly from markets and customers) and applying entrepreneurially the acquired knowledge. Learning is vital for making sense of the environment, for opportunities exploration and exploitation and for supporting the development of all the other capabilities, in order to achieve the ability to renew them when necessary (Teece, 2007). 

Entrepreneurial Capabilities
There is a lack of agreement among scholars regarding what constitutes the managerial factor in determining exporting and what specific export dimensions are influenced by managers (Leonidou et al, 1998). However, the key role played by the attitude of the entrepreneurs/managers in relation to international strategy has been widely recognised and emphasised in the literature (McAuley, 1999; Knight, 2000; Moen, 2002; Chetty & Campbell-Hunt, 2003; Luo et al, 2005; McDougall et al, 2003; Evangelista, 2005). Many scholars have studied the impact of managers’ entrepreneurial capability on SME internationalisation (Sapienza et al, 2005; Ripolles-Melia et al, 2007). The core argument in this line of research is that high entrepreneurial capability prompts more proactive, innovative and risk-taking decisions in terms of expanding the current product/market portfolio of the firm and that such decisions increase the propensity of internationalisation. In other words, managers’ with higher entrepreneurial capability in general perceive internationalisation as an attractive opportunity to expand the scope of their firm and maximise performance. Accordingly, a number of empirical studies in the literature have found a positive relationship between entrepreneurial capability and SMEs internationalisation (De Clercq et al, 2005; Jantunen et al, 2005). However, it is necessary to consider that, from an organisational learning perspective, entrepreneurial team orientations are shared in the organisation, and entrepreneurial human capital is developed across the entire organisation (Covin & Slevin, 2002). In this way, individual entrepreneurial capabilities evolve into organisational ones, thus multiplying the capacity of the organisation to explore and exploit opportunities in international markets, beyond the attitudes and skills of actual strategic leaders. In sum, for SMEs, developing entrepreneurial capabilities implies active exploration of new business opportunities abroad. Firms with limited tangible resources that are inclined to pursue foreign markets may need a strong international posture, in order to take the initiative to pursue new opportunities in complex markets, typically fraught with uncertainty and risk (Mort & Weerawardena, 2006). An entrepreneurial capability is likely to give rise to certain processes, practices, decision-making activities associated with targeting new markets abroad and thus possibly contributes to firm performance (Thanos et al., 2017; Knight & Cavusgil, 2004). Thus our first hypothesis is:
H1: Entrepreneurial capabilities are positively related to SME export performance

Environmental Learning Capabilities
Environmental learning capabilities are defined as the capacity of the firm to acquire, disseminate, unlearn and integrate environmental information to create value activities. They are characterized by the acquisition and dissemination of information from some relevant external environments. It has been reported in various studies that market information is critical for internationalisation start and performance. Learning is a fundamental process both in the Uppsala internationalisation model (Johanson & Vahlne, 1977) and in the IE field (McDougall & Oviatt, 1994), even though sources and patterns of learning may differ. It is suggested that early internationalisers rely more extensively on learning from “others” and from paradigms of interpretation, instead of learning from experience as traditional gradual exporters do (Schwens & Kabst, 2009). Some researchers have focused on technological learning as relevant to entrepreneurial ventures (Zahra et al, 2000), notably in high-technology and emerging industries. For SMEs belonging to diversified industries, and especially low technology industries, learning from their own markets and especially from customers may be particularly important. This may prove even more true for firms operating in foreign markets and thus exposed to multiple and diverse sources of market and customer learning. The latter thus focuses on the ability to integrate external information into actionable knowledge that management can use for its goals in international markets (Knight & Liesch, 2002; Weerawardena et al. 2014). Thus, the capability to learn from foreign markets, customers and competitors may enhance SMEs performance abroad (Selnes et al, 1996; Wren et al, 2000). Our second hypothesis is thus:
H2: Environmental learning capabilities are positively related to SME export performance

Marketing capabilities 
Marketing capabilities have been defined by researchers from different perspectives, but their role in international performance is widely acknowledged (Fahy et al, 2000). Marketing capabilities refer to firms’ abilities to create value for foreign customers through effective segmentation and targeting, and through integrated international marketing activities by planning, controlling and evaluating how marketing tools are organised to differentiate offerings from those of competitors (Cavusgil & Zou, 1994; Johnson et al, 2006; Knight & Cavusgil, 2004; Weerawardena et al., 2014). Marketing-related activities are known to engender superior organisational performance (Kotabe et al, 1991). Within their markets, firms with good marketing skills attempt to offer products whose value buyers perceive to exceed the expected value of alternative offerings. The urge to continuously provide superior buyer value drives the firm to create and maintain a business culture that fosters the requisite business behaviours. Although SMEs might possess superior products and technology that meet the preferences of international customers well, they are less likely to reach foreign customers effectively without strong marketing skills. Superior marketing skills assist companies to operate more effectively in such competitive international marketplaces (Cavusgil & Zou, 1994; Zou & Cavusgil, 2002). In sum, strong marketing capabilities create specific marketing-related strategies aimed at maximising performance. Our third hypothesis is thus:
H3: Marketing capabilities are positively related to SME export performance

Networking Capabilities 
A growing number of researchers have argued that SMEs overcome their size-related constraints through network relationships (Dubini & Aldrich, 1991; Coviello & McAuley, 1999; Johannisson & Monsted, 1997; Pinho & Prange, 2016). Networks can be analysed both from the perspective of key resources, especially for smaller firms where internal resources are limited, and from the perspective of capabilities (Foss, 1999), i.e. the organisational processes which develop, feed and structure continually network relationships. According to Walters et al. (2006), entrepreneurial and networking capabilities affect the performance of university spin-offs. Networking capabilities are defined as a firm’s ability to develop and utilise inter-organisational relationships. Networking is one of the major strategies pursued by SMEs in order to gain access to resources and cope with environmental uncertainty and impediments in their operations (Alvarez & Barney, 2001). Networks often are critical in providing the type of information that contributes to lowering risk and uncertainty inherent in international operations and they facilitate the acquisition of knowledge and the development of complementary resources (Nerkar & Paruchuri, 2005). Building and maintaining relevant, superior and effective networks are an integral part of a successful internationalisation process and international performance (Liesch et al, 2002; Johanson & Vahlne, 2009). Our fourth hypothesis is thus:
H4: Networking capabilities are positively related to SME export performance

Innovative Capabilities 
The last group of capabilities considered in this study are innovative capabilities, which may be defined as the capacity to develop and introduce new processes, products, services, or ideas to international markets (Damanpour, 1991; Hurley & Hult, 1998; Kandemir & Hult, 2005; Prange & Pinho, 2017). Zaltman et al. (1973) suggest that one of the stages of the innovation process is initiation and “openness to the innovation” (Calantone et al, 2006; Kandemir & Hult, 2005). Openness hinges on the degree to which members of an organisation are willing to consider the adoption of an innovation or whether they are resistant to it. Innovative capability refers to the pursuit of creative or novel solutions to challenges confronting the firms, including the development or enhancement of products and services, as well as new administrative techniques and technologies for performing organisational functions (e.g. production, marketing and distribution). Innovativeness is also a crucial dimension for successful international ventures, influencing the performance of international SMEs positively (Knight & Cavusgil, 2004; Knight & Kim, 2009). In the expanded international market, innovative capability improves the competitiveness of firms that face local or regional firms as well as better-resourced MNEs. Coupled with a strong international entrepreneurial orientation, it serves as a source of processes, products, and services that fit targeted international markets better (Lumpkin & Dess, 1996; Steensma et al, 2000). Past and recent studies have confirmed the positive impact of innovative capability on export performance (D’Angelo, 2012; Knight et al, 2004; Lamotte & Colovic, 2013). Therefore innovative capability is also a potential driver of SMEs performance in international markets (Knight & Kim, 2009). Our final hypothesis is thus:
H5: Innovative capabilities are positively related to SME export performance


Figure 1 - The suggested research model
[image: ]

3. Data and Methodology
Data Collection
We collected our data through a questionnaire survey of Italian exporting SMEs belonging to industries representative of the Italian economy. We first followed the statistical definition of small and medium firms of the European Union (2005), according to which SMEs employ fewer than 250 people. The target population was defined as Italian-based SMEs involved in exporting activities, as exporting constitutes the preferred way of internationalisation for SMEs (Cassiman & Golovko, 2011; McAuley, 1999). A random sample representative of the manufacturing sectors was then drawn from the official database of the Italian Chambers of Commerce. 
A self-completion questionnaire was used for data collection. This type of questionnaire is less costly, quicker to administer, does not suffer from interviewer bias, and is more convenient for respondents because they can complete the questionnaire when they want and at the speed that they want to go (Bryman, 2004). A covering letter explained the scope of the study, why it was important, and why the recipient had been selected. Confidentiality was guaranteed and an executive study report was offered in case of interest. The questionnaire was addressed to high-level decision-makers (e.g. the CEO, Chairman, Managing Director or General Manager) who knew the history and the international performance of the company. Targeting the high-level decision makers is a convention of SME research, because they should provide reliable data on the issues under investigation. The questionnaire structure has items and scales based on the conceptual model by Weerawardena et al. (2007) and the empirical study by Weerawardena et al. (2013).
In total, we received 253 questionnaires back. Some companies were re-contacted in order to recover or to clarify key missing/contradicting information. However, answers were only elicited for some queries, and 39 of the 253 questionnaires were excluded from the analysis. 214 questionnaires were considered usable by the research team. Our sample can be considered representative of the population of Italian manufacturing exporting SMEs, as per comparing our sample distribution to National Bureau of Statistics data.

The Dependent Variable
The dependent variable in the analysis was SME export performance. A review of the literature suggests that there are two main alternative approaches to the measurement of export performance: one based on managers’ ‘subjective’ assessments, and the other based on more ‘objective’ accounting measures such as the ratio of export sales to total sales (Cavusgil & Zou, 1994; Katsikeas et al, 2000). We thus use two measures of export performance in our analysis.
Our subjective measure (EP1) was based upon multiple perceptual indicators to capture the export performance of the firms. There are various arguments justifying the use of subjective performance measures. Firstly, they are easier to collect than objective measures (Shoham, 1998). Earlier research (Francis & Collins-Dodd, 2000; Robertson & Chetty, 2000) has shown that managers are often extremely hesitant to provide objective performance data on their operations. Secondly, the previous literature suggests that management evaluation of firm performance seems to be guided more by their subjective perceptions than by objective measurement (Madsen, 1989), which appears to support the use of subjective measures. The respondents were asked to indicate their degree of satisfaction (1 = very dissatisfied; 5 = very satisfied) with their international activities, and the EP1 scores for each firm were derived by confirmatory factor analysis. The value of Cronbach α was 0.91, and thus the construct showed satisfactory internal reliability. Furthermore, the indexes of unidimensionality (AVE = 0.57), reliability (omega = 0.94), and construct reliability (rho = 0.97) were all at satisfactory levels – see Table 2.
***** Table 2 about here *****
Our objective measure of export performance (EP2) was export intensity: i.e. the ratio of foreign sales to total sales). Export intensity is by far the most common export performance measure in empirical research (Katsikeas et al, 2000; Lages & Lages, 2004; Leonidou et al, 2002; Sousa, 2004; Sousa et al, 2008), and has already been applied in many previous studies (Zucchella et al, 2007; Zhang et al, 2009; Jantunen et al, 2005).

The Organisational Capabilities Variables
The measures for the five organisational capabilities were derived from different groups of statements included in the questionnaire. The statements were based on widely-used instruments used in the literature and published in leading journals, particularly the above mentioned two works by Weerawardena et al. (2007, 2013), though some were adapted to fit the purposes of this research. Each statement was assessed using a 5-point Likert scale (1 = completely disagree to 5 = completely agree; or 1 = few/incremental to 5 = many/radical in the section regarding innovation) so as to uncover managers’ perceptions of the firm-level capabilities in comparison to their competitors as relevant for international strategy formulation (Andersen & Kheam, 1998). 
Thus the entrepreneurial capabilities (ENT) scale captures the extent to which the organisation and its leaders are proactive, innovative and risk-seeking regarding international activities. The variables refer to both characteristics of management recognised in literature as relevant (international experience, orientation) and to organisational processes which favour entrepreneurship at the firm level. The environmental learning capabilities (LRN) scale measures the extent to which market, customer and competitor knowledge is acquired, disseminated, unlearned and integrated into value creation activities of the firm. The marketing capabilities (MKT) scale refers to the firm’s ability to create value via key marketing elements and gather information among foreign customers and competitors. In the section related to networking capabilities (NET), the statements measure the extent of knowledge acquired by firms through networks. Finally, the section related to innovation capabilities (INN) scale refers to the innovative activities of the companies in different areas such as product/service, managerial, etc.). 
The scores for each of the organisational capabilities variables were derived by confirmatory factor analysis. In each case, the values of Cronbach α were greater than the satisfactory level of 0.7, hence all the constructs showed satisfactory internal reliability. Furthermore, the indexes of unidimensionality (AVE > 0.2), reliability (omega > 0.7), and construct reliability (rho > 0.8) were all above the satisfactory levels – see Table 2.

The Control Variables
Other firm-specific factors may also have an impact on export performance. We therefore controlled for firm size, firm age, and industry in the analysis. Firm size (SIZE) was measured by the natural logarithm of the number of employees. As larger firms have larger pools of resources to exploit and the possibility of achieving advantages of scale in international operations, firm size is assumed to affect export performance positively. Firm age (AGE) was measured by the natural logarithm of the number of years the SME had been in existence. Age may influence a venture’s technological learning (Dodgson, 1993), international business activities (Brush & Vanderwerf, 1992) and the profitability of foreign operations (Zahra et al, 2000). Finally, we also controlled for the companies’ industries. The industries varied in their technological opportunities and ability to induce learning (Li, 1995), globalisation (Brown & Garten, 1995), and profitability (Brown & Garten, 1994). The 214 SMEs were each categorised to one of seven industries, and six dummy variables were defined were the following sectors: machinery (MACH), furniture (FURN), electronic (ELEC), construction (CONS), textile (TEXT) and food & beverage (FOOD). 
****** Tables 1 & 2 about here *****

Descriptive Analysis
Our sample consisted of SMEs,  with companies employing on average 45 people. The companies are relative mature with an average age of 34 years. The SMEs show an average export intensity (EP2) of almost 50%, whilst the average factor score for the subjective measure of export performance is 56. These data confirm that exporting is an important part of the operations of the SMEs in the sample – see Table 3
Table 3 also reports mean values for  the two performance measures (i.e. EP1 and EP2) and the five organisational variables (i.e. ENT, LRN, MKT, NET, and INN) in each of the seven industrial sectors These data reveal marked differences in both performance measures across the seven sectors, with the chemical, textile, furniture and machinery appearing to have the highest levels of export performance according to both the subjective and the objective measures. There also appear to be marked differences in the average values of the organisational capability variables across the seven sectors, though formal one-way ANOVA only revealed statistically significant differences between the means of the entrepreneurial capability (ENT) variable: the highest values were reported for the SMEs in the furniture, chemical and textile sectors, These differences both confirm the need of controlling for industry differences in the regression analysis, and suggest fruitful lines for further analysis.
***** Table 3 about here *****

4. Empirical Results
	The regression model was estimated using both the subjective (EP1) and objective (EP2) versions of the dependent variable. In both cases, the model was first estimated using only the control variables (firm size, firm age, and the six industry dummy variables), and then the five organisational capabilities variables were added to assess the extent of their explanatory power. The results are presented in Table 4.
***** Table 4 about here *****
	The first pair of models uses the managers’ subjective assessments of export performance (EP1) as the dependent variable. When the model is estimated using just the control variables (Model 1), the results are not particularly good. The value of the coefficient of determination is only 0.097, and the only variable which shows statistical significance is firm size (SIZE). However, the inclusion of the five organisation capabilities variables (Model 2) leads to a very significant increase in the explanatory power of the model, with the value of the coefficient of determination rising to a very respectable 0.46. Firm size remains statistically significant, but of more interest is that two of the capabilities variables (viz. ENT and INN) have positive coefficients and are also statistically significant. However, the environmental learning capabilities (LRN), the marketing capabilities (MKT), and the networking capabilities (NET) variables are all statistically insignificant.
	The second pair of models uses export intensity (EP2) as an ‘objective’ measure of export performance. The results are again poor when the model is estimated using just the control variables (Model 3), and the value of the coefficient of determination is only 0.14. Once again, the inclusion of the five organisation capabilities variables (Model 4) leads to a very significant increase in the explanatory power of the model, with the value of the coefficient of determination rising to 0.32. Firm size is again statistically significant, as are the possession of entrepreneurial (ENT) and innovation (INN) capabilities. 	In summary, these results appear to confirm the importance of entrepreneurial and innovation capabilities for SME export performance. However, our results suggest that environmental learning capabilities, marketing capabilities and networking capabilities are not important, in contrast to much of the received wisdom in the literature. Perhaps some marketing capabilities may have been “captured” in the assessment of entrepreneurial capabilities (Fillis, 2004). Indeed, the recent literature on the concept of entrepreneurial marketing suggests that these two aspects tend to merge in smaller firms (Kocac & Abimbola, 2009). Moreover, some studies have already challenged the mainstream idea that networks are important for foreign growth (Zucchella et al., 2006; Shirokova & McDougall-Covin, 2012), and perhaps networking capabilities are more a determinant of domestic, rather than overseas, sales growth. 

5. Discussion and Conclusions
This paper has investigated the effects of some organisational capabilities (namely, entrepreneurial, environmental learning, marketing, networking and innovative capabilities) on export performance of a sample of Italian exporting SMEs, using both objective and subjective measures of international performance. 
Building on the RBV and dynamic capability perspectives, our findings suggest how particular organisational capabilities can support SMEs’ superior performance in diverse international markets. Our results provide empirical evidence that exporter smaller firms with high level of entrepreneurial and innovative capabilities perform better internationally. The managerial determinant, as posited by the RBV and highlighted by numerous scholars (Boter & Holmquist, 1996; Crick & Chaudhry, 1997; Hutchinson et al, 2006; Lautanen, 2000; Lloyd-Reason & Mughan, 2002) was clearly the most influential for both the objective and subjective export performance modes of assessment. Moreover, on one hand, many past studies found that entrepreneurial capability is positively associated with performance (Wiklund & Shepherd, 2003; Zahra & Covin, 1995; Thanos et al., 2017); on the other hand, the empirical findings are not altogether consistent. For example, Lee et al (2001) found only weak evidence of a positive association with the start-up’s performance. Lumpkin & Dess (1996) considered the relationship with performance to be context-specific. Jantunen et al (2008) found that entrepreneurial capability had a significant and positive effect on international performance among the firms that had chosen to internationalise gradually or slowly, but not among a sub-sample of born globals. Moreover, the findings of Zahra & Garvis (2000) highlight the importance of entrepreneurial activities for success in general, but also on international markets, because entrepreneurial capability supports opportunity recognition and exploitation in expansion to new markets. They suggest that entrepreneurially-oriented firms actively seek new operating modes and methods that improve performance and facilitate the achievement of new valuable resource configurations. Hence, there is reason to assume that entrepreneurial capability contributes positively to international performance. Furthermore, as many past studies have argued, innovation is the life blood of most successful firms. Companies focus on continuously improving products, services, processes and administrative techniques within the firms. Innovation processes are needed to develop global products, stay abreast of growing global competitive pressures, and obtain better international performance. Organisations without the capacity to innovate may invest time and resources in studying markets, but are less able to translate this knowledge into practice. Innovative capability is a crucial dimension for successful international ventures, influencing the performance of international SMEs positively (Knight & Kim, 2009; Prange and Pino, 2017). Coupled with a strong entrepreneurial capability, it serves as a source of processes, products and services that fit better the targeted international markets (Lumpkin & Dess, 1996; Steensma et al, 2000). Therefore, innovative capability is a potential driver of SME performance in international markets. 
Our empirical findings show a not significant relationship between networking capability and international performance, only if it is measured as export intensity. This finding seems to contrast with a mainstream literature both in IB and IE. Among the possible reasons for this finding, we advance the following hypotheses: first, networks are understood in different ways by entrepreneurs. They seem to recognise quickly the role of dyadic partnerships (for example with key customers, suppliers or distributors), but are equally disposed to recognise the role of “generic networks” as the work by Zucchella & Kabbara (2013) suggests. Second, networks may matter to explore opportunities, to access some markets, but they are not equally important for export performance. As some studies reported (Evers, 2011; Loane & Bell, 2006; Evers & O’Gorman, 2011), companies utilised network relationships in order to obtain information, resources, capabilities and the access to exchange partners to respond to foreign market opportunities. Finally, there may be some country-specific issues affecting the relationship between networks and export performance. Some studies (Zucchella et al, 2006; Shirokova & McDougall-Covin, 2013) do not find networks to impact respectively either on early foreign growth of Italian smaller firms or on the internationalisation of Russian entrepreneurial ventures. We think there is still much to understand about the role of networks and also about what entrepreneurs understand as networks. This can represent a major future research avenue.
Also environmental learning is not significantly related to export performance. This result may reflect the nature of our sample, which representative of a population of manufacturing firms, operating in relatively stable industries. Particularly, the Italian exporters in the manufacturing sector are characterised by the adoption of a niche strategy (Zucchella et al., 2006). This choice restricts to a niche  the market and the competitive context of the firm, which may consequently reduce the need of a broader environmental learning effort. 
Lastly, the empirical analyses show that marketing capability does not affect the international performance of SMEs. As McDougall & Oviatt (1996) explain, the marketing competences and skills, which provide the exporting SMEs with competitive advantage in its domestic and current international markets, may not be the same as those that create advantage in new international target markets. As an outcome for this, when a firm expands internationally, it must learn how to change and adapt their export or internationalisation strategies “to be congruent with their new environment”. In addition, we advance the hypothesis that in entrepreneurial firms, marketing capabilities are understood by respondents as part of the entrepreneurial capabilities. This is coherent with the key role assigned to market exploration and exploitation in entrepreneurial activity and with the relatively recent surge of the field of entrepreneurial marketing as applied to international ventures (Kocac & Abimbola, 2009). This represents an additional important research avenue for the future.
These results offer theoretical and managerial implications. Theoretically speaking, our findings suggest that, in order to be successful in international business, SMEs should develop specific competences that are relatively unique and inimitable, in order to maximize their utility international performance. As the RBV highlights, a firm’s foundational resources are important in diverse business environments because they provide a stable basis for the development of specific competences. These competences will be particularly useful to the extent that they are embedded in organisational culture via ongoing replication of routines, producing a unique configuration of resources. We contribute to IB and IE theory, in that we define a set of organisational capabilities and related them to both objective and subjective measures of international performance. 
Managerially speaking, the results of this study reveal that firms’ export performance seems to hinge on the development and well-conceived manipulation of entrepreneurial and innovation capabilities. SMEs often tend to lack the large base of financial and tangible resources that characterise the traditional MNEs. The specific capabilities identified here help international SMEs to overcome the scarcity of traditional resources to succeed in foreign markets. The quality of the management team in international SMEs and the capability to generate innovation, in particular, are likely to hold particular relevance for company international success. 

6. Limitations and future research
We acknowledge various limitations of the current study, which may help scholars in developing future research. Firstly, although this study analysed some organisational capabilities, future research should investigate additional capabilities, which may influence the export performance of smaller companies. Future research may investigate the impact of the different dimensions of the entrepreneurial capability (i.e. proactiveness, innovativeness, and risk-taking). In fact, many past studies have demonstrated that these dimensions may impact differently on international performance (Kropp et al, 2006; Zhou, 20007). As Lumpkin & Dess (1996) stated, different combinations of the dimensions of entrepreneurial capability may occur depending on the context and the type of entrepreneurial activity pursued. New research directions should also look in more depth at the potential roles of environmental learning, network, and marketing capabilities on export performance.
[bookmark: _GoBack]Secondly, even though we identified five critical organisational capabilities, future research needs to investigate both internal and external factors of SMEs that influence their international performance. Thirdly, although the empirical data focused on a sample of Italian SMEs, the findings could be of interest to firms in other European countries. As future research directions it would be interesting to replicate similar studies in distinct geographical contexts, so, the results could be generalised to larger populations. Fourth, the study was centred on a cross-sectional research design. Future studies should consider employing longitudinal analysis in order to illustrate the dynamics of exporting. In this way, complex constructs such as export performance could be analysed from a temporal perspective, allowing for the investigation of composite cause–effect relationships between its objective and subjective dimensions. Finally, other determinants of objective measures of exportl performance could be taken into consideration (e.g. number of export countries, number of export zones). 

Bibliography
Alvarez, S.A. & Barney, J.B. 2001. How entrepreneurial firms can benefit from alliances with large partners. The Academy of Management Executive 15(1): 139-148. 
Andersen, O. & Kheam, S.L. 1998. Resource-based theory and international growth strategies: an exploratory study. International Business Review, 7(2): 163-184.
Barney, J.B. 2001. Is the resource-based “view” a useful perspective for strategic management research? Yes. Academy of Management Review, 26(1): 41-56.
Bloodgood, J., Sapienza, H.J. & Almeida J.G. 1996. The internationalisation of new high-potential US ventures: antecedents and outcomes. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 20(4): 61-76.
Boter, H. & Holmquist, C. 1996. Industry characteristics and internationalization processes in small firms. Journal of Business Venturing, 11(6): 471-487.
Brown, R.H. & Garten, J.E. 1994. U.S. industrial outlook: an almanac of industry, technology and services (35th ed.). Austin, TX: Reference Press.
Brown, R.H. & Garten, J.E. 1995. U.S. global trade outlook: 1995-2000. Washington, DC: US Department of Commerce.
Brush, C.G. & Vanderwerf, P.A. 1992. A comparison of methods and sources for obtaining estimates of new venture performance. Journal of Business Venturing, 7: 157-170.
Bryman, A. 2004. Social research methods. New York: Oxford University Press.
Burpitt, W.J. & Rondinelli, D.A. 2000. Small firms’ motivations for exporting: to earn and learn? Journal of Small Business Management, 38(4): 1-14.
Busenitz, L.W. & Arthurs, J.D. 2007. Cognition and capabilities in entrepreneurial ventures. In J.R. Baum, M. Frese, & R. Baron (eds.). The psychology of entrepreneurship, pp.309–330. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.
Calantone, R.J., Kim, D., Schmidt, J.B. & Cavusgil, S.T. 2006. The influence of internal and external firm factors on international product adaptation strategy and export performance: a three country comparison. Journal of Business Research, 59(2): 176–185.
Cassiman, B. & Golovko, E. 2011. Innovation and internationalization through exports. Journal of International Business Studies, 42: 56–75.
Caves, R.E. 1971. International corporations: the industrial economics of foreign investment. Economica. New Series, 38(149): 1-27. 
Cavusgil, S.T. & Zou, S. 1994. Marketing strategy – performance relationship: an investigation of the empirical link in export market ventures. Journal of Marketing, 58(1): 1–21.
Cavusgil, S.T. & Knight, G. (2015). The born global firm: an entrepreneurial and capabilities perspective on early and rapid internationalization. Journal of International Business Studies, 46(1), 3-16.
Chetty, S. & Campbell-Hunt, C. 2003. Paths to internationalisation among small- to medium-sized firms: A global versus regional approach. European Journal of Marketing, 37(5/6): 796-820.
Chetty, S. & Campbell-Hunt, C. 2004. A strategic approach to internationalization: a traditional versus a “born-global” approach. Journal of International Marketing, 12(1): 57-81.
Collis, D.J. 1994. Research note: How valuable are organizational capabilities? Strategic Management Journal, Supplement: Trustworthiness as a source of competitive advantage, 15(S1): 143–152. 
Coviello, N.E. & McAuley, A. 1999. Internationalisation and the smaller firm: a review of contemporary empirical research. Management International Review, 39(3): 223-256.
Coviello, N.E. & Munro, H.J. 1995. Growing the entrepreneurial firm: networking for international market development. European Journal of Marketing, 29(7): 49-61.
Covin, J.G. & Miller, D. 2014. International entrepreneurial orientation: conceptual considerations, research themes, measurement issues, and future research directions. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 38(1): 11-44.

Covin, J.G. & Slevin, D.P. 2002. The entrepreneurial imperatives of strategic leadership. In M.A. Hitt, R.D. Ireland, S.M. Camp, & D.L. Sexton (Eds.), Strategic entrepreneurship: creating a new mindset, pp. 309 – 327. Oxford, UK: Blackwell Publishers.

Crick, D. & Chaudhry, S. 1997. Small businesses’ motives for exporting: the effect of internationalization. Journal of Marketing Practice: Applied Marketing Science, 3(3): 156–170.
D’Angelo, A. 2012. Innovation and export performance: a study of Italian high-tech SMEs. Journal of Management and Governance, 16(3): 393-423.
Damanpour, F. 1991. Organizational innovation: a meta-analysis of effects of determinants and moderators. Academy of Management Journal, 34(3): 555–590.
Day, G.S. 1994. The capabilities of market-driven organizations. The Journal of Marketing, 58(4): 37-52.
De Clercq, D., Sapienza, H. & Crijins, H. 2005. The internationalisation of small and medium-sized firms. Small Business Economics, 24: 409–419.
Dhanaraj, C. & Beamish, P.W. 2003. A resource-based approach to the study of export performance. Journal of Small Business Management, 41(3): 242–261.
Dimitratos, P., Lioukas, S. & Carter, S. 2004. The relationship between entrepreneurship and international performance: the importance of domestic environment. International Business Review, 13(1): 19-41.
Dimitratos, P., Plakoyiannaki, E., Pitsoulaki, A. & Tüselmann, H.J. 2010. The global smaller firm in international entrepreneurship. International Business Review, 19(6): 589-606.
Dodgson, M. 1993. Technological collaboration in industry: Strategy, policy, and internalization in innovation. London: Routledge.
Dosi, G. 2000. Innovation, organization and economic dynamics, Cheltenham: Edward Elgar.
Dubini, P. & Aldrich, H. 1991. Personal and extended networks are central to the entrepreneurial process. Journal of Business Venturing 6(5): 305-313. 
Eisenhardt, K. M., and J. A. Martin. "Dynamic capabilities: what are they?." Strategic management journal (2000): 1105-1121.Evangelista, F. 2005. Qualitative insights into the international new venture creation process. Journal of International Entrepreneurship, 3(3): 179-198.
Evers, N. 2011. Exploring market orientation in new export ventures. International Journal of Entrepreneurship and Innovation Management, 13(3/4): 357-376.
Evers, N., & O’Gorman, C. (2011). Improvised internationalization in new ventures: the role of prior knowledge and networks. Entrepreneurship & Regional Development, 23(7-8), 549-574.

Etemad, H. (2017). Towards a conceptual multilayered framework of international entrepreneurship. Journal of International Entrepreneurship, 15(3): 229-238.

Fahy, J., Hooley, G., Cox, T., Beracs, J., Fonfara, K. & Snoj, B. 2000. The development and impact of marketing capabilities in Central Europe. Journal of International Business Studies, 31(1): 63-81. 
Fillis, I. 2004. The internationalizing smaller craft firm: insights from the marketing/entrepreneurship interface. International Small Business Journal, 22(1): 57-82.

Foss, N.J. 1996. Higher-order industrial capabilities and competitive advantage. Journal of Industry Studies, 3(1): 1-20. 
Foss, N.J. 1999. Networks, capabilities, and competitive advantage. Scandinavian Journal of Management, 15(1): 1-15.
Francis, J., & Collins-Dodd, C. 2000. The impact of firms’ export orientation on the export performance of high-tech small and medium-sized enterprises. Journal of International Marketing, 8(3): 84–103.
Gabrielsson, M., Kirpalani, V.H.M., Dimitratos, P., Solberg, C.A. & Zucchella, A. 2008. Born globals: propositions to help advance the theory. International Business Review, 17(4): 385-401.
Graham, E.M. 1978. Transatlantic investment by multinational firms: a rivalistic phenomenon? Journal of Post-Keynesian Economics, 1(1): 82-99. 
Grant, R.M. 1996. Toward a knowledge-based theory of the firm. Strategic Management Journal, 17 (Winter Special Issue): 109-22.
Hair, J.F., Black, W.C., Babin, B.J. & Anderson, R.E. 2010, Multivariate Data Analysis. 7th edition. Upper Saddle River, NJ: Prentice Hall.
Hinkin, T.R. 1995. A review of scale development practices in the study of organizations. Journal of Management, 21(5): 967-988.
Hitt, M.A., Ireland, R.D., Camp, S.M. & Sexton, D.L. 2002. Strategic entrepreneurship: integrating entrepreneurial and strategic management perspectives. In M.A. Hitt, R.D. Ireland, S.M. Camp, & D.L. Sexton (eds.), Strategic entrepreneurship: creating a new mindset, pp.1–16. Oxford: Blackwell Publishers. 
Hurley, R. F., & Hult, G. T. 1998. Innovation, market orientation, and organizational learning: an integration and empirical examination. Journal of Marketing, 62(3): 42–54.
Hutchinson, K., Quinn, B. & Alexander, N. 2006. The role of management characteristics in the internationalisation of SMEs: evidence from the UK retail sector. Journal of Small Business and Enterprise Development, 13(4): 513–534.
Ibeh, K.I.N. & Wheeler, C.N. 2005. A resource-centred interpretation of export performance. International Entrepreneurship and Management Journal, 1(4): 539-556.
Jantunen, A., Nummela, N., Puumalainen, K. & Saarenketo, S. 2008. Strategic orientations of born globals: do they really matter? Journal of World Business, 43(2): 158-170.
Jantunen, A., Puumalainen, K., Saarenketo, S. & Kylaheiko, K. 2005. Entrepreneurial orientation, dynamic capabilities and international performance. Journal of International Entrepreneurship, 3(3): 223-243.
Johannisson, B. & Mønsted, M. 1997. Contextualizing entrepreneurial networking: the case of Scandinavia. International Studies of Management & Organization, 27(3): 109-136. 
Johanson, J. & Vahlne, J.E. 1977. The internationalization process of the firm: a model of knowledge development and increasing foreign market commitments. Journal of International Business Studies, 8(1): 23-32.
Johanson, J. & Vahlne, J.E. 1990. The mechanism of internationalisation. International Marketing Review, 7(4): 11-24.
Johanson, J. & Vahlne, J. E. 2009. The Uppsala internationalization process model revisited: from liability of foreignness to liability of outsidership. Journal of International Business Studies, 40(9): 1411-1431.

Johnson, J.P., Lenartowicz, T. & Apud, S. 2006. Cross-cultural competence in international business: toward a definition and a model. Journal of International Business Studies, 37(4): 525–543.
Jones, M.V., Coviello, N. & Tang, Y.K. 2011. International entrepreneurship research (1989–2009): a domain ontology and thematic analysis. Journal of Business Venturing, 26(6): 632-659.
Kandemir, D. & Hult, G.T. 2005. A conceptualization of an organizational learning culture in international joint ventures. Industrial Marketing Management, 34(5): 440–446.
Karra, N., Phillips, N. & Tracey, P. 2008. Building the born global firm: developing entrepreneurial capabilities for international new venture success. Long Range Planning, 41(4): 440-458.
Katsikeas, C.S., Leonidou, L.C. & Morgan, N.A. 2000. Firm-level export performance assessment: review, evaluation, and development. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 28(4): 493-511.
Keupp, M.M. & Gassman, O. 2009. The past and the future of international entrepreneurship: a review and suggestions for developing the field. Journal of Management, 35(3): 600-633.
Kindleberger, C.P. 1969. American business abroad. The International Executive. 11(2): 11–12.
Knight, G., Madsen, T.K. & Servais, P. 2004. An inquiry into born-global firms in Europe and the USA. International Marketing Review, 21(6): 645-665.
Knight, G.A 2001. Entrepreneurship and strategy in the international SME. Journal of International Management, 7(3): 155-171.
Knight, G.A. & Cavusgil, S.T. 2004. Innovation, organizational capabilities, and the born-global firm. Journal of International Business Studies, 35, 124-141.
Knight, G.A. & Kim, D. 2009. International business competence and the contemporary firm. Journal of International Business Studies, 40, 255-273.
Knight, G.A. & Liesch, P.W. 2002. Information internalization in internationalizing the firm. Journal of Business Research, 51(12): 1-15.
Knight, G.A. 2000. Entrepreneurship and marketing strategy: the SME under globalization. Journal of International Marketing, 8(2):12-32.
Kocak, A. & Abimbola, T. 2009. The effects of entrepreneurial marketing on born global performance. International Marketing Review, 16(4/5): 439-452.
Komulainen, H., Mainela, T. & Tahtinen, J. 2006. Social networks in the initiation of a high-tech firm’s internationalisation. International Journal of Entrepreneurship & Innovation Management, 6(6): 526-541.
Kor, Y.Y., Mahoney, J.T. & Michael, S.C. 2007. Resources, capabilities and entrepreneurial perceptions. Journal of Management Studies. 44(7): 1187–1212.
Kotabe, M., Duhan, D., Smith, D. & Wilson, R. D. 1991. The perceived veracity of PIMS strategy principles in Japan: an empirical inquiry. Journal of Marketing, 55(1): 26–41.
Kropp, F., Lindsay, N.J. & Shoham, A. 2006. Entrepreneurial, market, and learning orientations and international entrepreneurial business venture performance in South African firms. International Marketing Review, 23(5): 504-523.
Kuivalainen, O. 2003. Knowledge based view of internationalization: studies on small and medium sized information and communication technology firms. Doctoral thesis, Lappeenranta University of Technology, Finland.
Kuivalainen, O., Puumalainen, K., Sintonen, S. & Kyläheiko, K. 2010. Organisational capabilities and internationalisation of the small and medium-sized information and communications technology firms. Journal of International Entrepreneurship, 8(2): 135-155.
Lages, L.F. & Lages, C.R. 2004. The STEP scale: a measurement of short-term export performance improvement. Journal of International Marketing, 12(1): 36–56.
Lamotte, O., & Colovic, A. 2013. Innovation and internationalization of young entrepreneurial firms. Management International, 18(1), 87-103.

Larimo, J. 2007. Different types of exporting SMEs: similarities and differences in export performance. In A. Rialp & J. Rialp (eds),. International marketing research: opportunities and challenges in the 21th Century, pp.17-62. Greenwich: JAI Press.
Lautanen, T. 2000. Modelling small firms’ decisions to export: evidence from manufacturing firms in Finland. Small Business Economics, 14(2): 107–124.
Lee, C., Lee, K. & Pennings, J.M. 2001. Internal capabilities, external networks, and performance: a study on technology-based ventures. Strategic Management Journal, 22(6/7): 615-640.
Leonidou, L.C., Katsikeas, C.S. & Samiee, S. 2002. Marketing strategy determinants of export performance: a meta-analysis. Journal of Business Research, 55(1): 51–67.
Leonidou, L.C. & Katsikeas, C.S. 1996. The export development process: an integrative review of empirical models. Journal of International Business Studies, 27(3): 517-551.
Leonidou, L.C., Katsikeas, S.C. & Piercy, N.F. 1998. Identifying managerial influences on exporting: past research and future directions. Journal of International Marketing, 6(2): 74-102. 
Li, J.T. 1995. Foreign entry and survival: the effects of strategic choices on performance in international markets. Strategic Management Journal, 16: 333-351.
Liesch, P.W., Welch, L.S., Welch, D., McGaughey, S.L., Petersen, B. & Lamb, P. 2002. Evolving strands of research on firm internationalization: an Australian-Nordic perspective. International Studies of Management and Organization, 32(1): 16-35.
Lloyd-Reason, L. & Mughan, T. 2002. Strategies for internationalisation within SMEs: the key role of the owner-manager. Journal of Small Business and Enterprise Development, 9(2): 120–129.
Loane, S. & Bell, J. 2006. Rapid internationalisation among entrepreneurial firms in Australia, Canada, Ireland and New Zealand: an extension to the network approach. International Marketing Review, 23(5): 467 – 485.
Lumpkin, G., & Dess, G. 1996. Clarifying the entrepreneurial orientation construct and linking it to performance. Academy of Management Review, 21(1): 135–172.
Luo, Y., Zhao, J.H. & Du, J. 2005. The internationalization speed of e-commerce companies: an empirical analysis. International Marketing Review, 22(6): 693-709.
Macpherson, A. & Holt, R. 2007. Knowledge, learning and small firm growth: a systematic review of the evidence. Research Policy, 36(2): 172-192.
Madsen, T.K. 1989. Successful export marketing management: some empirical evidence. International Marketing Review, 6(4): 41–57.
Mahoney, J. T., & Pandian, J. R. (1992). The resource‐based view within the conversation of strategic management. Strategic management journal, 13(5), 363-380.
Majocchi, A. & Zucchella, A. 2003. Internationalization and performance: findings from a set of Italian SMEs. International Small Business Journal, 21(3): 249-268.
Matanda, M.J. & Freeman, S. 2009. Effect of perceived environmental uncertainty on exporter-importer inter-organisational relationships and export performance improvement. International Business Review, 18(1): 89-107.
McAuley, A. 1999. Entrepreneurial instant exporters in the Scottish arts and crafts sector. Journal of International Marketing, 7(4). 67-82.
McDougall, P.P. & Oviatt, B.M. 1996. New venture internationalization, strategic change, and performance: a follow-up study. Journal of Business Venturing, 11(1): 23-40.
McDougall, P.P., Oviatt, B.M. & Shrader, R.C. 2003. A comparison of international and domestic new ventures. Journal of International Entrepreneurship, 1(1): 59-82.
McDougall, P.P., Shane, S. & Oviatt, B.M. 1994. Explaining the formation of international new ventures: the limits of theories from international business research. Journal of Business Venturing, 9(6): 469-487.
Miesenbock, K.J. 1988. Small business and exporting: a literature review. International Small Business Journal, 6(2): 42-61.
Miller, D. & Shamsie, J. 1996. The resource-based view of the firm in two environments: the Hollywood film studios from 1936 to 1965. The Academy of Management Journal, 39(3): 519-543. 
Moen, O. 2002. The born globals: a new generation of small European exporters. International Marketing Review, 19(2): 156-175.
Moen, O., Endresen, I. & Gavlen, M. 2003. Use of the Internet in international marketing: A case study of small computer software firms. Journal of International Marketing, 11(4): 129-149.
Morgan, N.A., Vorhies, D.W. & Schlegelmilch, B.B. 2006. Resource-performance relationships in industrial export ventures: the role of resource inimitability and substitutability. Industrial Marketing Management, 35(5): 621-633. 
Mort, G.S. & Weerawardena, J. 2006. Networking capability and international entrepreneurship: how networks function in Australian born global firms. International Marketing Review, 23(5): 549-572.
Nerkar, A. & Paruchuri, S. 2005. Evolution of R&D capabilities: the role of knowledge networks within a firm. Management Science, 51(5): 771-785. 
Pangarkar, N. 2008. Internationalization and performance of small- and medium-sized enterprises. Journal of World Business, 43(4): 475-485.
Papadopoulos, N. & Martin Martin, O. 2010. Toward a model of the relationship between internationalization and export performance. International Business Review, 19(4): 388–406.
Peter, J.P. & Churchill, G.A. Jr. 1986. The relationship among research design choices and psychometric properties of rating scales: a meta-analysis. Journal of Marketing Research, 23(1): 1-10.
Prahalad, C. K. & Hamel, G. 1990. The core competence of the corporation. Harvard Business Review, 79-91.
Prange, C., & Pinho, J. C. (2017). How personal and organizational drivers impact on SME international performance: The mediating role of organizational innovation. International Business Review, 26(6), 1114-1123.
Pinho, J. C., & Prange, C. (2016). The effect of social networks and dynamic internationalization capabilities on international performance. Journal of World Business, 51(3), 391-403.
Ribau, C. P., Moreira, A.C. & Raposo, M. (2016). SME internationalization research: mapping the state of the art. Canadian Journal of Administrative Sciences/Revue Canadienne des Sciences de l'Administration, 16 (2), 342-352.
Ripolles-Melia, M., Menguzzato-Boulard, M. & Sanchez-Peinado, L. 2007. Entrepreneurial orientation and international commitment. Journal of International Entrepreneurship, 5(3/4): 65–83.
Robertson, C. & Chetty, S.K. 2000. A contingency-based approach to understanding export performance. International Business Review, 9(2): 211–235.
Ruokonen, M., Nummela, N., Puumalainen, K. & Saarenketo, S. 2008. Market orientation and internationalisation in small software firms. European Journal of Marketing, 42(11/12): 1294–1315.
Sapienza, H., De Clercq, D. & Sandberg, W.R. 2005. Antecedents of international and domestic learning effort. Journal of Business Venturing, 20(4): 437–457.
Sapienza, H.J., Autio, E., George, G. & Zahra, S.A. 2006. A capabilities perspective on the effects of early internationalization on firm survival and growth. Academy of Management Review, 31(4): 914-933.
Schwens, C. & Kabst, R. 2009. How early opposed to late internationalizers learn: experience of others and paradigms of interpretation. International Business Review, 18(5): 509-522.
Selnes, F., Jaworski B. & Kohli A. 1996. Market orientation in United States and Scandinavian companies: a cross-cultural study. Scandinavian Journal of Management, 12(2): 139-157.
Shirokova, G., & McDougall-Covin, P. 2012. The role of social networks and institutions in the internationalization of Russian entrepreneurial firms: do they matter? Journal of International Entrepreneurship, 10(3), 177-199.

Shoham, A. 1998. Export performance: a conceptualization and empirical assessment. Journal of International Marketing, 6(3): 59-81.
Shoham, A., Evangelista, F. & Albaum, G. 2002. Strategic firm type and export performance. International Marketing Review, 19(3): 236–258.
Shrader, R.S., Oviatt, B.M. & McDougall, P.P. 2000. How new ventures exploit trade-offs among international risk factors: lessons for the accelerated internationalization of the 21st Century. Academy of Management Journal, 43(6): 1227-1247.
Sousa, C.M.P. 2004. Export performance measurement: an evaluation of the empirical research in the literature. Academy of Marketing Science Review, 9: 1–23.
Sousa, C.M.P., Martinez-Lopez, F.J. & Coelho, F. 2008. The determinants of export performance: a review of the research in the literature between 1998 and 2005. International Journal of Management Reviews, 10(4): 343–374.
Steensma, H., Marino, L., Weaver, K. & Dickson, P. 2000. The influence of national culture on the formation of technology alliances by entrepreneurial firms. Academy of Management Journal, 43(5): 951–973.
Sterlacchini, A. 2001. The determinants of export performance: a firm-level study of Italian manufacturing. Review of World Economics, 137(3): 450-472.
Stoian, M.C., Rialp, A. & Rialp, J. 2011. Export performance under the microscope: a glance through Spanish lenses. International Business Review, 20(2): 117–135.
Teece D.J. 2007. Explicating dynamic capabilities: the nature and micro-foundations of (sustainable) enterprise performance. Strategic Management Journal, 28: 1319-1350.
Thanos, I. C., Dimitratos, P., & Sapouna, P. (2017). The implications of international entrepreneurial orientation, politicization, and hostility upon SME international performance. International Small Business Journal, 35(4), 495-514.
Verwaal, E. & Donkers, B. 2002. Firm size and export intensity: solving an empirical puzzle. Journal of International Business Studies, 33(3): 603-613.
Walter, A., Auer, M. & Ritter, T. 2006. The impact of network capabilities and entrepreneurial orientation on university spin-off performance. Journal of Business Venturing, 21(4): 541-567.
Weerawardena, J., Mort, G.S., Liesch P.W. & Knight, G. 2007. Conceptualizing accelerated internationalization in the born global firm: a dynamic capabilities perspective. Journal of World Business, 42(3): 294-306.
Weerawardena, J., Mort, G.S., Salunke, S., Knight, G. & Liesch, P.W. (2015). The role of the market sub-system and the socio-technical sub-system in innovation and firm performance: a dynamic capabilities approach.  Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 43(2), 221-239.
Wheeler, C., Ibeh, K. & Dimitratos, P. 2008. UK export performance research: review and implications. International Small Business Journal, 26(2): 207–239.
Wiklund, J. & Shepherd, D. 2003. Knowledge‐based resources, entrepreneurial orientation and the performance of small and medium‐sized businesses. Strategic Management Journal, 24(13): 1307–1314.
Wren, B., Souder, W. & Berkowitz, D. 2000. Market orientation and new product development in global industrial firms. Industrial Marketing Management, 29(6): 601–611. 
Zahra S.A., Ireland, R.D. & Hitt, M.A. 2000. International expansion by new venture firms: international diversity, mode of market entry, technological learning, and performance. Academy of Management Journal, 43(5): 925-950. 
Zahra, S.A. & Covin, J.G. 1995. Contextual influences on the corporate entrepreneurship-performance relationship: a longitudinal analysis. Journal of Business Venturing, 10(1): 43–58.
Zahra, S.A. & Garvis, D.M. 2000. International corporate entrepreneurship and firm performance: the moderating effect of international environmental hostility. Journal of Business Venturing, 15(5/6): 469-492.
Zaltman, G., Duncan, R. & Holbek, J. 1973. Innovations and organizations. New York: John Wiley & Sons.
Zhang, M., Tansuhaj, P. & McCullough, J. 2009. International entrepreneurial capability: the measurement and a comparison between born global firms and traditional exporters in China. Journal of International Entrepreneurship, 7(4): 293-332.
Zhou, L. 2007. The effects of entrepreneurial proclivity and foreign market knowledge on early internationalization. Journal of World Business, 42(3): 281-293.
Zhou, L., Wu, W-P. & Luo, X. 2007. Internationalisation and the performance of born-global SMEs: the mediating role of social networks. Journal of International Business Studies, 38: 673–690.
Zollo, M. & Winter, S.G. 2002. Deliberate learning and the evolution of dynamic capabilities. Organization Science, 13(3): 339-351.
Zou, S. & Cavusgil, S.T. 2002. The GMS: a broad conceptualization of global marketing strategy and its effect on firm performance. Journal of Marketing, 66(4): 40–56.
Zou, S. & Stan, S. 1998. The determinants of export performance: a review of the empirical literature between 1987 and 1997. International Marketing Review, 15(5): 333–356.
Zucchella, A., Palamara, G. & Denicolai, S. 2007. The drivers of the early internationalization of the firm. Journal of World Business, 42(3): 268-280.
Zucchella, A. & Kabbara, D. 2013. The role of partnerships in the internationalisation process of small knowledge-intensive firms (SKIFs). Management International / International Management / Gestiòn Internacional, 18(1): 104-116.






Table 1: Definitions of the Variables

	Variable
	Definition

	
	

	Dependent Variable
	

	EP1
	Subjective measure of export performance 
= factor score of 11 items regarding export performance 

	EP2
	Objective measure of export performance 
= export sales/total sales 

	
	

	Explanatory Variables
	

	AGE
	ln (firm age)
[years since establishment]

	SIZE
	ln (firm employment)
[number of employees]

	ENT
	Factor score of 12 items regarding entrepreneurial capabilities 

	LRN
	Factor score of 12 items regarding environmental learning capabilities

	MKT
	Factor score of 13 items regarding marketing capabilities 

	NET
	Factor score of 12 items regarding networking capabilities 

	INN
	Factor score of 10 items regarding innovation capabilities 

	
	

	Industry Dummy Variables
	

	MACH
	= 1 if the SME is in the machinery industry; = 0 otherwise

	FURN
	= 1 if the SME is in the furniture industry; = 0 otherwise

	ELEC
	= 1 if the SME is in the electrical industry; = 0 otherwise

	CONS
	= 1 if the SME is in the construction industry; = 0 otherwise

	TEXT
	= 1 if the SME is in the textile industry; = 0 otherwise

	FOOD
	= 1 if the SME is in the food & beverage industry; = 0 otherwise
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Table 2: Analysis of Construct Properties 
	Construct
	
	Cronbach α
	AVE
	Omega
	Rho

	Export performance
	EP1
	0.91
	0.57
	0.94
	0.97

	Entrepreneurial capabilities
	ENT
	0.79
	0.35
	0.77
	0.86

	Environmental learning capabilities
	LRN
	0.86
	0.43
	0.90
	0.95

	Marketing capabilities
	MKT
	0.89
	0.51
	0.93
	0.96

	Networking capabilities
	NET
	0.91
	0.58
	0.94
	0.97

	Innovation capabilities
	INN
	
	0.55
	0.92
	0.96



Notes:	(1)  Cronbach α > 0.7 is considered satisfactory (Hair et al, 2010).
	(2)  AVE = average of items variance extracted by construct. AVE > 0.2 is considered satisfactory (Fornell et al., 1981).
	(3)  Omega = ratio of variance of the construct scores to the scale scores (McDonald, 1999). Omega > 0.7 is considered satisfactory (McDonald, 1999).
	(4)  Rho = correlation of scale scores with construct scores. Rho > 0.8 is considered satisfactory (McDonald, 1999).







Table 3. Industry Analysis of the Sample
	Variable
	Total sample
	Machinery
	Furniture
	Electronic
	Construction
	Textile
	Food & Beverage
	Chemical
	ANOVA
P-value

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Number of firms
	213
	111
	28
	30
	5
	19
	11
	9
	

	Export performance
(EP1)
	56.19
	56.97
	58.14
	52.10
	41.70
	58.93
	47.71
	66.53
	0.101

	Export performance (EP2)
	49.84
	50.64
	63.82
	37.23
	35.00
	53.26
	35.55
	56.90
	0.002*

	AGE
	34.3
	35.7
	34.5
	29.3
	29.0
	40.1
	23.4
	37.5
	0.202

	SIZE
	45.5
	50.3
	30.0
	50.2
	18.6
	35.9
	15.5
	89.5
	0.005*

	ENT
	59.81
	59.98
	66.33
	56.07
	51.57
	61.02
	48.52
	65.47
	0.042*

	LRN
	51.67
	52.26
	51.65
	51.31
	39.30
	48.99
	49.35
	60.81
	0.433

	MKT
	50.45
	50.91
	50.05
	49.45
	39.36
	46.98
	57.17
	48.22
	0.347

	NET
	49.52
	49.77
	49.02
	51.03
	34.69
	45.64
	44.80
	65.11
	0.213

	INN
	48.27
	48.16
	49.90
	49.69
	37.80
	47.92
	49.89
	42.99
	0.788


Notes: 	(1) The figures in each column show the mean values of the variables for the SMEs in each industry sector.
(2)  The final column shows the results of comparing the mean values across the seven industry sectors using one-way ANOVA.






Table 4: The Regression Results
	Variable
	Dependent variable = EP1
	Dependent variable = EP2

	
	Model 1
	Model 2
	Model 3
	Model 4

	
	
	
	
	

	Constant
	58.064***
(8.302)
	12.391
(7.964)
	42.068***
(11.542)
	5.676
(12.61)

	AGE
	-2.425
(1.727)
	- 0.756
(1.375)
	-2.100 
(2.34)
	-0.334 
(2.181)

	SIZE
	3.852***
(1.183)
	2.482***
(0.948)
	5.210***
(1.64)
	4.542***
(1.502)

	MACH
	-5.977
 (6.358)
	-6.955
(5.207)
	-1.799
(8.839)
	-4.465
(8.246)

	FURN
	-2.893
 (7.102)
	-8.198
(5.812)
	13.792
(9.874)
	5.277 
(9.203)

	ELEC
	-10.817 
(6.932)
	-13.606*** 
(5.651)
	-15.262
(9.637)
	-15.060*
(8.949)

	CONS
	-19.550* 
(10.151)
	-13.606* 
(8.220)
	-15.217
(14.112)
	-15.064 
(13.016)

	TEXT
	-2.377 
(7.451)
	-4.215 
(6.073)
	2.931 
(10.358)
	-2.218 
(9.618)

	FOOD
	-12.771 
(8.288)
	-9.148 
(6.885)
	-13.049 
(11.522)
	-7.935 
(10.903)

	ENT
	
	0.500***
(0.074)
	
	0.785***
(0.117)

	LRN
	
	0.088 
(0.080)
	
	-0.214
(0.128)

	MKT
	
	0.024
(0.097)
	
	-0.039 
(0.127)

	NET
	
	-0.071
(0.081)
	
	-0.180 
(0.112)

	INN
	
	0.284*** 
(0.074)
	
	0.218* 
(0.118)

	
	
	
	
	

	Goodness of fit:
	
	
	
	

	R2
	0.097
	0.46
	0.14
	0.32

	Adjusted R2
	0.062
	0.42
	0.11
	0.28

	
	
	
	
	

	Diagnostics:
	
	
	
	

	Shapiro-Wilk test
(for normality)
	P = 0.246
	0.192
	0.04
	0.006

	Durbin-Watson test
(for independence)
	P = 0.303
	0.934
	0.726
	0.542

	Breusch-Pagan test
(for homoskedasticity)
	P = 0.0685
	0.261
	0.090
	0.059

	Variance Inflation Factors
(for collinearity)
	all vif < 2
	all vif < 2
	all vif < 2
	all vif < 2



Notes:	(1) The results were generated using sandwich robust estimation. The chemical sector was taken as the reference sector.
	(2) Standard errors are in brackets
	(3) *** denotes significance at the 1% level; ** denotes significance at the 5% level; * denotes significance at the 10% level.
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