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Abstract 
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Title: Explanatory Factors of Perceived Expansion Barriers 

 

Introduction: A characteristic of the twenty first century business environment is the 

increased globalisation. Due to the globalisation, it has become necessary for organizations to 

be involved in international business, and the globalisation of the marketplace in general has 

increased the export. When expanding to international markets, companies might face some 

obstacles and barriers, which makes it an important topic in the research field of international 

marketing and strategy. Since most research focuses just on the importance of the expansion 

barriers, it would be of importance to provide empirical evidence on what types of 

explanatory factors that are associated with firms’ perception of expansion barriers. 

 

Purpose: Gain an understanding of different explanatory factors regarding expansion barriers 

for companies’ expansion on international markets. 

 

Methodology: The research approach was quantitative with mainly primary data, which was 

collected through a questionnaire distributed through e-mail. The sample frame was Swedish 

companies that exporting goods to Norway, Poland, Russia and/or the Baltic region. A total of 

157 completed questionnaires, response rate of 20%, were collected and was the foundation 

for the analysis and results.  

 

Conclusion: The explanatory factors that are associated with the perception of expansion 

barriers were; Geographical and Cultural distances, Market experience and Institutional 

collaborations. The fourth explanatory factor, intermediating strategy, has in this study no 

association to the perception of the barriers.  

 

Keywords: Expansion Barriers, Explanatory Factors, International Marketing Strategy. 
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1. Introduction 
In the following chapter, the research question and the purpose of this study were presented 

based on an introduction and a discussion of the problem under investigation. It ends up with 

a discussion of the study’s delimitations. 

 

1.1 Background 
A characteristic of the twenty first century business environment is the increased globalisation 

(Pinho and Martins, 2010), and a lot of marketing research focuses on internationalisation 

(Al-Hyari et al., 2011). Due to the globalisation, it has become necessary for organizations to 

be involved in international businesses (Morgan and Katsikeas, 1997), and globalisation of 

the marketplace in general has increased the export (Al-Hyari et al., 2011). When expanding 

to international markets, companies might face some obstacles and barriers (Karakaya and 

Stahl, 1992). This makes it an important topic in the field of international marketing and 

strategy research (Lutz et al., 2010). Among researchers, there is a variation of definitions of 

expansion barriers and their impact. 

 

Niu et al. (2012) express that a market entry barrier diminishes the motivation or the 

opportunity to enter a new market, despite the possibility of high profits. Karakaya (2002) 

views barriers as obstacles restricting market entry of new firms. The originator of the 

concept of expansion barriers defined it as: “The advantage of established sellers in an 

industry over potential entrant sellers, their advantages being reflected in the extent to which 

established sellers can persistently raise their prices above a competitive level without 

attracting new firms to enter the industry” (Bain, 1956:3). Further, Porter (1980) discussed 

the importance of being aware of these barriers when entering international markets. 

 

Karakaya (2002) states that barriers, as an obstacle of market expansions, have been widely 

discussed. If and when a firm should enter an international market are crucial decisions for 

many firms (Niu et al., 2012). Porter (1980) identified seven types of barriers, which were 

further confirmed and extended by other researchers (Karakaya and Stahl, 1989, 1992; Gable 

et al., 1995; Karakaya, 2002). These barriers are more or less important, depending on which 

country and market that is being entered (Lutz et al., 2010; Niu et al., 2012). Despite the 

geographical factor, also what type of market needs to be taken into consideration when 

examining different expansion barriers (Niu e al., 2012).  
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In order to gain knowledge of how the barriers are perceived among firms that operate on 

international markets, a pre-study was made based on four case studies. Since Niu et al. 

(2012) claimed that the geographical factor is important, a comparison between two 

geographical areas, the Norwegian and the Baltic, was done. The results indicate that the 

barriers are important to take into consideration and that there might be factors, like the 

geographical distance, that affect the perception. A summary of the pre-study can be found in 

appendix 1.  

 

1.2 Problem Discussion 
Perceived expansion barriers can prevent companies from entering new markets, therefore it 

is important for researchers to take the perception of these barriers into consideration (Lutz et 

al., 2010). How these barriers are perceived can vary, depending on the firm or the individual, 

meaning that the perceptions of the barriers might be subjective (Pehrsson, 2008a; Pehrsson, 

2002). 

 

Based on the discussion in the previous sub-chapter, Lutz et al. (2010) discussed barriers and 

questioned the large amount of them, their importance and the underlying factors that enable 

one barrier to strengthen another. With the help of underlying dimensions they focused on the 

correlation of the barriers and how this could affect the perception of them. However, Lutz et 

al. (2010) did not look at factors that affect the perception of the barriers and to our 

knowledge no other research has been done in this topic, thus we identify this as a gap in the 

research area. Other research on expansion barriers discusses how the perception differs 

between different geographical markets, but also between industrial and consumer goods 

markets (e.g. Karakaya and Stahl, 1989; Karakaya, 2002; Niu et al., 2012). Common for 

earlier research is that it has focused on how the barriers are perceived and on how they differ, 

but not to what extent the factors affect the perception of these barriers. 

 

According to Jones and Coviello (2005) external factors are important to take into 

consideration when entering international markets. Therefore, it is likely that external factors 

have an impact on how barriers are perceived among companies. However, findings made by 

Fillis (2002) showed that internal factors might also affect the internationalisation, especially 

in small firms, highlighting the importance of both internal and external factors as triggers of 

internationalisation. Thus, there is a gap in the understanding of why barriers are perceived 
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differently due to external and internal factors. Since most research focus on the importance 

of the expansion barriers, there should be an interest in research of what external factors that 

affect the perception of the barriers.  

 

It is not known which factors that might affect the perception. Research showed that the 

cultural and geographical distances are important (Tihanyi et al., 2005; Ojala & Tyrväinen, 

2007) and that the farther away from the home market a company operates, the more difficult 

the expansion would become (Tihanyi et al., 2005). The barriers language and cultural 

differences are connected with the distance to international markets (Karakaya and Stahl, 

1991; Barkema et al., 1996) and would therefore be a factor that might affect the degree of the 

perception. Results from the pre-study indicated that market experience might be a factor as 

well. The participating companies claimed that they perceived the barriers lower in markets 

where they have great experience, compared to markets they have recently entered. According 

to Delios and Henisz (1996), managers with long experience perceive international expansion 

as a smaller obstacle, compared to managers with lower experience. This aligns with the 

statement that increased market experience leads to a better understanding of the customers’ 

needs (Erramilli, 1991; Katsikeas, 1996). Therefore, it might be reasonable that market 

experience would be a determining factor that affects the perception of expansion barriers as 

well.  

 

It was also emphasized in the pre-study that the choice of intermediating strategy, when 

expanding its business, should be a factor to take into consideration to diminish the perception 

of the expansion barriers. Pehrsson (2012) mentioned the subsidiary strategy as an 

opportunity to reduce the negative impact of the barriers. According to the pre-study, 

countries engaged in an institutional collaboration, like the EU, were also expressed as an 

opportunity to reduce the impact of the barriers. This discussion highlighted some factors that 

might direct the perception, and since earlier research mainly have focused on the effect of the 

existence of the barriers (e.g. Karakaya, 2002; Lutz et al., 2010) there might be a need to 

investigate the explanatory factors that might affect the perception of the barriers instead.  

 

Research has investigated the difference of perceived barriers between markets, both 

industrial (Karakaya and Stahl, 1989; Karakaya, 2002) and consumer goods (Karakaya and 

Stahl, 1992). However, since it was claimed that the focus of interest was on factors that 

affect the barriers rather than the perception of them, it does not seem to be necessary to make 
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this delimitation. Instead all companies, independent of industry, might be investigated in 

such study. Based on the discussion above it would be of importance to obtain empirical 

evidence of how certain explanatory factors are associated with firms’ perception of 

expansion barriers and thus, the following research question and purpose were constructed: 

 

Research question 

How are different explanatory factors associated with the perception of expansion barriers on 

a host market? 

 

Purpose 

Gain an understanding of different explanatory factors regarding expansion barriers for 

companies’ expansion on international markets. 

 

1.3 Delimitations 
This study was delimited to only cover firms with the EU as their home market. This 

delimitation was done in order to compare how the perception of the barriers differs between 

host markets with institutional collaborations and markets without. Therefore, the study only 

covered exporting companies, since the purpose was to examine barriers on international 

markets. Further, it was chosen to only look at companies that export goods, since the adapted 

barriers found in the literature was only connected to products, not to services. 
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2. Literature review 
This chapter outlines the key theories. Initially an introduction of the expansion barriers was 

presented followed by the division of expansion barriers and endogenous barriers, where 

each type of barrier was discussed. Thereafter, theory regarding perceptions of expansion 

barriers was presented.  

Different barriers when entering an emerging market was first discussed by Bain (1956) 

regarding obstacles such as product differentiation, economies of scale and absolute cost 

advantages. These obstacles were further classified into six types of barriers; Product 

differentiation, Capital requirement, Customer switching costs, Distribution channels, Cost 

advantages and Government policies (Porter, 1980). These were further developed and 

extended by others (e.g. Karakaya and Stahl, 1989; Gable et al., 1995; Karakaya, 2002). 

Pehrsson (2012) express that a firm that operates global needs to understand and pay attention 

to the local competition barriers in order to have the ability to building global competitive 

advantage. According to Karakaya (2002), who refers to previous research (Karakaya and 

Stahl, 1989), expansion barriers are different depending on what type of market that is in 

focus, and claims that for example cost advantages, government policies and customer 

switching costs are more important regarding industrial markets compared to consumer goods 

markets. 

 

2.1 Exogenous and endogenous barriers 
The barriers can be classified into two types; Structural barriers and Strategic barriers. 

Structural barriers refers to natural costs or marketing advantages that occur from market 

characteristics which are exogenous to the firm while strategic barriers regards companies’ 

strategies when avoid competitors from entering a market (Lutz et al., 2010). This distinction 

can be compared to Pehrsson’s (2009) discussion about exogenous and endogenous barriers; 

where exogenous barriers can be related to structural barriers and endogenous barriers can be 

related to strategic barriers. This since Pehrsson (2009) claims that exogenous barriers are 

such barriers that derive from the underlying market conditions, and thus the established firms 

have no control of these barriers. In comparison to exogenous barriers, the endogenous 

barriers are the barriers that derive from the established firms reactions to new firms, hence 

these barriers are created from the incumbents firms based on their competitive behaviour and 

different market strategies. However, Pehrsson (2009) and Gable et al. (1995) explain that the 
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exogenous and endogenous barriers are mutually strengthening each other, meaning that, for 

example, if a given endogenous barrier increases there is a potential for a given exogenous 

barrier to increase as well.   
  

Examples of barriers that display exogenous barriers are for instance incumbent firms’ cost 

advantage, product differentiation and customer switching costs (Pehrsson, 2009), where 

structural barriers can be customer switching costs and differentiation (Lutz et al., 2010). 

Further, endogenous barriers can be incumbents’ increased advertising, incumbents’ price 

competition and incumbents’ general reactions (Pehrsson, 2009) and strategic barriers can for 

example be strategic behaviour advertising, limit pricing and retaliation (Lutz et al., 2010). 

However, due to the study’s purpose, the barriers cultural differences and differences in 

language were added as barriers for the endogenous and strategic barriers in order to make the 

study more applicable to foreign markets, which are demonstrated in table 2.1 below. This 

table displays those barriers considered as the most important, which have been studied and 

observed by several researchers (Karakaya, 2002; Pehrsson, 2009; Lutz et al., 2010). For this 

study, exogenous barriers were emerged with structural barriers and endogenous barriers were 

emerged with strategic barriers due to their similarities. 
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Table 2.1. Types of barriers  

Types of barriers Sources 

Exogenous/Structural  

Cost advantages Bain (1956); Porter (1980); Karakaya and Stahl 
(1989); Gable et al. (1995) 

Product differentiation Bain (1956); Porter (1980); Gable et al. (1995); 
Pehrsson (2009) 

Capital requirements Bain (1956); Porter (1980); Karakaya and Stahl 
(1989); Karakaya and Kerin (2007); Pehrsson 
(2009)  

Customer switching costs Porter (1980); Karakaya and Stahl (1989); 
Pehrsson (2009); Lutz et al. (2010)  

Access to distribution channels Porter (1980); Karakaya and Stahl (1989); Gable et 
al. (1995); Pehrsson (2004, 2009)  

Government regulations and policies Porter (1980); Karakaya and Stahl (1989); Gable et 
al. (1995); Pehrsson (2009) 

Number of competitors Karakaya and Stahl (1989); Pehrsson (2009); Lutz 
et al. (2010) 

Endogenous/Strategic  

Price competition Karakaya and Stahl (1989); Gable et al. (1995); 
Pehrsson (2009)  

Differences in language Karakaya and Stahl (1991); Harzing and Feely 
(2008)  

Differences in cultural  Barkema et al. (1996); Tihanyi et al. (2005); 
Crowne (2008).  

Incumbents increased advertising Karakaya and Stahl (1989); Gable et al. (1995); 
Pehrsson (2009) 

 

2.1.1 Exogenous barriers 

Cost advantage 

Cost advantages have been developed, by several researchers, as one of the most vital entry 

barrier and are usually derived from economies of scale and learning curve (Bain, 1956; 

Porter, 1980; Karakaya and Stahl, 1989; Gable et al., 1995). This barrier is common when 

incumbent firms have absolute or variable cost advantages, which thereby force the entrant 

firm to achieve scale effects and low costs (Pehrsson, 2009). Thus, an absolute cost advantage 

occurs if the costs of production are higher for an entrant firm in comparison to the 

established firms at the market (Bain, 1956). Karakaya and Stahl (1989) further express that 

there are a number of other advantages possessed by existing incumbents that act as barriers 

to market entry, such as product know-how, good access to raw materials, government 
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subsidies and learning or experience curve. 
  

Product differentiation 

Product differentiation of the firms’ offerings is another important barrier for the incumbents, 

since this barrier has the potential to create loyalty and relationships with buyers and sellers 

through brand identification. Creating customer loyalty can also be obtained through 

advertising and product differences (Bain, 1956; Porter, 1980; Karakaya and Stahl, 1989; 

Gable, 1995), and with that, cause obstacles for the entrant firms to get access to the 

customers (Pehrsson, 2009). It is a common barrier in any type of industry due to that it could 

be used in order to have an advantage over the competitors and also to weaken price 

competition (Park, 2009), due to that the entrants’ products or services are new and unknown 

to the consumer in comparison to the established firms’ products and services (Gable et al., 

1995).  

 

Capital requirements 

In order to compete or enter a new market, a firm needs to invest a lot of financial capital 

(Porter, 1980), which depends on how technological the market is (Karakaya and Stahl, 

1989). Economical limitations are likely to be harder for small companies (Gable, 1995). 

Capital requirement is one of the most important barriers to master when entering an 

emerging market in the industrial sector (Karakaya, 2002). Niu et al. (2012) found that the 

need of capital is less important when entering the Chinese market compared to the western 

markets.  
 

Customer switching costs  

Customer switching costs is a one-time cost that a buyer must face when switching from one 

supplier’s product to another’s (Porter, 1980; Karakaya and Stahl, 1989; Gable, 1995; 

Pehrsson, 2009). Examples on switching costs can be that the firms retrain its employees, 

purchase support, cost of new ancillary equipment and product re-design (Porter, 1980; 

Karakaya and Stahl, 1989). High switching costs are common in many markets and are often 

characterized by costumer lock-in, meaning that the costumer still purchase the same product 

and brand even after the competitors’ products and brands have become cheaper (Shy, 2002). 

Thereby, high switching costs are an important barrier since entering firms must be able to 

reduce the switching costs by offering incentives to the customers that are doing business with 

the established firms in order to be able to attract these customers (Karakaya, 2002). 
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Access to distribution channels 

When entering a new market, it can be a problem to get access to distribution channels if 

incumbent firms have strategically limited the access to these channels, especially if the 

entrant firms cannot establish the channels by themselves. Therefore, this barrier can be seen 

as a part of marketing strategies depending on what type of entry mode the firm in 

consideration has; incumbent firm or newly entrant (Karakaya and Stahl 1989). According to 

Lutz et al. (2010) distribution channels was not considered as one of the most important 

barriers regarding SMEs but both previous and later research has shown a greater importance 

(Karakaya and Stahl, 1989; Karakaya, 2002; Niu et al., 2012).  
  

Governmental regulations and policies 

Governmental regulations were discussed as aspects that need to be taken into consideration 

when entering an emerging market (Porter, 1980). Laws and regulation can be a problem 

when a company enter a new international market since it can differ a lot from the home 

market depending on what country that will be entered. In the Chinese market for instance, 

there is a lack of trademarks and patents, which complicates the establishment for companies 

who have a unique product and want to protect it from its competitors (Niu et al., 2012). 

However, a study made on the industrial market (Karakaya, 2002) indicates that governmental 

regulations and policies are considered as one of the least important barriers to concede but 

that study focused on large companies in general and therefore, it is likely that the degree of 

importance may differ when including SMEs as well.  
 

Number of competitors  

Number of competitors is also necessary to take into consideration before entering a new 

market, and a market entry is seen to be less possible when many business failures appear 

(Karakaya and Stahl, 1989). Pehrsson (2009) has listed this barrier as an important barrier for 

firms and in accordance to Karakaya and Stahl (1989) the level of competition at a certain 

market is vital, since a high number of competitors in the foreign market can be obstacles for 

entry firms. Depending on if a firm enters a market late or early, the degree of this barrier can 

vary since a late enter might lead to a high number of competitors which already have created 

loyalty with the customers at the market (Karakaya and Stahl, 1989). 
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2.1.2 Endogenous barriers  
Price Competition 

Price competition is set up by incumbent firms in order to prevent newly entrant from 

competing at a certain market (Gable, 1995). This is especially common in markets where 

incumbent firms are likely to set low prices with the aim to sell non-utilized goods (Karakaya 

and Stahl, 1989). This barrier is common in retail industries where the incumbent firms use 

low prices as a strategy, since many consumers are price sensitive (Gable, 1995). A study on 

industrial markets did not indicate that price competition was a struggle for new entrants 

(Karakaya, 2002) but the price can still be claimed as an important barrier to consider since it 

differs depending on market (Karakaya and Stahl, 1992). Lutz et al. (2010) focuses their study 

on western companies and consider price competition as a financial factor, which they 

classify as the most important factor for incumbent firms. 

 

Language 

If a firm enters a market where the language differs from the home market, it may be a 

barrier. The firm is unable to affect the language at a certain market, which would therefore 

be considered as an exogenous barrier. However, since they are aware of the differences, they 

can be prepared before the entering which minimize the bias and thereby classified language 

as an endogenous expansion barrier (Karakaya and Stahl, 1991). One example when this 

barrier is apparent is when it comes to advertising since it must be translated into the native 

language of the market. It might be difficult to do such translation due to the differences in 

languages which means that a successful expression in one language does not necessary be 

appropriate in another (Karakaya and Stahl, 1991).  
 

Differences in culture 

When firms are becoming globalized, meaning that they get access to foreign markets, they 

usually encounter cultural barriers between its home market and the host market. Thereby, 

taking the differences in culture into consideration when entering a foreign market is 

important to gain a successful market entry. Thus, firms must adjust to the foreign countries’ 

national culture when they crossing the national border since this barrier is built on 

differences like values and beliefs of different cultures (Barkema et al., 1996). Having the 

ability to effectively interact in several of cultures has been marked as cultural intelligence, 

which is the capability to understand and act appropriately in a set of behaviours, languages 

and qualities across a wide range of cultures (Crowne, 2008). The higher the degree of 
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differences between the cultures of the home market and the host market increase the cost of 

entry and also makes it more difficult to transfer the firms core competencies to the foreign 

country. Thereby, when firms starting to enter foreign markets, greater similarities between 

the cultures enable the firms to get access to the foreign customers at a lower cost (Tihanyi et 

al., 2005). When designing market strategy, it is important to make it suitable to the specific 

market. Aspects like the design of the product like the design of the product, the method of 

communication and the relationships with the distributors must be taken into consideration 

(Karakaya and Stahl, 1991). 

 

Incumbents increased advertising 

A way for incumbent firms to increase the difficulty for new firms to get establish in a foreign 

market is to increase the advertising at the market, since this will increase the cost of entry for 

the potential entrant firms and also affects the brand loyalty for the customers (Karakaya and 

Stahl, 1989). When the numbers of entrant firms at a market increase, Gable et al. (1995) 

express that firms often increase their advertising as a reaction to the entrants. Pehrsson 

(2009) further express that this increase in advertising also strengthen the exogenous barriers 

of product differentiation and capital requirement.  

 

2.2 Perception of expansion barriers 
As mentioned before barriers create disadvantages for the firms that would like to enter or 

expand into a market in relation to the incumbent firms on the market (Pehrsson, 2008b). 

However, how these barriers are perceived, differs between firms but also between 

individuals (Pehrsson, 2008a; Pehrsson, 2002). Even though there exist some objective facts, 

firms’ opinions are highly affected by the subjective interpretations of the available 

information. Managers are therefore forced to make decisions based on their experience and 

existing marketing knowledge. Thereby, the perception of the barriers’ importance differs 

depending on what firm and individual in consideration (Pehrsson, 2008a; Pehrsson, 2002) 

and different industries confront different barriers (Park, 2009). This view goes in line with 

Karakaya’s (2002) notions that the degree of importance of the barriers differs by product and 

industry. Thus, managers with international experience may have a better knowledge of a new 

market in comparison to managers with a low market experience, and might thereby be less 

affected of a market’s barriers (Delios & Henisz, 2003).  
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Pehrsson (2002) further express that there is a balance among external and internal 

foundations when explaining the process of international market expansion. The barriers at a 

market are the main external factors that affect the design of how to entry a market. As 

mentioned before, these barriers are perceived differently among firms due to their different 

competencies (Pehrsson, 2008a; Pehrsson, 2002; Delios & Henisz, 2003). Thereby, different 

perceptions of the barriers presence and significance will occur (Pehrsson, 2002). However, 

the perception of the barriers may change during the strategy implementation since the 

experience and knowledge of the barriers increases (Pehrsson, 2008). Being familiar with the 

market conditions on a given market increase a firm’s competence and the opportunity to gain 

a sustainable position on the market. By increasing the knowledge of existing barriers, 

customers, competitors and other parties gain increased market experience (Pehrsson, 2008a).  

 

2.3 State-of-the-art 
In order to be able to judge and evaluate the different articles and books used in the literature 

review, table 2.2 displayed below, was used as an instrument in the evaluation process of the 

references. This instrument display, with a comprehensible format, how validated each article 

and book is and thereby also specify its trustworthiness.  

 

Table 2.2 State-of-the-art 

Theory 
X 

Citations Validation Strength in 
theories 

References 

 500< 
30-200 
<30 

Well-validated 
Some validation 
Limited 
validation 

Dominating 
Emerging 
Proposed new 
theory 

 

 

Porter (1980) has written extensively about barriers and suggested six main barriers to take 

into consideration when enter a foreign market. These barriers were tested and empirically 

validated by Karakaya and Stahl (1989) since their findings supported the barriers given by 

Porter (1980). Karakaya and Stahl (1989) also expressed that the barriers differ in degree of 

importance depending on industry and depending on if the firm enter a market early or late. 

Gable (1995) compared the impact of exogenous and endogenous entry barriers in specifically 

the retail industry. With this study Gable et al. (1995) validated previous barriers by Shepherd 

(1979) and Porter (1980) and also expressed that exogenous and endogenous are mutually 

reinforcing each other (Gable et al., 1995; Pehrsson 2009).  
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Further, Karakaya (2002) extended these barriers to 25 barriers that are considered as 

important, with some variation in the degree of importance depending on what type of market 

taking into consideration. With this, Karakaya and Kerin (2007) measured and empirically 

tested the 25 barriers with a study that focused on the importance of these 25 barriers in five 

industries and studied the impact of industry for the barriers and also the impact of product 

life cycle stages on barriers to entry. Pehrsson (2009) also reviewed previous research about 

exogenous and endogenous barriers to further validate the different barriers, and further 

proposed a model that displays the relationships between barriers to entry, the established 

firms’ market strategies and the strategy of the entrant firm. The validation of the concept can 

be seen in table 2.3 below. 

 

Table 2.3 Validation of expansion barriers 

Theory 
 

Citations Validation Strength in 
theories 

References 

Expansion 
barriers 

45 674 
304 

Well-validated 
Well-validated 

Dominating 
Dominating 

Porter (1980) 
Siegfried and Evans 
(1994) 

 182 
 
36 
28 
 

Some validation 
 
Some validation 
Some validation 

Emerging 
 
Emerging 
Emerging 

Karakaya and Stahl 
(1989) 
Karakaya (2002) 
Gable et al. (1995) 

 22 
 
11 
 
4 

Limited validation 
 
Limited validation 
 
Limited validation 

Proposed  
 
Proposed  
 
Proposed  

Pehrsson (2009) 
 
Karakaya and Kerin 
(2007) 
Lutz et al. (2010) 

 

This discussion has displayed how different researchers validate and extend the theory 

regarding expansion barriers and how these barriers are divided in exogenous barriers and 

endogenous barriers. With this discussion it can be seen that the researchers’ findings more or 

less aligns when it comes to what type of barriers that exist in different context and industries. 

It can thus be stated that what type of barriers that exist and how they exist is a topic that has 

been well researched. However, when it comes to what explanatory factors that determines 

the degree of perception of the expansion barriers there is still more research that needs to be 

done.  
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3. Hypotheses and research model  
In this chapter four hypotheses were created together with a research model to show the 

connection between the hypotheses and their explanatory factors with the studied expansion 

barriers. First, the hypotheses were discussed which further ends up with a research model 

with the aim to investigate the purpose of the study. 

 

3.1 Hypotheses 
Several researchers have defined the eleven expansion barriers, examined above, as the most 

important to take into consideration when operating on international markets (Karakaya, 

2002; Pehrsson, 2009; Lutz et al., 2010). However, there is a lack of research examining the 

potential explanatory factors of how these barriers are perceived among companies operating 

on foreign markets. Several internationalisation theories expressed that cultural and 

geographical distances have a significant impact on foreign market selection (Tihanyi et al., 

2005; Ojala & Tyrväinen, 2007). When entering foreign markets, cultural distance can be 

used to predict the choice of entry mode (Shenkar, 2001). In order to gain international 

experience, firms that are going abroad should first enter neighbour countries due to shorter 

geographical and cultural distances. This in turn facilitates a successful expansion to markets 

with longer cultural and geographical distances (Ojala & Tyrväinen, 2007). Researchers 

suggest that firms prefer countries with shorter geographical distance due to lower costs, 

similar language and culture and business practices (Tihanyi et al., 2005; Ojala & Tyrväinen, 

2007). Due to differences in political and legislative systems, barriers are not perceived 

equally in every country (Niu et al., 2012). Therefore, such governmental barriers need to be 

taken into consideration before entering an international market (Porter, 1980). 

 

It has not been confirmed how the perception of the other ten barriers are affected by the 

distances to the home market. However, the pre-study indicated that the geographical distance 

is a contributing factor to how these barriers are perceived. With this discussion in mind, an 

assumption could be made that depending on the geographical and the cultural distance 

between the home market and a certain international market, the host market, the barriers are 

perceived differently. The longer the distance between the home and the host market, the 

higher the barriers are likely to be perceived. Therefore, we presume that cultural and 

geographical distances are factors associated with the perceived market barriers, and claim 

following hypothesis:  
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H1: Long geographical and cultural distances between the home market and the host market 

are associated with high perception of market barriers on the host market 

  

Market experience can be used to reduce risk and uncertainty on a given market, but also to 

understand changes in customer-demand and competitive activities (Hart et al., 1994). 

Further, Erramilli (1991) explains that increased experience on a certain market will provide 

firms with greater confidence in their ability to estimate customer needs and gauge cost and 

returns. This aligns with Katsikeas (1996) opinion that gaining knowledge by experience is 

the primary way to reduce foreign market uncertainty. In addition to reducing market 

uncertainty, firms with experience from a given market will have a better understanding of the 

foreign market conditions and export market opportunities (Katsikeas, 1996). Since higher 

market experience generate better understanding of an international market (Katsikeas, 1996), 

it is likely that the perception of market barriers is lower among companies with more 

experience compared to companies with fewer experience of the given host market. This 

assumption aligns with Delios and Henisz (2003) discussion that the foreign market’s barriers 

may affect managers with high market experience less. Therefore, we assume that the greater 

degree of market experience a firm has on the host market, the lower they perceive the market 

barriers to be, thus leading to the following hypothesis: 

 

H2: A firm with great experience of the host market perceives low market barriers on the 

market. 

 

Pehrsson (2012) discuss that in order to enable firms to manage local international 

competition and be aware of the distance to potential key sources of competitive advantage, it 

is important to appreciate the role of strategies of foreign subsidiaries when building global 

competitive advantage. Subsidiary strategy is one way for foreign firms to positioning 

themselves against competitors, in order to gain access to target customers. With this strategy, 

there is an opportunity to reduce the negative impact of the barriers on the market and thereby 

be able to achieve effective strategies (Pehrsson, 2012). Further, Sandberg (2012) discuss that 

firms trying to go international can initially choose between a direct relationship with its 

customers (a dyad) or an indirect relationship with its customers (a triad). A dyad generates a 

deeper relationship with the customers, while a triad means that the firm collaborates with an 
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intermediating actor (distributor or agent) either in the host or the home market, hence 

shaping an indirect relationship with the customers (Sandberg, 2012).  

 

Today there is a limited knowledge of whether these different entry strategies are associated 

with the perception of the barriers on a foreign market. The pre-study indicated that the choice 

of intermediating strategy is associated with how the expansions barriers are perceived on an 

international market. The four cases examined different strategies, both with direct 

relationships through for example direct export, and indirect strategies through retailers. The 

results showed tendencies that firms using direct strategies perceive barriers higher than firms 

using indirect strategies. Therefore, we assume that the choice of intermediating strategy 

might be associated with high perception of market barriers on the host market and thus, the 

following hypothesis was formulated: 

 

H3: A firm’s choice of intermediating strategy is associated with high perception of market 

barriers on a host market. 

 

As mentioned before, Porter (1980) express that governmental regulations and policies are 

aspects that are necessary to understand when entering foreign markets. This since laws and 

regulations can differ a lot from the home market. A study of the Chinese market discovered 

that the lack of intellectual property protections in China obstruct the establishment of foreign 

companies that are used to high protection, which mostly is the case in Europe (Niu et al., 

2012). Between the members in the European Union (to some extent also Norway, Iceland 

and Lichtenstein), goods, services, capital and people should be able to move freely. It is not 

permitted to limit the amount of goods being transferred from one member state to another. 

Goods should be able to move freely within the EU and this is the same principle for services 

and capital. Since the EU is a customs union there are no tariffs on goods being transferred 

within the EU. At the internal market, free competition should be applied, and all intervention 

that distorts the free competition on the EU market is forbidden. On the other hand, all 

member states have a common tariff against goods coming from a third country, like a 

country outside the EU (EU-Upplysningen, 2013-03-01). 

 

Brouthers (2013) express that institutional issues, for example different social norms in 

foreign markets, are vital for companies to understand in their internationalization process. If 

a firm is going to use its brand in a foreign market they have to focus on the institutional 
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protections of property rights. Meaning that different management decisions are dependent on 

different characteristics of the institutional environment (Brouthers, 2013). Important aspects 

such as laws, regulations and custom fees are facilitated within the EU, easing the export 

between the member countries (EU-Upplysningen, 2013-03-01). Therefore a valid 

assumption is that the barrier “governmental regulations and policies” are perceived higher in 

non-EU countries. In the pre-study, it was identified that this barrier was perceived higher by 

the Swedish firms operating in Norway than those operating in the Baltic countries. The pre-

study further indicated that this barrier should not only grasp issues regarding laws and 

policies but also diverse administrative fees as well. Therefore, this barrier has been renamed 

in this study to governmental barriers in order to cover both governmental regulations and 

diverse administrative fees.  

 

The argumentation indicates the likelihood that institutional collaborations on the host market 

would be an explanatory factor associated with the perception of governmental barriers. We 

assume that on a host market with a institutional collaboration, firms perceive these barriers 

lower than on a host market without institutional collaborations. This scenario might only be 

applicable if the host market uses the same institutional collaboration as the home market. 

However, since such collaborations concern laws and regulations, it is not likely that it is 

associated with the perception of the other barriers examined in this study, which exclude 

them from this assumption. Thus, following hypothesis was proposed:  

 

H4: Existence of institutional collaboration on the host market is associated with low 

perception of governmental barriers on the market 

 

3.2 Research model 

As a foundation to fulfil the purpose of this study, a research model has been developed, 

based on the eleven barriers found in the literature and the four constructed hypotheses stated 

above. According to the literature (e.g. Karakaya, 2002; Pehrsson, 2009), these eleven barriers 

are the most relevant and common used when examining international expansion.  

 

In the research model the first ten barriers were used to test hypotheses 1 to 3 addressing 

cultural and geographical distances, market experience and the choice of intermediating 

strategy. The fourth hypothesis about institutional collaboration examined governmental 

barriers. This is shown in the research model where each hypothesis represents one 
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explanatory factor, displayed in the left column of the model. The assumption is that these 

factors are the most important explanatory factors associated with the perception of expansion 

barriers, which is connected to the purpose and the research question of this thesis. The model 

is illustrated in figure 3.1 below.  

 

 

Figure 3.1 Research model 
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4. Methodology 
This chapter discusses different approaches and contains justifications of the choices to be 

able to support or reject the developed hypotheses. As a summary, a figure has been 

developed, summarising all the methodology steps used in this study.  

 

4.1 Pre-study 
A pre-study was done with four case studies. Three cases were based on primary data 

collected through interviews and one case was based on secondary data. A summary of the 

pre-study can be found in appendix 1. Before the case studies were done, the research model 

was constructed based on the literature. The aim of the pre-study was to validate the model to 

see if the proposed hypotheses were relevant to the study’s purpose. The participating 

companies were selected since they all were representable of the population and because of 

their use of different international intermediating strategies. The first company used 

distributors, the second used abroad located sales offices, the third used subsidiaries and the 

fourth used franchising.  

 

The results showed that the model was relevant and highlighted tendencies that all four 

hypotheses should be tested quantitative. The first assumption regarding cultural and 

geographical distances showed some evidences that the farther away from the home market, 

the higher the barriers might be perceived on the host market. When examined market 

experience and institutional collaborations, it indicated that they were associated with the 

perception of the barriers. However, according to the pre-study the most important factor that 

was associated with the perception was the choice of intermediating strategy, since the 

company that used franchising as an intermediating strategy did not perceive the barriers to a 

larger extent since they utilized the franchisee’s competence and resources. While the 

company that has subsidiaries located abroad faced much more problems with their 

expansion. 

 

Experiences from the pre-study were beneficial when conducting the main study. The 

participating companies claimed similarities between the three Baltic countries; Estonia, 

Latvia and Lithuania, and therefore, it was decided to consider them as one geographic market 

in the main study. This simplifies the survey, since it decreased the amount of countries that 

need to be taken into consideration for the respondents. Another learning was that some 
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barriers were difficult to understand for the respondents and therefore, an additional text that 

explained the barriers was added to those barriers in order to avoid misunderstandings.  

 

4.2 Research approach 
To be able to draw accurate conclusions, empirical data needed to be collected. There exist 

two types of research approaches to gain empirical foundation, either a quantitative or a 

qualitative (Bryman & Bell, 2005; Christensen et al., 2010; Malhotra, 2010). The qualitative 

approach is usually unstructured and has an ability to describe complicated situations hence it 

is suitable when the researchers need deeper understanding of a specific problem and 

examines a large amount of variables on a few respondents (Bryman & Bell 2005; 

Christensen et al., 2010). Concerning the quantitative approach, the empirical data is 

presented in terms of numbers and statistics with the aim to draw general conclusions. This 

approach, in comparison to qualitative approach, is more structured and formalized with the 

ambition to investigate few variables but with a larger amount of respondents (Bryman & 

Bell, 2005, 2011; Christensen et al., 2010).  

 

Since this thesis drew general conclusions of what explanatory factors that are associated with 

perception of expansion barriers on international markets, the qualitative approach was not 

considered as suitable. Hence, in order to manage to draw general conclusions about the 

study’s purpose, it was needed to have a large amount of respondents to measure the 

outcomes with numbers and statistics. Thus, the use of a quantitative approach was decided to 

be appropriate. 

 

4.2.1 Research strategy 

There exist five available research strategies; experiment, survey, archival analysis, history 

and case study (Yin, 2009). The differences between the strategies can in some cases be hard 

to understand but research conducted as experiment is suitable when the aim of the research is 

to either verify/falsify or establish validity of a given hypothesis. If a population need to be 

statistically generalised by the use of a sample, a survey is applicable. When accumulated 

documents are examined, archival analysis should be used and if the aim is to collect and 

analyse historical documents the choice of history is suitable (Yin, 2009). Lastly, a case study 

is relevant to use when the researcher need to gain a deeper understanding of the respondents’ 

self-perception or their intentions (Woodside, 2010). To provide a brief overview of the 

different strategies, table 4.1 is displayed below.  
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Table 4.1 Research strategies  
Research strategy Form of research question Requires control over 

behavioural events 
Focuses on 
contemporary 
events 

Experiment 
 
Survey 
 
 
Archival analysis 
 
 
History 
 
Case study 

How, why 
 
Who, what, where, how many, 
how much 
 
Who, what, where, how many, 
how much 
 
How, why 
 
How, why 

Yes 
 
No 

 
 
No 
 
 
No 
 
No 

Yes 
 
Yes 
 
 
Yes/No 
 
 
No 
 
Yes 

     (Yin, 2009, p.8) 

 

In this study, a case study was used in the pre-study in order to initially gain a deeper 

understanding of the chosen subject and the participant’s perceptions of expansion barriers. 

After the initial stage, the chosen strategy of the main study was decided to be a survey 

conducted through a questionnaire. This choice is justified through the study’s purpose since 

the study should investigate a wide market area and not a company specific problem.  

 

4.2.2 Data sources 

When gathering relevant data, it is vital to distinguish between two types of data; secondary 

and primary data. Secondary data is information that has been collected by other researchers 

for another purpose (Churchill and Iacobucci, 2005; Christensen et al., 2010; Bryman and 

Bell, 2011). The researcher may use secondary data before gathering the primary data in order 

to gain a better understanding of the studied problem (Nair, 2009; Aaker et al., 2010). Primary 

data is information gathered and collected by the original researcher and thereby specific 

towards the purpose of the research (Churchill & Iacobucci, 2005; Christensen et al., 2010; 

Bryman & Bell, 2005). To generate this type of data, the information is collected by 

approaches directly to the market and its actors (Nair, 2009). The advantages with primary 

data, in addition to generating tailor-made information for the given purpose, are that it is 

updated information (Bryman & Bell, 2011) and it may be information that has never been 

collected before (Nair, 2009).  
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Concerning this study, both secondary and primary data was used as data sources, but with a 

mainly focus on primary data. Secondary data was mainly used in the pre-study, especially 

the fourth case study, since the secondary data in that case was judged to be sufficient 

informative. The aim with primary data was to gather data generated for this study’s specific 

purpose, but also to avoid the risk of applying misleading information; thus justifying the 

choice of primary data.  

  

4.3 Population and sampling 
The aim of this thesis was to investigate what explanatory factors that are associated with the 

perception of different expansion barriers. In order to find respondents that are suitable for the 

purpose of the study, a sampling process should be done which consists of four steps 

(Malhotra, 2010). The first step in the process is to define the target population (Malhotra, 

2010; Aaker et al., 2010). The population are all units, for instance inhabitants, companies or 

cities that the researcher makes the selection of respondents from (Bryman and Bell, 2005). 

Expansion barriers are perceived by exporting companies (Karakaya, 2002) and thereby the 

population of this study are all companies within the EU that export goods. The estimated 

number of companies in the EU that export goods are approximately 1,2 millions (Eurostat, 

2013-05-30) which are considered as the total population of this study. 

 

4.3.1 Sampling 

If the population is large, it may be difficult to investigate the whole population due to cost 

and time constraints (Aaker et al., 2010). One approach is to choose a sample, which is a 

selected part of all units representable of the whole population (Christensen et al., 2001), 

which is connected to the second step in the sampling process, determine the sampling frame 

(Malhotra, 2010). Sampling frame is a representation of the units in the population (Malhotra, 

2010; Aaker et al., 2010) and it can consist of a list or specifications of how to identify the 

target population of which the sample is chosen from (Malhotra, 2010). The sample frame 

was decided to be Swedish companies that export goods to Norway, Poland, Russia and/or the 

Baltic countries Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania. Swedish companies were chosen since it is the 

country of the origin of the study, which might ease the access to the companies, but also 

since Sweden is a member of the EU.  

 

The countries as host markets were chosen based on two aspects; their cultural and 

geographical distances to Sweden and their existence of institutional collaborations, which is 
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connected to the first and the fourth hypothesis. Norway was chosen due to their 

neighbourhood with Sweden and its similarities in culture but also due to their non-

membership of the European Union. The Baltic countries were chosen since they are a 

growing export market for Swedish firms (Swedish trade and investment council (a), 2013-

04-11) but also due to their membership of the European Union. Poland is one of the biggest 

export markets for Swedish firms (Swedish trade and investment council (b), 2013-04-11) and 

due to their membership of European Union it might be a relevant market to investigate. Both 

Poland and the Baltic countries are overseas neighbours with Sweden but the geographical 

and cultural distances are assumed to be bigger in comparison to Norway. The choice of 

Russia was mainly depending on its non-existence of EU-membership, but also since Russia 

has longer geographical and cultural distance to Sweden, in comparison to the other countries. 

An illustration of the specifications of the sample frame can be found in figure 4.1 below. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 4.1 Sampling Frame 

 

The next step is to select a sampling technique (Malhotra, 2010). It can be chosen to do either 

a random sampling where all units have the same probability to be a part of the sample or a 

non-random sampling where the units are selected based on other criteria than probability 

(Bryman and Bell, 2005; Aaker et al., 2010). In this thesis, the participating companies were 

chosen based on criteria rather than probability and was therefore a non-random sampling. 

The sample was chosen based on the sample frame through access to membership lists on the 

Sampling	  
frame	  

EU-‐country	  as	  a	  
home	  market	  

Swedish	  
companies	  

Exporting	  goods	  

Export	  to	  Norway,	  
Poland,	  Russia	  
and/or	  the	  Baltic	  

region	  
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webpages of seven of the eleven Swedish trade councils. All companies of these lists were 

scanned which finally generated a list delimited to those Swedish companies that export 

goods to Norway, Poland, Russia and/or the Baltic region.  

 

Additional respondents were collected through a database called Kompass (Kompass, 2013-

04-11), provided through the library of the Linnaeus University. This type of sampling 

technique is called judgmental sampling, where the respondents are selected based on the 

judgement of the researchers. This sampling technique means that the researchers choose the 

elements to be included in the study’s sample since they presume that they are representative 

of the population of interest based on the criteria judgement (Malhotra, 2010). These criteria 

are shown in figure 4.1.  

 

4.3.2 Response rate and missing data 

The fourth and final step in the sampling process is to determine the sample size (Malhotra, 

2012). In this thesis, the sample size existed of 812 companies that were selected based on the 

criteria presented in figure 4.1. These companies were provided with the questionnaire 

through email. A few reminders were also sent out which generated a total of 157 completed 

questionnaires. Some companies responded that they either had no operations in the selected 

countries or had no ability to fill in the questionnaire for various reasons. Those respondents 

(27) who reported that they did not export to these markets were removed from the sample, 

and an adjusted sample was determined. The final response rate was then calculated based on 

completed questionnaires divided to the adjusted sample, which generated a response rate of 

20,0 %. To increase the response rate, an opportunity for the respondents to take part of the 

results of the study was given if they attached their e-mail address in the end of the 

questionnaire. The respondent was secured that the questionnaire was completely anonymous 

since, according to Bryman and Bell (2005), highlighting the anonymity of the survey is a 

way to increase the response rate. An overview of the responses is presented in table 4.2.  
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Table 4.2 Response rate 
 No. of respondents 

 
Total sample 
 
Responses not part of the sample (-) 
 
Adjusted sample 
 
Completed questionnaires 
 
Response rate  

812 
 
27 
 
785 
 
157 
 
20,0 % 

 

Since only 157 respondents, out of 785, completed the questionnaire, it was necessary to do a 

test to see if the results of the completed responses could, despite its relatively low number, be 

generalizable to the whole population. This was done through a chi-square test to determine if 

there was a statistically significant relation between the two variables. This test allows the 

researchers to draw conclusions about the study’s population on the basis of the sample 

results, which is done through Cramer’s V statistics (Miller et al., 2002). The available 

secondary data about the non-responding firms was whether the non-responding firms could 

be seen as a manufacturing firm or not. An amount of 20 % of the non-responding firms, the 

same amount as the study’s response rate, was selected to be a part of the test. It could be seen 

that there was no significant difference between how many of the responding firms that were 

manufacturing firms compared to the non-responding firms (p<0,13). This means that based 

on industry type, there exist no significant difference between the firms that responded to the 

questionnaire and those who did not. This means that it is possible to draw generalizable 

conclusion of the population based on the sample, which can further be seen since the Pearson 

Chi-square was low (2,32). The result can be seen in table 4.3. 

 

Table 4.3 Missing data 
 Not manufacturing 

 
Manufacturing Pearson Chi square Cramer’s V Sig. 

 
 
Not responding 
 
Responding 

 
 
63,5 % 
 
72,0% 

 
 
36,5 % 
 
28,0 % 

2,319 0,128 

 

Further, it was needed to know if the responding firms represented all countries included in 

the study to ensure that no country was underrepresented. Table 4.4 below shows the 

frequency of how many of the respondents that had sales to respective country. It can be seen 
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that Norway had the highest representation with 95,5 %, and Russia the lowest with 57,3 %. 

However, since the majority of the respondents were represented in Russia, it was considered 

that no country were underrepresented.  

 

Table 4.4 Operating countries 

 Frequency Percent % 
 

Export to Norway 
 
Export to Baltics 
 
Export to Poland 
 
Export to Russia 
 
N  

150 
 
110 
 
107 
 
90 
 
157 

95,5 
 
70,0 
 
68,1 
 
57,3 
 
100,0 

 

To secure that the respondents were trustworthy, a question about what position each 

respondent has in the company was asked. The result of this question showed that the most 

frequent positions were CEO and sales director, with export manager and market director 

closed behind. These four positions were all considered as reliable to answer the 

questionnaire, and since 89,8 % of the respondents had one of these positions, the collected 

data was considered as trustworthy. However, sales person and other leading positions might 

be knowledgeable enough to answer the questionnaire as well. The frequency of the 

respondents’ position is showed in table 4.5 below. 

 

Table 4.5 Position of the respondents 
 Frequency 

 
Percent % Cumulative 

percent % 
CEO 
 
Sales Director 
 
Export Manager 
 
Market Director 
 
Sales Person 
 
Other 
 
N  

67 
 
34 
 
22 
 
18 
 
5 
 
11 
 
157 

42,7 
 
21,7 
 
14,0 
 
11,5 
 
3,2 
 
7,0 
 
100,0 

42,7 
 
64,4 
 
78,3 
 
89,8 
 
93,0 
 
100,0 
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4.4 Variables 
4.4.1 Dependent variables 

In this study, two dependent variables were used; market barriers and governmental barriers. 

Market barriers existed of the ten most important barriers, found in the literature, which 

concerns barriers that might occur when expanding on an international market. These barriers 

are mainly adopted from Porter (1980) (Cost advantage, product differentiation, capital 

requirement, customer switching costs, access to distribution channels), Karakaya and Stahl 

(1989) (Number of competitors, price competition, differences in language, increased 

advertising) and Barkema et al. (1996) (Differences in culture). The aim of this variable was 

to test the hypotheses 1 to 3. Governmental barriers existed of the barrier governmental 

regulations and policies, found in literature, (Porter, 1980; Karakaya and Stahl, 1989) and the 

potential new barrier trading restrictions, found in the pre-study. The aim of this variable was 

to test hypothesis 4. An overview of the dependent variables can be found in table 4.6 

 

Table 4.6. Dependent variables 
 
 

No of indicators Mean value 

Market barriers 
 
Governmental barriers 

10 
 
2 

2,8302 
 
2,9912 

 

4.4.2 Independent variables 

The independent variables were connected to the explanatory factors in the research model, 

thus each explanatory factor was connected to a hypothesis. The first hypothesis concerns the 

factor geographical and cultural distance to the host market and since this study contains the 

countries Norway, Baltics, Poland and Russia, the independent variable was country. Great 

market experience might simplify the understanding of the market and the customers’ needs 

(Erramilli, 1991). Therefore, market experience was considered as an explanatory factor and 

was connected to the second hypothesis as an independent variable as well. Also the choice of 

intermediating strategy and existence of institutional collaborations were considered as 

explanatory factors in the research model and were therefore used as independent variables as 

well. Intermediating strategy was connected to the third hypothesis and existence of 

institutional collaborations was connected to the fourth hypothesis. The independent variables 

are shown in table 4.7 below.  
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Table 4.7. Independent variables 
 
 

Hypothesis Scale 

Country 
 
Market experience 
 
Intermediating strategy 
 
Institutional collaborations 

H1 
 
H2 
 
H3 
 
H4 

Nominal 
 
Interval 
 
Nominal 
 
Nominal 

 

4.4.3 Control variables  

According to Aaker et al. (2010), control variables should be included to secure that the 

sample is representable of the whole population. This was done by provide questions 

regarding what type of industry the company operates in and the size of the company 

measured by annual turnover. The reason why these variables were included in this study was 

that researchers have proven these control variables as important. Pehrsson (2012) express 

that depending on a firm’s size, like its turnover, the firm has different resources and 

capabilities and was therefore considered as a control variable in that study. The variable 

regarding industry has also been used as a control variable in several researches (Karakaya, 

2002; Pehrsson, 2012; Karakaya and Parayitam, 2012). Karakaya (2002) highlighted that the 

importance of barriers might vary depending on industry. With this discussion in mind, what 

type of industry the companies operates in and the company’s annual turnover was included 

as control variables in the linear-regression analysis since they might have an affect on the 

perception of the barriers.  

 

To get knowledge of how well the answers from the respondents actually represented all type 

of firms in the matter of size, a question about their annual turnover was asked. The provided 

answers from the respondents were regrouped into four categories. It could be seen that the 

most representative firms was those with a turnover of maximum 50 m SEK, while the 

companies with more than 500 m SEK had the fewest. The results are presented in table 4.8 

below. 
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Table 4.8 Annual turnover 

 Frequency 
 

Percent % 

<50 m SEK 
 
50-199 m SEK 
 
200-500 m SEK 
 
500> m SEK 
 
N  

55 
 
53 
 
25 
 
24 
 
157 

35,0 
 
33,8 
 
15,9 
 
15,9 
 
100,0 

 

Additionally, what type of industry might be a factor as well (Karakaya and Parayitam, 2012), 

and was therefore used as a control variable. In the questionnaire, the respondents were asked 

to fill in their primary industry, meaning that if a company both could be seen as a 

manufacturing firm and a textile firm, they need to consider which type of industry that was 

their primarily. The answers were then regrouped based on frequency into different types of 

industries, in order to see the spread between the industries. The industry regarding 

manufacturing was the most commonly. One group was called other since in some cases the 

respondents have a specific industry that could not be grouped into some of the seven most 

common groups of industries. Examples of industries that were grouped into other were 

electricity, office supplies and toys. The frequency of the industries is illustrated in table 4.9 

below. 

 

Table 4.9 Type of industry 
 Frequency 

 

Percent % 

Manufacturing 
 
Metal and vehicle 
 
Food and cosmetic 
 
Wood and furniture 
 
Chemical and plastic 
 
Textile 
 
Medical technology 
 
Other 
 
N  

44 
 
25 
 
18 
 
16 
 
16 
 
13 
 
9 
 
16 
 
157 

28,0 
 
15,9 
 
11,5 
 
10,2 
 
10,2 
 
8,3 
 
5,7 
 
10,2 
 
100,0 
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4.5 Operationalization 
To be able to test the hypotheses, an operationalization was done based on the concepts in the 

research model (Figure 3.1). The concepts were operationalized in order to enable the 

respondents to provide answer to the concepts and their potential relation to them. An 

operationalization process is used to translate abstract and immeasurable concepts and 

transform them into concrete and measureable (Walker, 1999). Meaning that 

operationalization is a link between the theoretical and the measurable definition of the 

variable (Svensson, 2005) in order to simplify the understanding of the terms (Walker, 1999). 

The operationalization is illustrated in table 4.10 below. 

 

Table 4.10 Operationalization  
Concept Adapted from Variable Item on questionnaire 

 
Measurement 

Exogenous; Cost 
advantage 

Bain (1956); Porter 
(1980); Karakaya and 
Stahl (1989); Gable et al. 
(1995); Pehrsson (2009)  

Market 
barriers 

Your company 
perceives that 
incumbents cost 
advantage are a barrier 
to expand on these 
markets 

Seven point likert 
scale, 1= totally 
disagree, 
7=Totally agree 

Exogenous; 
Product 
differentiation 

Bain (1956); Porter 
(1980); Karakaya and 
Stahl (1989); Gable et al. 
(1995); Pehrsson (2009)  

 Your company 
perceives that 
incumbents product 
differentiation is a 
barrier to expand on 
these markets 

Seven point likert 
scale, 1= totally 
disagree, 
7=Totally agree 

Exogenous; 
Capital 
requirement  

Bain (1956); Porter 
(1980); Karakaya and 
Stahl (1989); Karakaya 
and Kerin (2007);  

 Your company 
perceives that the need 
of capital requirement is 
a barrier to expand on 
these markets 

Seven point likert 
scale, 1= totally 
disagree, 
7=Totally agree 

Exogenous; 
Customer 
switching cost 

Porter (1980); Karakaya 
and Stahl (1989); 
Pehrsson (2009); Lutz et 
al. (2010).  

 Your company 
perceives that customer 
switching cost is a 
barrier to expand on 
these markets 

Seven point likert 
scale, 1= totally 
disagree, 
7=Totally agree 

Exogenous; 
Access to 
distribution 
channels 

Porter (1980); Karakaya 
and Stahl (1989); Gable 
et al. (1995); Han et al. 
(2001); Pehrsson (2004, 
2009) 

 Your company 
perceives that having 
access to distribution 
channels is a barrier to 
expand on these 
markets 

Seven point likert 
scale, 1= totally 
disagree, 
7=Totally agree 

Exogenous; 
Number of 
competitors 

Karakaya and Stahl 
(1989); Pehrsson (2009); 
Lutz et al. (2010). 

 Your company 
perceives that the 
number of competitors 
are a problem to expand 
on these markets 

Seven point likert 
scale, 1= totally 
disagree, 
7=Totally agree 
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Endogenous; 
Price 
competition 

Karakaya and Stahl 
(1989); Gable et al. 
(1995); Pehrsson (2009)  

 Your company 
perceives that price 
competition is a barrier 
to expand on these 
markets 

Seven point likert 
scale, 1= totally 
disagree, 
7=Totally agree 

Endogenous; 
Differences in 
language 

Karakaya and Stahl 
(1991); Harzing and 
Feely (2008) 

 Your company 
perceives that 
differences in language 
is a barrier to expand on 
these markets 

Seven point likert 
scale, 1= totally 
disagree, 
7=Totally agree 

Endogenous; 
Differences in 
culture 

Barkema et al. (1996); 
Tihanyi et al. (2005); 
Crowne (2008)  

 Your company 
perceives differences in 
cultural is a barrier to 
expand on these 
markets 

Seven point likert 
scale, 1= totally 
disagree, 
7=Totally agree 

Endogenous; 
Increased 
advertising 

Karakaya and Stahl 
(1989); Gable et al. 
(1995); Pehrsson (2009) 

 Your company 
perceives that increased 
advertising is a barrier 
to expand on these 
markets 

Seven point likert 
scale, 1= totally 
disagree, 
7=Totally agree 

Exogenous; 
Governmental 
policies and 
regulations 

Porter (1980); Karakaya 
and Stahl (1989); Gable 
et al. (1995); Pehrsson 
(2009) 

Governmental 
barriers 

Your company 
perceives laws, 
regulations and policies 
are a barrier to expand 
on these markets 

Seven point likert 
scale, 1= totally 
disagree, 
7=Totally agree 

Trading 
restrictions  

Derived from the pre-
study 

Your company 
perceives that customs 
restrictions and various 
administrative fees are a 
barrier to expand on 
these markets 

Seven point likert 
scale, 1= totally 
disagree, 
7=Totally agree 

Cultural and 
geographical 
distance 

Tihanyi et al., 2005; 
Ojala and Tyrväinen, 
2007; Niu et al., 2012 

Country  Your company is 
operating in following 
markets 

Nominal scale, 
Norway, Baltics, 
Poland, Russia 

Market 
experience 

Erramilli, 1991; Hart et 
al. 1994; Katsikeas, 1996; 
Delios and Henisz, 2003 

Market 
experience 

Number of operating 
years at each 
geographical market 

Interval scale, 
open question 

Intermediating 
strategy 

Pehrsson, 2012 Intermediating 
strategy 

Your company´s choice 
of intermediating 
strategy at each 
geographical market 

Nominal scale, 
Direct export, 
subsidiary, 
franchising, sales 
office, retailer, 
agent 

Existence of 
institutional 
collaborations 

Brouthers, 2013 Institutional 
collaborations 

Your company is 
operating in following 
markets 

Nominal scale, 
Norway, Baltics, 
Poland, Russia 

Company size Karakaya and Parayitam, 
2012; Pehrsson, 2012 

Annual 
turnover 

Your company´s annual 
turnover 

Interval scale, 
open question 

Type of industry Karakaya and Stahl, 
1989; Karakaya, 2002; 
Karakaya and Parayitam, 
2012; Pehrsson, 2012 

Industry Your company´s 
primary type of industry 
is 

Open question 
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4.5.1 Questionnaire design 

As examined in previous sections, the data collection method was determined to be a 

questionnaire, which conducts of two types of questions, open-ended and closed. Closed 

questions characterizes of a given amount of options where the respondent choose the most 

suitable, while open-ended questions gives the opportunity to answer with the respondent´s 

own words. The advantages with open-ended questions are mainly that the answers are deeper 

and not biased by the in advance given options (Bryman and Bell, 2005). It also enables the 

researcher to recode the data into clusters that are sufficient based on the result, which is not 

possible when the range is given in closed questions or statements (Christensen et al., 2001). 

Closed questions are beneficial when the questionnaire is constructed as statements and the 

aim is to investigate a certain concept (Christensen et al., 2001). The advantage is that it is 

easy to compare the answers against each other, which simplified the interpretation and 

analyse of the collected data (Bryman and Bell, 2005). The main disadvantage is that the 

given options might not cover the respondents’ opinion entirely, which forces them to choose 

the best suitable option (Bryman and Bell, 2005).  

 

The questionnaire was constructed with both open-ended and closed questions and was based 

on the operationalization, presented in table 4.10, and the questionnaire can be found in 

appendix 3. Initially, the respondents were asked to fill in their company name in order to 

avoid sending reminders to those who already have responded. An additional text was added 

in order to secure their anonymity, expressed that their answers would be handled strictly 

confidential and that the company name would not be tracked back to their responses. 

 

The first questions concern information about the company’s active yeas on the geographical 

markets, annual turnover and what type of industry the company operates in. These questions 

were used as independent variables. The questions 4b, 5 and 7a-d were closed questions 

where the respondents choose the most suitable of the given alternatives. Closed questions 

can use four different types of measurement scales; Nominal, Ordinal, Interval and Ratio, and 

these questions used a nominal scale. With a nominal scale, it is unable to rank the different 

alternatives against each other and the number only serves as labels for identifying and 

classifying objects (Malhotra, 2010). This scale was used since the respondent would choose 

between different options that were examined in the pre-study (see section 4.1). The bias with 

nominal scale is that the given options might not suit all respondents (Bryman and Bell, 2005) 
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which was decreased by offering an alternative named “other” where the respondent can 

answer with their own words. 

 

Part two of the questionnaire concerned perceived expansion barriers, examined through 

statements, where the respondents choose to what extent they disagree or agree to the 

statements. The alternatives were between 1 (totally disagree) to 7 (totally agree) and were 

constructed with an ordinal scale. The characteristic of an ordinal scale is that the results can 

be compared against each other since the grading is able to rank (Malhotra, 2010). 

 

In order to simplify the distribution, the questionnaire was constructed through an Internet 

based application called Keysurvey, which enables to attach the questionnaire in e-mails. 

After the construction of the questionnaire it was pre-tested. Both an expert in the field and 

three appropriate companies that were representable of the study’s sample reviewed the 

questionnaire. After minor adjustments, based on feedback from the pre-tests, the 

questionnaire was sent out to the respondents throw an e-mail application called mail-chimp, 

where the link to the electronic questionnaire was attached. The letter of intent used in the e-

mails can be found in appendix 2.  

 

4.6 Analysis procedure 
After collecting the data, an analysis of the data should be done (Christensen et al., 2001). As 

this study had a quantitative approach a statistical analysis has been used to analyse the 

collected data. The quantitative analysis was done in the statistical computer program SPSS, 

Statistical Package for Social Science. For this study, following tools in SPSS were used to 

analyse the gathered data: Correlation analysis, One-way ANOVA with Post Hoc test and a 

linear regression analysis. Each analysis type is presented below.  

 

Correlation analysis  

This type of analysis is used in order to determine if there is a relationship between two 

variables but also to see the strength of the relationship. The most commonly used coefficient 

when analysing the correlation is the Pearson Coefficient, which explains linear relations 

between the variables (Malhotra, 2010). The coefficient is a value between -1 (negative 

correlation) and +1 (positive correlation) and the closer to 0, the weaker the correlation is 

(Miller et al., 2002). The sample size in the calculation is vital, since the higher the sample 

size is the better the significance will be (Bryman & Bell, 2005).  
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The correlation analysis was done in order to see how the variables were related to each other. 

This was the first step to test the hypotheses, since it indicated the relationship between the 

explanatory factors and the perception of the expansion barriers. If the correlation between the 

variables is not significant, there is no need to test the hypotheses further with another tests 

(Miller et al., 2002). Since the dependent, the independent and the control variables were 

measured by different scales it was decided to do a correlation-analysis that included these 

variables and therefore the dummy-variables are not included in the analysis since they were 

not measured with scales. 

 

One-Way ANOVA with Post Hoc test  

The second approach to test the hypotheses was through an ANOVA-analysis (Analysis of 

Variance). An ANOVA-analysis compares if the average value of one variable, the mean of a 

dependent variable, vary significantly in comparison to another variable, the independent 

variable (Miller et al., 2002), meaning that it can be seen if there is a significant mean 

difference between at least two of the variables (Nolan & Heinzen, 2007). However, an 

ANOVA only calculates if there are significant variances between the groups but does not 

identify between which groups. To see the difference, a post hoc test is necessary to conduct 

in order to make multiple comparisons between the means (Miller et al., 2002; Nolan & 

Heinzen, 2007). The reason why ANOVA was used in this study was to see if there were any 

significant differences between the groups in each hypothesis. Each hypothesis tested if the 

groups in each explanatory factor perceived the expansion barriers differently.  

  

Linear regression analysis  

One of the approaches to test the four hypotheses was through a linear regression analysis, 

which tests the relationship between a dependent with one or more independent variables 

(Miller et al., 2002; Malhotra, 2010). The aim with this analysis is to identify if a relationship 

exists, how strong the relationship is and also the structure of the relationship (Malhotra, 

2010). The difference between regression and correlation analysis is that regression analysis 

assumes that the independent variable is a cause of the dependent variable (Miller et al., 2002; 

Malhotra, 2010). When conducting a regression analysis, two values are important to take into 

consideration, the R square and the beta-coefficient. R square explains how much of the 

variance in the dependent variable that is explained by the independent variables, while the 

beta coefficient explains how much a change in the dependent variable affects the 
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independent variable (Miller et al., 2002).  

 

Since the dependent variables are measured with an ordinal scale it was decided to do linear-

regressions. These analyses were done in order to test the relationship between the 

independent variables, country, market experience, intermediating strategy and institutional 

collaborations, and the dependent variable perception of market barriers. First, the 

relationship between the main independent variable and the dependent variable were tested 

for each hypothesis. Then the same relation was tested, but with control variables included in 

order to see if the results are affected by a mediating variable. Finally, other independent 

variables were included to see if these variables might affect the result. 

 

4.7 Quality criteria 
To ensure the quality of the study, the validity and reliability need to be examined. Validity 

refers to how the chosen indicators measure what it is intended to measure and reliability 

concerns if the study intends to measure its aim (Bryman & Bell, 2005, Nolan & Henizen, 

2007). The validity was obtained through the examination of content validity, construct 

validity and criterion validity, while the reliability was gained through stability and internal 

reliability.  

 

4.7.1 Validity  

Content validity 

The content validity concerns how well the components of a measurement are created to 

reflect that construct. Letting experts judge if the measurement represent what it intends to do 

is a useful approach to achieve content validity (Bryman & Bell, 2005). For this study content 

validity was achieved by allowing an expert in the academic field judge the affinity before the 

questionnaires were sent out. Content validity was also secured by doing a pre-test on three 

respondents belonging to the study’s sample. This was done in order to secure that all 

questions were understandable, which confirmed that relevant data was collected.  

 

Construct validity 

Construct validity indicates the extent to which the operationalization measures the concepts 

it intends to measure, like the relation between the statements in a questionnaire and the 

study’s theoretical concepts (Bryman & Bell, 2005; 2011). Bickman & Rog (1998) emphasize 

that a threat when trying to obtain construct validity is if the researcher determines that one 
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effect is caused by a theoretical concept when another concept is the actually effect. To avoid 

this threat and guarantee the study´s construct validity, Nolan & Heinzen (2007), claimed that 

a correlation test should be done. The correlation should be significant between the items in a 

variable, but should not be too high since they might then measure the same concept 

(Christensen et al., 2001).  

 

In this study, a correlation test was only conducted on the barrier governmental barriers since 

this was the only barrier that contained more than one item. The other barriers had a specific 

question for each item and the construct validity was thus achieved without a correlation test. 

The correlation-test showed a significant correlation of 0,747, which indicated that the items 

measures what they intend to do, since p<0,01. However, the two items were not correlated 

too high which indicated that they do not measure exactly the same concept but it was 

relevant to include both since the correlation was significant. The result is presented in table 

4.11. 

 

Table 4.11 Construct validity test 
 Customs fee and diverse 

administration costs 
 

Governmental regulation 
and policies 

Pearson Correlation 
 
N 

0,747** 

 
157 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0,01 level (2-tailed) 

 

Criterion validity 

The last form of validity is the criterion validity, which makes it possible for the researcher to 

understand how well the questionnaire correlates with the measures (Donovan et al., 1996). 

This type of validity can be achieved through a hypothesis test and, if there is a relationship, 

conclusions can be drawn about the population (Nolan and Heinzen, 2007). To ensure that the 

questions that were asked could represent its given concepts; the statements were adopted 

from the study’s pre-study, which have demonstrated the connection between the questions 

and the concepts.  

 

4.7.2 Reliability  

When measure the quality of the study it is not enough to ensure that the measures are valid, 

hence it also have to be reliable in order to be useful. The objective of the reliability is to 
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decide if the questionnaire is stable, repeatable and consistent (Donovan et al., 1996; Bryman 

& Bell, 2005). Yin (2007) further express that reliability is used to minimize bias and error in 

the research, thus if a research is considered as completely reliable it has none number of 

errors (Christensen et. al., 2010). Two forms of reliability should be evaluated when 

conducting a quantitative study; stability and internal reliability (Bryman & Bell, 2005). 

 

Stability  

The term stability refers to if the results from the study are the same over time (Ghauri & 

Grönhaugh, 2005), hence the result should not differ significantly if the study would be 

repeated (Bryman & Bell, 2005; Yin, 2007). Therefore, it is vital that the researcher have 

accurate compilation of the research process in order to enable other researchers’ ability to 

follow each research step and repeat the study by only reading the original study (Yin, 2007). 

For this study, stability was achieved by provide well-formulated justifications of every 

choice of the different research steps in order to enable other researchers to repeat the study. 

In addition, a figure that illustrates each justification was added in the end of the chapter. 

 

Internal reliability  

The other form that needs to be taken into consideration is the internal reliability, which 

shows whether the measured concepts are reliable and consequent or not. This can be 

measured by comparing two indicators, measuring the same concept. If one of the indicators 

has a high value the other indicator should has a high value as well. This value can be 

identified by the use of Cronbach alpha (α), which is a measurement of how different items in 

each variable are correlating (Bryman & Bell, 2005). Cronbach’s alpha is a value between 0 

(no internal reliability) and 1 (perfect internal reliability) and should have a value above 0.8 to 

reach internal validity (Bryman & Bell, 2005; Nolan & Henizen, 2007). To achieve internal 

reliability in this study, a Cronbach’s alpha test was done concerning the two dependent 

variables; market barriers and governmental barriers. The tests generated a satisfied outcome 

since the values were above 0,8, which is an acceptable alpha value (Bryman and Bell, 2005). 

The reliability tests are presented in table 4.12. 
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Table 4.12 Reliability test 
 Cronbach’s alpha 

 
N of items 

Market barriers 
 
Governmental barriers 

0,845 
 
0,854 

10 
 
2 

 

4.8 Methodology summary 
Figure 4.2 contains a summary of the different parts applied in this study and may be used to 

create an overview of the methods used.  

 

 
Figure 4.2 Methodology summary 

  

Data	  analysis	  through	  correlation,	  ANOVA	  and	  regression	  analysis	  

Response	  rate	  20%	  

Data	  collection	  through	  questionnaires	  

Swedish	  companies	  exporting	  to	  Norway,	  Poland,	  Russia	  and/or	  the	  Baltics	  

Survey	  

Mainly	  pimary	  data	  

Quantitative method 
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5. Data analysis and results 
In this chapter the analysis and results from the collected data are presented. The chapter is 

divided into two parts. The first part conducts a correlation analysis to see if the chosen 

variables are related to each other. The second part outlines the hypotheses testing where 

each hypothesis is analysed through an ANOVA-analysis together with a linear regression-

analysis to support or reject the hypotheses. 

  

Initially, three hypotheses were tested with a correlation-analysis in order to see if the 

variables were correlated. Further, each hypothesis was tested separately with an ANOVA-

analysis and a Post Hoc test to identify if there were significant differences between the 

groups. In addition, a regression analysis was done to see if the dependent variables were 

affected by the independents. For each regression analysis the control variables, annual 

turnover and industry, were included in the tests in order to ensure that the hypothesis variable 

in each test was the most explanatory. Finally, a discussion for each hypothesis was carried 

out to determine if the hypothesis was supported or rejected. 

 

5.1 Correlation analysis 
To see if the variables were related to each other, a correlation analysis was done where all 

variables, whose relation might be analyzed, were included. The control variables (annual 

turnover and industry), the independent variables (country, market experience and 

institutional collaborations) and the dependent variables (market barriers and governmental 

barriers) were included. The independent variable intermediating strategy was not possible to 

include in a correlation matrix as it has a nominal scale where grading is not possible to rank. 

However, this was not the case with the independent variables country and institutional 

collaborations, which could be included. The reason was that the countries included could be 

ranked based on distance to the home market Sweden and their use of institutional 

collaborations. Table 5.1 below shows how the variables are correlated. In the correlation- 

and the regression-analysis, the value of the total sample (n) was 457 respondents, since each 

company can operate in more than one country. This means that each company can generate 

more than one answer. 
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Table 5.1 Correlation analysis 
 Ann. 

Turnover 
 

Industry. Count. Mark. 
exper. 

Institut. 
coll. 

Market 
barr. 

Gov. 
barr. 

Annual turnover 
 
Industry 
 
Country 
 
Market experience 
 
Inst. Coll. 
 
Market barriers 
 
Governmental 
barriers 
 
n 

 
 
-0,172** 
 
0,035 
 
0,110* 
 
-0,005 
 
-0,115* 
 
0,095 
 
 
457 

 
 
 
 
0,001 
 
0,023 
 
-0,023 
 
0,013 
 
0,022 
 
 
457 

 
 
 
 
 
 
-0,401** 
 
0,265** 
 
0,351** 
 
0,348** 
 
 
457 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
0,029 
 
-0,260** 
 
-0,257** 
 
 
457 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
0,081 
 
0,504** 
 
 
457 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
0,510** 
 
 
457 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
457 

** = p<0,01 * = p<0,05 

 

The correlations between the variables in this case were more or less important depending on 

if the variable was dependent or independent. The first hypothesis regarding whether cultural 

and geographical distance are associated with the perception of market barriers or not, was 

further tested since there was a positive correlation, 0,351, between these variables. This 

showed, in accordance to the hypothesis, that high values on the independent variable (long 

distance to the host market) were correlated with high values on the dependent variable (high 

perception of market barriers). The result was significant at 99 % since p<0,01. According to 

the second hypothesis, high values on the variable market experience (great market 

experience, should be correlated with low values on the variable perceived market barriers 

since a greater experience was assumed to decrease the perception of market barriers. The 

results showed a negative correlation of -0,260 and was therefore further tested since the 

result was significant, p<0,01.  

 

Before testing the correlation between the variables in the fourth hypothesis, it was needed to 

recode the variable country since low values should be equal to country with institutional 

collaboration and the higher the value, the less existence of institutional collaborations. 

Norway was classified as lower than Russia since they have implemented some of EU´s 

regulations in their national legislation. The new coding was Baltics=1, Poland=2, Norway=3 

and Russia=4, and the variable was named institutional collaboration. This enables to test if 

the relation aligns with the hypothesis, i.e. low values on the independent variable 
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(institutional collaborations) were correlated with low values on the dependent variable 

(governmental barriers). The result showed a positive correlation, 0,504, and the relation was 

therefore further tested since it was significant (p<0,01). In addition, the correlation between 

the control variables and the dependent variables were tested, and it was found that there was 

a weak negative correlation between annual turnover and perceived market barriers. 

Therefore, this relation was further tested with a regression analysis. Lastly, the correlations 

between the independent variables were reviewed. If they have a strong correlation, there is a 

risk that the independent variables overlap each other when doing a regression analysis 

(Miller et al., 2002). However, this was not shown between these variables since all 

correlations were <0,5. 

 

5.2 Hypotheses testing 
In following section each hypothesis will be tested, initially with an ANOVA + Post Hoc 

analysis. If the results proved to be significant they will also be tested through a regression 

analysis. The ANOVA analysis generates a F-score and if it shows significance (p<0,05), 

there are significant differences between the groups. These differences are identified with a 

Post Hoc analysis. The regression analyses were tested in three steps. The first step tested the 

dependent variable against the independent as proposed in the hypothesis (model 1). In step 

two, control variables were added in order to see if there are mediating variables that might 

affect the results (model 2). Finally, all independent variables were added to secure that the 

results are not affected by the other factors (model 3). The beta-value was then affected and 

the regression-analysis increased thereby its trustworthiness. 

 

Cultural and geographical distances 

H1: Long geographical and cultural distances between the home market and the host market 

are associated with high perception of market barriers on the host market. 

 

As described in the previous section, this hypothesis was initially tested by an ANOVA-

analysis and a Post Hoc to see if a long geographical and cultural distance between the 

companies’ home market, Sweden, is associated with a high perception of market barriers on 

the host market. The dependent variable was perception of market barriers and the 

independent variables were each country (Norway, Baltics, Poland and Russia). The result of 

the test is shown in table 5.2.  
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Table 5.2 ANOVA-analysis + Post Hoc (Scheffe) H1 
Dependent Variable: Perceived market barriers 

Factor: Country 

 

  
Mean 

 Mean 
Differences  

 
n 

 
F 
 

Norway 
 
 
Baltics 
 
 
Poland 
 
 
Russia 

2,3547 
 
 
2,7764 
 
 
3,0402 
 
 
3,4389 

Baltics 
Poland 
Russia 
Norway 
Poland 
Russia 
Norway 
Baltics 
Russia 
Norway 
Baltics 
Poland 

-0,42170* 
-0,68552** 
-1,08422** 
0,42170* 
-0,26382 
-0,66253** 
0,68552** 
0,26382 
-0,39870 
1,08422** 
0,66253** 
0,39870 

150 
 
 
110 
 
 
107 
 
 
90 

21,399*** 

*** = p<0,001 ** = p<0,01 * = p<0,05 
 

Initially, it can be seen that the ANOVA-analysis showed a 99,99 % significant difference 

between the countries on how they perceive the market barriers according to the F-value, 

since p<0,001. Therefore, a Post Hoc test was conducted in order to see which countries that 

had significant differences between each other. Concerning Norway, it can initially be seen 

that the perception of market barriers has the lowest mean value in comparison to the other 

countries, (2,3547). The differences between Norway and the other countries showed that 

there were significant differences since the mean differences were either p<0,005 or p<0,001. 

However, the mean differences between Norway and Poland, and Norway and Russia have 

higher significant differences (p<0,001), for example the mean difference between Norway 

and Russia was 1,08422. This shows tendencies that Swedish companies that operate in both 

Norway and Russia perceived the market barriers significantly higher in Russia than in 

Norway, which might be explained by longer geographical and cultural distance to Russia 

compared to Norway.  

 

When taking the Baltic countries into consideration, it can be seen that there were significant 

differences between the mean value for the Baltics in comparison to Norway and Russia. But, 

the mean difference between the Baltics and Poland was not significant, since the perception 

of market barriers for Swedish companies was almost the same for the Baltics and Poland. 

This can be explained by the fact that the difference in geographical and cultural distances 

between the Baltics and Poland is limited, and therefore Swedish companies do not perceive 

the barriers differently in these two countries. 
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In addition, a regression analysis was done to further test the hypothesis. The dependent 

variable, perceived market barriers, was tested against three hypothesis variables as dummies 

(Norway, Baltics and Poland) where Russia was the constant, i.e. the reference value, since it 

has the longest distance to the home market Sweden. The results are presented in table 5.3.  

 

Table 5.3. Regression analysis H1 
Dependent variable: Perceived Market Barriers. 
Unstandardized b-coefficients, standard errors within brackets 
 
 

Model 1 
(Country) 

Model 2 
(Country, industry, 
annual turnover,) 

Model 3 
(Country, industry, 
annual turnover, market 
experience, strategy) 

Constant 
 
Hypothesis variables 
Norway (dummy) 
 
Baltics (dummy) 
 
Poland (dummy) 
 
Control variables 
Industry (dummy) 
 
Annual turnover 
 
Independent variables 
Market experience 
 
Contract (dummy) 
 
Abroad location (dummy) 
 
 
R square (adjusted) 
n 

3,343*** 
(0,112) 
 
-1,084*** 
(0,142) 
-0,663*** 
(0,151) 
-0,399*** 
(0,152) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
0,118 
457 

3,514*** 
(0,018) 
 
-1,084*** 
(0,142) 
-0,663*** 
(0,151) 
-0,399*** 
(0,152) 
 
-0,026 
(0,111) 
0,000** 
(0,000) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
0,131 
457 

3,567*** 
(0,128) 
 
-0,943*** 
(0,154) 
-0,635*** 
(0,151) 
-0,349* 
(0,151) 
 
-0.017 
(0,111) 
0,000* 
(0,000) 
 
-0,011* 
(0,005) 
0,122 
(0,109) 
-0,120 
(0,153) 
 
0,143 
457 

*** = p<0,001 ** = p<0,01 * = p<0,05 
 

The variation in the dependent variable was explained by 11,8 % of the hypothesis variables 

according to the adjusted R square-value (0,118), which shows tendencies that the barriers 

were perceived differently in each country, as shown in model 1. When adding the control 

variables (model 2) and the additional independent variables (model 3) the R square value 

increased. The R square value was not increasing to a larger extent with the additional 

variables, which might indicate that country was the factor that impacts the dependent 

variable the most. However, the R square value was quite low, even when all variables were 
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added, 0,143 (model 3), which indicated that other factors might have a greater impact on the 

perceived market barriers.  

 

The most important value to take into consideration was the b-coefficient. In this case, it 

showed that the farer away from Sweden a company operates, the higher the market barriers 

were perceived. Russia, that was the country with the longest distance to Sweden, has been 

used as reference and the coefficients showed how the barriers were perceived in each country 

compared to Russia. The coefficients for Poland (-0,349) and the Baltics (-0,635) showed that 

the market barriers were perceived 34,9 % lower in Poland and 63,5 % lower in the Baltics 

compared to Russia. Concerning the difference between Norway and Russia, the analysis 

showed even higher differences, 94,3 %, which further confirms the argument. Especially 

since all values were significant with at least 95 %, hence p<0.05. 

 

The regression analysis further complements the results from the correlation- and ANOVA 

analysis, that the market barriers were perceived differently in each country. All results were 

significant explaining that the barriers were perceived higher depending on the cultural and 

geographical distances. The longer the distances were, the higher the market barriers were 

perceived, thus hypothesis H1 was supported. 

 

Market experience 

H2: A firm with great experience of the host market perceives low market barriers on the 

market 

 

To be able to do an ANOVA-analysis for this hypothesis, to see if a firm’s market experience 

of a host market is associated with their perception of the market barriers on the host market, 

it was necessary to regroup the respondents’ answers regarding their market experience in 

order to minimize the amount of answers. Thereby, the answers regarding market experience 

were grouped into four different categories; Low, Medium, High or Very high. The 

respondents that had 1-4 years of market experience were grouped into Low, the ones that had 

5-9 years were grouped into Medium, the ones that had 10-15 years were grouped into High 

and finally those who had more than 15 years of market experience were grouped into Very 

high. The results of the ANOVA- and Post Hoc analysis are presented in table 5.4. 

 

 



 

   50 

Table 5.4 ANOVA-analysis + Post Hoc (Scheffe) H2 
Dependent Variable: Perceived market barriers 

Factor: Market experience 

 

  
Mean 

 Mean 
Differences  

 
n 

 
F 
 

Low 
 
 
Medium 
 
 
High 
 
 
Very high 

3,3466 
 
 
3,1628 
 
 
2,7848 
 
 
2,4851 

Medium 
High 
Very high 
Low 
High 
Very high  
Low 
Medium 
Very high 
Low 
Medium 
High 

0,18376 
0,56170* 
0,86142** 
-0,18376 
0,37794 
0,67766** 
-0,56170* 
-0,37794 
0,29971 
-0,86142** 
-0,67766** 
-0,29971 

58 
 
 
86 
 
 
165 
 
 
148 

12,017*** 

*** = p<0,001 ** = p<0,01 * = p<0,05 

 

Initially, it can be seen that there were significant differences between the groups since the F-

score showed significance differences of 99,9%, thus p<0,001, which means that there were 

differences between the dependent variable perception of market barriers and the independent 

variable degree of market experience. As a result of these differences, a Post Hoc test was 

conducted in order to identify which groups that had significant differences between each 

other. The companies with low experience indicated that there were significant differences 

between the companies with high and very high market experience. The difference between 

low and medium was not significant when referring to the perception of market barriers, 

meaning that the companies that have either low or medium market experience of the host 

market perceives the barriers similarly. 

 

What was demonstrated in this analysis was that the greater market experience a company had 

on a host market, the lower the perception of the market barriers was. This can be shown 

based on the mean value for each group. The companies with low market experience 

perceived the market barriers the highest, regardless of which country that was in focus (mean 

value of 3,3466). This was further demonstrated since the perception of the market barriers 

was in descending order, meaning that the perception of the market barriers decreased with a 

higher level of market experience.  

 

The regression analysis for H2 was done in two steps. The first step was with two variables; 

perceived market barriers as dependent, and market experience as solely independent variable 
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(model 1). The result indicated that 6,6 % of how much market experiences the companies 

had, according to the R square, explained the variances of the perceived market barriers. The 

beta coefficient showed that one step higher on the scale of perceived market barriers 

generated 2.5 % lower market experience, meaning that if the market experience increases 

with 2,5 % the degree of perceived market barriers, decrease one unit. These results are 

shown in table 5.5 in model 1. 

 

Table 5.5 Regression analysis H2 
Dependent variable: Perceived Market Barriers. 

Unstandardized b-coefficients, standard errors within brackets 

 
 

Model 1 
 
(Market 
experience) 

Model 2 
 
(Market experience, 
industry, annual 
turnover) 

Model 3 
 
(Market experience, 
industry, annual 
turnover, country, 
strategy) 

Constant 
 
Hypothesis variable 
Market experience 
 
Control variables 
Industry (dummy) 
 
Annual turnover 
 
Independent variables 
Norway (dummy) 
 
Baltics (dummy) 
 
Poland (dummy) 
 
 
Contract (dummy) 
 
Abroad location (dummy) 
 
 
R square (adjusted) 
n 

3,200*** 
(0,004) 
 
-0,025*** 
(0,082) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
0,066 
457 

3,227*** 
(0,090) 
 
-0,024*** 
(0,004) 
 
0,008 
(0,115) 
0,000 
(0,000) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
0,069 
457 

3,567*** 
(0,128) 
 
-0,011* 
(0,005) 
 
-0.017 
(0,111) 
0,000* 
(0,000) 
 
-0,943*** 
(0,154) 
-0,635*** 
(0,151) 
-0,349* 
(0,151) 
 
0,122 
(0,109) 
-0,120 
(0,153) 
 
0,143 
457 

*** = p<0,001 ** = p<0,01 * = p<0,05 
 

However, by including the control variables together with the independent variables (model 

3) it can be seen that the beta coefficient decreased to 1,1. Meaning that if a firm increased its 

market experience with 1,1 % the degree of the perceived market barriers decreased one unit. 

Due to the decrease of the beta coefficient it was shown that the control variables and the 

independent variables had an impact on the perceived market barriers as well. This was 
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further demonstrated with the R square value since it increased from 6,6 % to 14,3%. But, 

since the R square value was still quite low, there might be other variables impacting the 

perception as well.  
 

Although, the hypothesis variable market experience has a significant value on the dependent 

variable perceived market barriers (p<0,05). These results were comparable with the 

correlation- and ANOVA-analysis, which indicated that the companies who were grouped 

into very high market experience tended to perceive the barriers lower than companies with 

low market experience. Thereby, the regression analysis was consistent with the ANOVA-

analysis, meaning that the market experience is an explanatory factor associated with how the 

market barriers are perceived, thus hypothesis H2 is supported. 
 

Intermediating strategy 

H3: A firm’s choice of intermediating strategy is associated with high perception of market 

barriers on a host market  

 

To see if the choice of intermediating strategy is associated with high perception of market 

barriers it was necessary to regroup the answers from the respondents into three different 

groups to be able to conduct the ANOVA-analysis. The three different groups were; contract 

that contained the strategies franchising, retailer and agent, the group abroad location 

contained the strategies subsidiary and sales office/factory, and lastly the group direct export 

concerned only the strategy direct export.  

 

For this ANOVA-analysis it could be seen that the significant differences between the groups 

were weak p<0,05, meaning that there were significant differences between the groups but to 

a limited extent. To identify which groups that were significantly different from each other, a 

Post Hoc test was conducted. From this test, it could be seen that the only significant 

difference was between abroad location and direct export. This means that if a company had 

direct export as their intermediating strategy they perceived the market barriers significantly 

higher in comparison to the companies that had abroad location as intermediating strategy. 

The result of this ANOVA-analysis is presented in table 5.6. 
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Table 5.6 ANOVA-analysis + Post Hoc (Scheffe) H3 
Dependent Variable: Perceived market barriers 

Factor: Strategy 

 

  
Mean 
 

 Mean 
Differences  

 
n 

 

F 

Contract 
 
Abroad location 
 
Direct export 

2,8696 
 

2,5372 
 

2,9206 

Abroad location 
Direct export 
Contract 
Direct export 
Contract 
Abroad location 

0,33246 
-0,05100 
-0,33246 
-0,38347* 
0,05100 
0,38347* 

224 
 
78 
 
155 

3,287* 

* = p<0,05 

 

To complement the results from the ANOVA-analysis a regression analysis needed to be done 

with dummies, since the hypothesis variable intermediating strategy used a nominal scale and 

the options were therefore unable to rank against each other. Direct export with a constant 

value of 2,863 was used as reference group. Initially, by looking at model 1 in table 5.7, it can 

be seen that the only significant value was identified between abroad location and direct 

export which showed that the companies who used abroad location as intermediating strategy 

perceived the barriers 37,4 % lower than companies who used direct export. The results were 

significant with 95 % since p<0,05. However, there were no other significant differences 

between the groups, explained by the R square value (0,011), which indicated that only 1,1 % 

of the difference in perception was explained by the choice of intermediating strategy. The 

results are presented in table 5.7. 
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Table 5.7 Regression analysis H3 
Dependent variable: Perceived market barriers. 

Unstandardized b-coefficients, standard errors within brackets 

 
 

Model 1 
 
(Strategy) 

Model 2 
 
(Strategy, industry, 
annual turnover) 

Model 3 
 
(Strategy, industry, 
annual turnover, 
country, market 
experience) 

Constant 
 
Hypothesis variables 
Contract (dummy) 
 
Abroad location (dummy) 
 
Control variables 
Industry (dummy) 
 
Annual turnover 
 
Independent variables 
Norway (dummy) 
 
Baltics (dummy) 
 
Poland (dummy) 
 
 
Market experience 
 
 
R square (adjusted) 
n 

2,863*** 
(0,073) 
 
0,058 
(0,116) 
-0,374* 
(0,158) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
0,011 
457 

2,914*** 
(0,084) 
 
0,062 
(0,116) 
-0,329* 
(0,160) 
 
-0,032 
(0,118) 
0,000* 
(0,000) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
0,017 
457 

3,567*** 
(0,128) 
 
0,122 
(0,109) 
-0,120 
(0,153) 
 
-0.017 
(0,111) 
0,000* 
(0,000) 
 
-0,943*** 
(0,154) 
-0,635*** 
(0,151) 
-0,349* 
(0,151) 
 
-0,011* 
(0,005) 
 
0,143 
457 

*** = p<0,001 ** = p<0,01 * = p<0,05 
 

Further, by including the control variables and the independent variables in this analysis 

(model 3), it was seen that none of the hypothesis variables, abroad location and contract, 

reached any significant values. Thereby, with the results from the regression analysis in mind, 

together with the results from the ANOVA-analysis it cannot be claimed that the choice of 

intermediating strategy is associated with a high perception of market barriers, thus 

hypothesis H3 is rejected. 

 

Institutional collaboration 

H4: Existence of institutional collaboration on the host market is associated with low 

perception of governmental barriers on the market. 
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The ANOVA-test for this hypothesis, if an existence of institutional collaboration is 

associated with a low perception of governmental barriers on the host market, had the similar 

approach as the first hypothesis. The difference was that the dependent variable was 

governmental barriers, but the independent variable was still each country (Norway, Baltics, 

Poland and Russia). With the ANOVA-analysis it could be seen that there were significant 

differences between the groups, meaning that there where significant difference between the 

perception of the governmental barriers depending on what country in consideration. Since, 

there were differences between the countries (p<0,01) a Post Hoc test was conducted to 

identify which countries that had significantly differences between each other. The result of 

the ANOVA-analysis is presented in table 5.8.   

 

Table 5.8 ANOVA-analysis + Post Hoc (Scheffe) H4 
Dependent Variable: Governmental barriers 

Factor: Country 

 

  
Mean 
 

 Mean 
Differences  

 
n 

 
F 

Norway 
 
 
Baltics 
 
 
Poland 
 
 
Russia 

2,8200 
 

 
2,1591 
 
 
2,1729 
 
 
5,2667 

Baltics 
Poland 
Russia 
Norway 
Poland 
Russia 
Norway 
Baltics 
Russia 
Norway 
Baltics 
Poland 

0,66091* 
0,64710* 
-2,44667** 
-0,66091* 
-0,1381 
-3,10758** 
-0,64710* 
0,01381 
-3,09377** 
2,44667** 
3,10758** 
3,09377** 

150 
 
 
110 
 
 
107 
 
 
90 

83,966*** 

*** = p<0,001 ** = p<0,01 * = p<0,05 

 

The main focus was to see if there were any significant differences in perception between the 

countries that are members of an institutional collaboration, in this study the EU, and the 

countries that are non-members. Concerning the country Russia, it can initially be seen that 

the mean value for the perception of governmental barriers were the highest with a value of 

5,2667. Further, it can be seen that there were strong significant differences (p<0,001) 

between the perceptions of the barrier in Russia in comparison to the other countries. This 

means that the Swedish companies perceived the governmental barrier much higher in Russia 

than the other countries. Regarding the Baltics, which are members of the EU, it could be 

seen that there was no significant difference between them and Poland who also is a member 

of the EU. However, considering the countries Norway and Russia there were significant 
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differences between them and the Baltics. To further strengthen the assumption that Swedish 

companies perceived the governmental barriers lower in countries members of an institutional 

collaboration, the mean values were compared. It showed that the mean value of Norway was 

2,8200, which was significantly higher compared to the Baltic’s mean value, 2,15729, and 

Poland’s mean value, 2,1729. This means that there was significant difference of the 

perception of the governmental barriers between members and non-members of the EU  

 

Concerning the regression analysis, the governmental barriers were determined to be the 

dependent variable, while the hypothesis variables consisted of three dummies (Norway, 

Poland and Russia) with the Baltics as reference group, due their membership of EU. The 

assumption was that governmental barriers were perceived higher in a non-EU country than in 

a EU-country. The barriers should be perceived equally in the Baltics and Poland since both 

are members of the EU, while in Norway and Russia they should be perceived higher since 

they are not members. The result of the regression-analysis is presented in table 5.9. 
 

Table 5.9 Regression analysis H4 
Dependent variable: Governmental barriers. 
Unstandardized b-coefficients, standard errors within brackets 
 
 

Model 1 
 
(Institutional 
collaborations) 

Model 2 
 
(Institutional 
collaborations, industry, 
annual turnover) 

Intercept 
 
Hypothesis variables 
Poland (dummy) 
 
Norway (dummy) 
 
Russia (dummy) 
 
Control variables 
Industry (dummy) 
 
Annual turnover 
 
 
R square (adjusted) 
n 

2,159*** 
(0,149) 
 
0,014 
(0,213) 
0,661** 
(0,197) 
3,108*** 
(0,223) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
0,353 
457 

2,222*** 
(0,161) 
 
0,016 
(0,211) 
0,649** 
(0,196) 
3,114*** 
(0,211) 
 
0,076 
(0,164) 
0,000* 
(0,000) 
 
0,361 
457 

*** = p<0,001 ** = p<0,01 * = p<0,05 

 

The R square value of 0,353 (in model 1) showed that the difference of how governmental 

barriers were perceived was explained by 35,3 % depending on what country taken into 

consideration. This value was quite high, which indicated that this relationship was an 
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important factor regarding how this barriers were perceived. The beta-coefficients showed, in 

regards to the assumption, that there was no significant difference between Poland and the 

Baltics, which were interpreted to be explained by their membership of the EU. Compared to 

Russia, the barrier was perceived significantly higher (310,8 %), which indicated that 

governmental barriers were perceived higher in a non-member country. The result concerning 

the difference between Norway and the Baltics was also significant but not as high as the 

difference between Russia and the Baltics. The beta-coefficient of 0,661 indicated that the 

governmental barriers were perceived 66,1 % higher in Norway compared to the Baltics. The 

reason why these barriers were perceived much higher in Russia than in Norway might be due 

to Norway’s neighborhood with Sweden since it is likely that governmental regulations are 

similar due to other aspects than their non-membership of the EU.  

 

When included the control variables and the independent variables (model 2) it was still seen 

that there was no significant difference between Poland and the Baltics, while the difference 

between Norway and Russia had still a significant level of p<0,001. This means that including 

the control variables and the independent variables in the test did not alter the results, which 

displays that the most vital factor to take into consideration regarding these barriers was 

institutional collaboration. Thereby, the comparison between the correlation-, the ANOVA- 

and the regression analysis showed the same results, that the governmental barriers seems to 

be perceived higher in a non-EU country than in a member country, thus the hypothesis H4 is 

supported. 
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6. Conclusions and Implications 
This chapter provides initially a discussion of the results derived from the previous chapter 

together with a presentation of the conclusions of this study. Furthermore, the managerial 

and theoretical implications are discussed which ends up with a presentation of this study’s 

limitations followed by recommendations for further research.  

 

6.1 Discussion 
This chapter provides a discussion around the result from each hypothesis testing. The results 

were that three hypotheses were supported, while one was rejected. In this section, each 

hypothesis will be discussed with a link to appropriate references.  

 

The first hypothesis concerning cultural and geographical distances was supported, which 

means that the further away from the home market a company operates, the higher the market 

barriers are perceived on the host market. This was shown since the Swedish companies 

perceived the market barriers higher in Russia than in Norway. It was further confirmed since 

the barriers were also perceived higher on the host markets Baltics and Poland compared to 

Norway. This can be connected to the literature, expressing that the selection of market is 

affected of the cultural and geographical distance to the host market (Tihanyi et al., 2005; 

Ojala & Tyrväinen, 2007). The results from this study showed tendencies to strengthen this 

argumentation since the geographical and cultural distance also impact the market selection 

due to the perception of market barriers. 

 

Niu et al. (2012) further express that barriers are not perceived equally in every country due to 

different business culture which goes in line with this results, which demonstrates that the 

perception of the barriers differ, depending on the cultural distance to the host market. This 

can as well be connected to the argumentation that the cost of entry and difficulty to transfer 

firms´ competencies depends on the degree of cultural distance between the home market and 

the host market (Tihanyi et al., 2005).  

 

According to Erramilli (1991) and Katsikeas (1996), market experience affects the expansion 

in the sense of how to understand customers’ needs on international markets in order to 

reduce market uncertainty. However, the findings of this study showed that market experience 

only had a small impact on the perception of market barriers compared to other possible 
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explanatory factors. It is therefore likely that market experience is important in other parts of 

the internationalisation as well, rather than a solely factor that affects the perception of the 

market barriers. However, the correlation analysis indicated that there was a significant 

correlation between the perception of market barriers and market experience, and the 

ANOVA-test showed that there were significant differences between companies with low 

market experience and those with high market experience on the host market. Katsikeas 

(1996) further express that market experience is the primary way to reduce market uncertainty 

on a host market, which can be connected to this study’s result since it showed that market 

experience, as an explanatory factor, is associated with the perception of the barriers. This 

enables the hypothesis to be supported but due to the discussion above, other explanatory 

factors might be associated with the perception of the barriers to a larger extent. 

 

The choice of intermediating strategy had, in accordance to this thesis, not been an 

explanatory factor regarding the perception of the market barriers, thus the hypothesis was 

rejected. This was shown since the only significant differences in perception between the 

groups with different strategy, were between abroad location and direct export but to a limited 

extent. However, the regression analysis showed that the choice of intermediating strategy on 

 a host market was not associated with the perception of the market barriers since the p-value 

was not significant and that the choice of intermediating strategy only explains 1,1 % of the 

variance in perception of the barriers. Thereby, the argumentation made by Pehrsson (2012) 

that the use of subsidiaries as the choice of intermediating strategy is one way for companies 

to reduce negative impact from the barriers, could not be strengthened in this study.  

 

The most explanatory factor might be the existence of institutional collaboration on a host 

market since it explains, in accordance to the regression analysis, 35,3 % of the variance of 

the perception of governmental barriers. It could be seen that companies operating on a host 

market with the same institutional collaboration as the home market, did not perceived the 

governmental barriers to a larger extent in comparison to countries without this institutional 

collaboration. The results showed a distinct and significant difference between how the 

barriers are perceived in a region with institutional collaborations compared to a country 

without. Governmental barriers are perceived 311,4 % higher in Russia compared to the 

Baltics which explains that institutional collaborations is an important explanatory factor of 

how these barriers are perceived on a host market and thus the hypothesis was supported.  
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According to Brouthers (2013), it is vital for companies to understand institutional issues to 

maintain a successful international expansion. This argumentation was supported based on the 

result from this study since it examines the importance of institutional collaborations, between 

the home market and the host market, as an explanatory factor of how governmental barriers 

were perceived. 

 

6.2 Conclusions 
To answer the research question; “How are different explanatory factors associated with the 

perception of expansion barriers on a host market?” following conclusions can be stated: 

 

Initially, it can be stated that the cultural and geographical distance is an explanatory factor of 

firm’s perception of the market barriers on a host market. It can further be explained that the 

longer the distance to a host market is, the higher the market barriers are perceived. This was 

confirmed by conducting three analysis; correlation, ANOVA and regression where all of the 

analysis showed relevance of this statement. If a host market has the same existence of 

institutional collaborations as the company’s home market, it can be confirmed that 

governmental barriers are perceived lower in comparison to a host market without this 

collaborations. Thus, it can be stated that institutional collaborations is an explanatory factor 

of how these barriers are perceived.  

 

Further, market experience was additionally considered as an explanatory factor that is 

associated with the perception of market barriers on the host market but not to the same 

extent. The correlation analysis showed that there was a relation between the perception of 

market barriers and market experience and the ANOVA analysis confirmed that there are 

significant differences between companies with low market experience compared to those 

with high market experience on a host market. However, the regression analysis explained 

that the variance of the perception only could be explained to some extent by the market 

experience, while it is vital to understand that there might be other explanatory factors that 

explain the difference in perception of the market barriers as well. 

 

Lastly, it can be stated that the choice of intermediating strategy is not associated with the 

perception of market barriers on a host market, and can thereby not be considered as an 

explanatory factor. This since the regression analysis did not show any significant results that 

choice of strategy is associated with the perception. Therefore, cultural and geographical 
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distances, market experience and institutional collaboration can be considered as explanatory 

factors associated with the perception of expansion barriers on a host market, which answer 

the research question of this study. Thus, a revised model of the findings is displayed in figure 

6.1 below. This model illustrates the explored relations from this study; where the relation 

between intermediating strategy and the perception of expansion barriers is removed in align 

with the findings of this thesis. 

 

 
Figure 6.1 Revised research model 

 

6.3 Implications 
The implications found through this thesis are presented below. The first part covers the 

theoretical implications and the second part presents implications for managers. 

 

6.3.1 Theoretical implications 

Since most of theory regarding different expansion barriers concerns how these barriers 

differs between different industries and markets, it was found that there did not exist any 

obvious explanation why the barriers are perceived differently. Therefore, this thesis has 

focused on different explanatory factors; cultural and geographical distances, market 

experience, intermediating strategy and institutional collaboration, which might explain this 

phenomenon in order to contribute to the well-exploited theory regarding expansion barriers 
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in foreign markets. This thesis has contributed to the understanding of the 11 most important 

barriers (Karakaya and Stahl 2002; Pehrsson, 2009) where these barriers had been regrouped 

into two different parts. The barrier regarding governmental regulations and policies had been 

extended, based on findings in the pre-study, with an item about custom fees and was 

therefore renamed into governmental barriers. Companies perceived this barrier differently 

depending on whether a country was a member of an institutional collaboration or not. Thus, 

the explanatory factor institutional collaboration can explain why companies perceive these 

barriers differently. Therefore, this study has contributed to the theory of governmental 

regulations and policies expressing that this barrier should also contains issues as 

administrative fees and other diverse fees, which might occur when expanding its business to 

a host market.  

 

For the rest of the ten barriers, this study contributes with two explanatory factors that might 

explain why the perceptions differ. The results of this thesis have strengthened the 

argumentation given by Erramilli (1991) and Katsikeas (1996) that with great market 

experience, a firm can reduce market uncertainty since it can be seen that a firm that have 

great experience of a host market, perceives the expansion barriers lower, thus the degree of 

market experience is an explanatory factor of why the perception of the barriers may differ. 

Regarding the argumentation from Tihanyi et al. (2005) and Ojala & Tyrväinen (2007) this 

thesis correspond that the geographical and cultural distances have an impact of the 

perception of the barriers, hence how long the geographical and cultural distances are between 

the home market and the host market are associated with the perception of market barriers on 

the host market, why this factor is an explanatory factor as well. The argumentation given by 

Pehrsson (2012) explaining that subsidiary strategy is one approach for firms to positioning 

them against competitors and to reduce the impact from the barriers on the host market can 

with these study’s results not be strengthened. This since, the proposed explanatory factor, 

intermediating strategy, was not consider as an effect of the perception of the market barriers 

on a host market.  

 

6.3.2 Managerial implications 

This study highlights the importance of taken explanatory factors into consideration when 

expanding at international markets. When expanding internationally, firms have to struggle 

against barriers that make the expansion more difficult. How these barriers are perceived 

depends on several explanatory factors. In this study, four such factors were examined. It was 
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concluded that, on a host market, the cultural and geographical distance, the market 

experience and the existence of institutional collaborations are considered as explanatory 

factors that affect the perception. Although the use of intermediating strategy did not affect 

the perception, instead the barriers are perceived more or less similar on a host market 

regardless of what strategy that was used.  

 

However, the result indicated that other factors, not investigated in this study, might have an 

important explanation of how the barriers are perceived on a host market, since the 

investigated factors only explains the difference of perception to some extent. This means that 

other explanatory factors might be important as well. Those factors might not be type of 

industry or company-size since they were used as control-variables in this study and were not 

considered as explanatory factors to the difference of perception. Therefore, managers should 

be aware of these explanatory factors before expansion on international markets in order to 

avoid market failures caused by barriers examined in this study. 

 

6.4 Limitations 
Every study deals with the problems of limitations and errors even if possible solutions are 

made to minimize these errors. These issues are also applied on this study and this part 

addressed the most noticeable limitations. 

 

Since the independent variable strategy used a nominal-scale it might have been inappropriate 

to conduct an ANOVA-analysis due to the lack of ability to rank the different strategies 

against each other. This could have been the reason why the hypothesis regarding 

intermediating strategy was rejected. Therefore, it would have been better to group the 

answers into two categories and thereafter test the variables in a chi-square test.  

 

The variable market barriers were only measured through one item (one item for each 

barrier), which might be seen as a limitation. Because of this, it can be seen that the construct 

validity may be considered as weak and it would have been appropriate two used at least two 

items to measure each barrier in order to avoid bias and errors. However, since there only was 

one item measuring the specific barrier there was no risk that the measuring could be 

incorrect and the correlation-test for the two items, measuring the barrier governmental 

regulations and policies, gave a satisfied result. Further, in the regression-analysis the 

hypotheses 1-3 gave a weak r-square value, meaning that other explanatory factors might 
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affect the variance in perception. This was a limitation and might be caused by errors in the 

understanding of the respondents or errors in the questionnaire like instrumental failures.  

 

It might have been relevant to focus on more than one home market in order do a comparison 

between different home markets. With this, it would enable the study to gain a higher 

response rate than 20%. Further, this study has just examined four possible explanatory 

factors that might be associated with the perception of barriers. This might be a limitation 

since the results indicated that there might be other explanatory factors that also are important 

to take into consideration to understand why expansion barriers are perceived differently 

among different host markets.  

 

Another limitation was that the responding companies only had one respondent participating 

in the questionnaire. This could lead to that the answers from the respondents might be 

subjective. To avoid this possible outcome, it would be better to either has more than one 

respondent for each company or that the answers from the respondents were checked with 

available secondary data to secure that the provided answers were trustworthy. 

 

6.5 Further research  
In this part, the limitations were taken into consideration in order to suggest topics for further 

research. This generated fourth general suggestions, presented below.  

  

Firstly, as been discussed in the part regarding limitations it would be appropriate to test the 

hypothesis about intermediating strategy with another analysis methods. One approach might 

be to use a chi-square test which might better enables the researcher to test the relation 

between the variables if the independent variable uses a nominal scale without possibility to 

grading the scale.  

 

Secondly, this study was conducted with a focus on the home market of Sweden. By 

including additional home and host markets it might be other results of how the barriers are 

perceived between each separately home market in comparison to the different host markets. 

Additionally, to secure that this research is stable, it would be appropriate to repeat this study 

since the perceptions of the barriers can alter as the surroundings can change. 

 

Thirdly, as mentioned in the limitations it would be appropriate to include more than one 
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respondent for each company in order to avoid the possibility to receive answers that are 

affected by subjective opinions.  

 

Fourthly, this study only covers four potential explanatory factors that can be associated with 

the perception of the barriers. Thereby, further research should embrace more factors into the 

study to further explain why the barriers are perceived differently. However, it might be 

difficult to know which these other explanatory factors are, and it might thereby be useful to 

conduct a qualitative study. Such study might focus on identifying potential explanatory 

factors by getting a deeper understanding of certain companies’ unique situations and 

investigate how they perceive the barriers. If the qualitative study identifies such explanatory 

factors, a quantitative study, similar to this one, should be conducted in order to identify if the 

additional factors have a greater impact of the perception of the expansion barriers. 
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Appendix 
Appendix 1 - Summary of the pre-study 

In this section a brief summary of the findings from the case studies are presented with an 

initial presentation of the companies interviewed. The companies will be named with a 

number to ensure their anonymity.  

 

Company 1 is a retailer of office and packaging products who operates in the Scandinavian 

and Baltic regions with an intermediating strategy of retailers. The interviewed person was the 

export seller to the mentioned regions. Company 2 is a furniture producer with the Nordic 

region as their domestic market, but with a presence worldwide together with a factory in 

Poland. The interviewed person was the Sales manager who clarified that they entirely works 

with agents as export strategy. Company 3 is a food-producing company who have 

subsidiaries and sales office in six countries, among them Latvia and Norway. The 

interviewed person was the vice president and sales and marketing director. Company 4 

produce and sale clothes with their own brand and have franchising as intermediating 

strategy. They operate in 11 countries, among them Estonia, Latvia and Norway. The 

information from this company was entirely based on secondary data, thus no interview was 

made.  

 

To gain an understanding of the four companies perceptions of expansion barriers, four 

assumptions were created. The findings from these assumptions are presented below.  

 

The most distinctive finding from the pre-study was that the choice of intermediating strategy 

in a foreign market was the most important factor that affects the perception of expansion 

barriers. This since the most distinct differences about the perceptions was emphasized based 

on this factor. Regarding the assumption of institutional collaboration it can be seen that since 

Sweden and the Baltic countries are members of the same collaboration, European Union, the 

perceptions of the barriers were thus diminished and especially the barrier governmental 

regulations and policies. Despite that Norway is not a member of EU they have similarities 

with Sweden regarding laws and regulations, therefore the barrier is not perceived as an 

obstacle to a larger extent. However, company number 2 and 3 expressed that due to 

Norway’s non-membership in EU they have much higher customs fees in comparison to the 

members in EU. Thereby, the perception regarding governmental regulations and policies is, 



 

   71 

with the including of customs fee, a barrier for counties not member in an institutional 

collaboration in accordance to the case studies.  

 

With the assumption concerning market experience it can be seen, based on the case studies, 

that some barriers are perceived higher for one region in comparison to another since the 

companies have different market experience for each region. For company number 1 and 3 

they perceived for example the barrier access to distribution channels as an obstacle in the 

Baltic region due to their limited market experience in that region. This is the same for 

company number 4 regarding the barrier price competition since they perceived this barrier as 

higher in the Baltic region than in Norway due to their much longer market experience in 

Norway. The assumption regarding that the geographical and cultural distances affects the 

perception of expansions barriers can be seen as relevant. This since, for example the barriers 

differences in language and culture are perceived differently depending on what market taken 

into consideration. These barriers are perceived less as obstacles at the Norwegian market in 

comparison to the Baltic market due to Norway’s similarities with the home market Sweden. 

Further, company number 1 and 2 expressed that the barrier difference in culture is perceived 

differently depending on what market that is emphasised. It was shown that the Balts are 

tending to appreciate the brand and high quality in a larger extent than the Norwegians, who 

mainly is concerned with the price. This shows a cultural distance between the regions and 

differences how the companies perceive the barriers concerning price competition and 

product differentiation.  

 

Finally, findings from the case studies emphasized tendencies that not all barriers are equally 

important when conducting this type of study. For example, the barrier incumbents increased 

advertising were not considered as a problem since most commonly the firms had no relation 

to it at all, which can be seen that this barrier should not be included. However, being able to 

determine this, it requires a larger study, hence the barrier are included in the main study.   
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Appendix 2 – Letter of intent  

(Swedish version) 

Hej X, 

Vi är två studenter vid Linnéuniversitetet i Växjö som skriver vårt examensarbete i 

marknadsföring för att erhålla en magisterexamen. Vi undersöker vilka expansionshinder 

svenska företag som exporterar/bedriver försäljning till Norge, Ryssland, Polen och/eller 

Baltikum upplever och ber därför om er hjälp med att delta i en enkätundersökning. 

Undersökningen består av 20 frågor och påståenden och tar ca 5 min att fylla i.  

Är du inte korrekt person att svara på denna enkät, vänligen vidarebefordra till den person 

som har god kännedom om Xs försäljning, marknadsstrategi och export.  

Enkätundersökning sker via en webbaserad applikation, kallad keysurvey.com, och kan nås 

via följande länk:  

http://www.keysurvey.com/f/506941/5e0a/ 

 

Anonymitet 

Undersökningen är helt anonym och era svar kommer inte att kunna kopplas till ert företag. 

Önskar ni ta del av resultatet, ange er e-postadress i slutet så kommer det färdiga 

examensarbetet skickas till er. E-postadressen kommer självklart inte heller kunna 

sammankopplas med era svar.  

 

Frågor 

Vid frågor är ni varmt välkomna att höra av er: 

Felix Ekman, 

fekzd08@student.lnu.se, 0733-704 550 

Richard Henriksson, 

rheqf09@student.lnu.se, 0730-610 685 

 

Vid frågor beträffande examensarbetet, v g kontakta: 

Professor. Anders Pehrsson, Handledare 

anders.pehrsson@lnu.se 

Dr. Sarah Philipson, Examinator 

sarah.philipson@lnu.se   
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Tack på förhand 

Med vänliga hälsningar 

 

Felix Ekman    Richard Henriksson 

Magisterprogrammet i Marknadsföring  Magisterprogrammet i Marknadsföring 

 

Letter of intent (English version) 

Hi X,  

We are two students from the Linnaeus University in Växjö that currently write our thesis in 

marketing to obtain a master’s degree. We are investigating how Swedish companies perceive 

expansion barriers when exporting to Norway, Russia, Poland and/or the Baltic countries and 

therefore we ask for your help to participate in this survey. The questionnaire consists of 20 

questions and statements and takes about 5 minutes to fill in.  

 

If you are not the correct person to answer this survey, please forward this e-mail to the 

person who has good knowledge of Xs sales, marketing strategy and export.  

 

The survey is done through a web-based application, called keysurvey.com, and can be 

reached through the following link:  

 

http://www.keysurvey.com/f/506941/5e0a/ 

 

Anonymity  

The survey is completely anonymous and your answers will not be tracked backed to your 

company. If you wish to take part of the results, please enter your e-mail address at the end of 

the questionnaire and the complete thesis will be sent to you. The e-mail address will 

obviously not be able to track back to your answers.  

 

Questions 

If you have any questions do not hesitate to contact us: 

Felix Ekman, 

fekzd08@student.lnu.se, 0733-704 550 

Richard Henriksson, 
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rheqf09@student.lnu.se, 0730-610 685 

 

Questions regarding the thesis please contact: 

Professor. Anders Pehrsson, Supervisor 

anders.pehrsson@lnu.se 

Dr. Sarah Philipson, Examiner 

sarah.philipson@lnu.se 

 

Thanks in advance 

Sincerely 

 

Felix Ekman   Richard Henriksson 

Master in Marketing    Master in Marketing 

 

  



 

   75 

Appendix 3 – The questionnaire  

(Swedish version) 

Expansionsbarriärer 
Vi är två studenter från Linnéuniversitetet i Växjö som skriver vår magisteruppsats inom 

marknadsföring och skulle därför behöva er hjälp genom att delta i denna undersökning. 

Syftet med uppsatsen är att undersöka upplevda barriärer för svenska företag som expanderat 

sin verksamhet till Norge, Polen, Ryssland och/eller Baltikum.  

 

Enkäten består av 20 frågor och påståenden och kommer ta ca 5 minuter att fylla i. Ert 

deltagande kommer vara till stor hjälp för studien. Självklart är undersökningen anonym och 

era svar kommer ej att spåras till er. Som tack för hjälpen är ni välkomna att ta del av studiens 

resultat genom att ange er e-postadress i slutet av enkäten.  

 

Enkäten består av två delar. Del 1 syftar till att ge bakgrundsinformation om hur ert företag 

agerar internationellt och del 2 behandlar hur ni upplever olika barriärer på en given 

internationell marknad.  

Vid frågor, kontakta: 

 Felix Ekman    Richard Henriksson 

 0733-704 550   0730-610 685 

 fekzd08@student.lnu.se   rheqf09@student.lnu.se 

 

DEL 1 

Ert Företagsnamn: 
(Syftar endast till att veta om ert företag har svarat på enkäten eller ej, för att undvika 
dubbelutskick vid påminnelse. Ert företagsnamn kommer ej att kopplas ihop med övriga 
svar utan vi garanterar er anonymitet). 
 

__________________________________________________ 

 

1. Din position inom företaget: 
 
______________________________________ 
 
Antal anställda inom företaget (ca): 
 
_______________________________________ 
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3. Företagets senaste årsomsättning i SEK (ca): 
 
________________________________________ 
 
4 a. Typ av industri: 
 
_________________________________________ 
 
4 b. Företagets primära kunder är:  
 
¢ Företag 
¢ Privatperson 
 
5. Företaget har försäljning i: 
 
☐  Norge 

☐	 Baltikum 

☐	 Polen 
☐	 Ryssland 
☐	 Inget av ovanstående 
 
6. Antal verksamma år (ca): 
 
Norge _____________ 

Baltikum _____________ 

Polen _____________ 

Ryssland _____________ 

 

7 a. Försäljningskanal i Norge: 

¢ Direktexport 
¢ Dotterbolag 
¢ Franchising 
¢ Försäljningskontor/Fabriksanläggning 
¢ Återförsäljare 
¢ Agent 
¢ Annan: ____________________ 
 
7 b. Försäljningskanal i Baltikum: 



 

   77 

¢ Direktexport 
¢ Dotterbolag 
¢ Franchising 
¢ Försäljningskontor/Fabriksanläggning 
¢ Återförsäljare 
¢ Agent 
¢ Annan: ____________________ 
 
7 c. Försäljningskanal i Polen: 

¢ Direktexport 
¢ Dotterbolag 
¢ Franchising 
¢ Försäljningskontor/Fabriksanläggning 
¢ Återförsäljare 
¢ Agent 
¢ Annan: ____________________ 
 
7 d. Försäljningskanal i Ryssland: 

¢ Direktexport 
¢ Dotterbolag 
¢ Franchising 
¢ Försäljningskontor/Fabriksanläggning 
¢ Återförsäljare 
¢ Agent 
¢ Annan: ____________________ 
 

8. Ert företag upplever att de etablerade/dominerande företagens kostnadsfördelar★ är 
ett hinder för att expandera på dessa marknader: 
 

★Kostnadsfördelar uppstår till exempel när de etablerade/dominerande företagen har mer 
förståelse för marknaden, billigare produktionskostnader och bättre tillgång till råmaterial 
 

1.                                                                                                              7. 

Instämmer    2.                3.               4.                 5.                 6.          Instämmer                                           

inte alls                                                                                                     till fullo 

a. Norge  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢   ¢ 

b. Baltikum  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢   ¢ 

c. Polen  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢   ¢ 

d. Ryssland  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢   ¢ 
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9. Ert företag upplever att de etablerade/dominerande företagens 
produktdifferentiering är ett hinder för att expandera på dessa marknader: 
 

1.                                                                                                              7. 

Instämmer    2.                3.               4.                 5.                 6.          Instämmer                                           

inte alls                                                                                                     till fullo 

a. Norge  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢   ¢ 

b. Baltikum  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢   ¢ 

c. Polen  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢   ¢ 

d. Ryssland  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢   ¢ 

 

10.Ert företag upplever att det behövs ett stort kapital för att expandera på dessa 
marknader:  
 

1.                                                                                                              7. 

Instämmer    2.                3.               4.                 5.                 6.          Instämmer                                           

inte alls                                                                                                     till fullo 

a. Norge  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢   ¢ 

b. Baltikum  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢   ¢ 

c. Polen  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢   ¢ 

d. Ryssland  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢   ¢ 

 

11. Ert företag upplever att kostnader som uppstår för kunden vid byte av leverantör är 
ett hinder för att expandera på dessa marknader: 
 

1.                                                                                                              7. 

Instämmer    2.                3.               4.                 5.                 6.          Instämmer                                           

inte alls                                                                                                     till fullo 

a. Norge  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢   ¢ 

b. Baltikum  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢   ¢ 

c. Polen  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢   ¢ 

d. Ryssland  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢   ¢ 
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12. Ert företag upplever att tillgång till distributionskanaler är ett hinder för att 
expandera på dessa marknader: 
 

1.                                                                                                              7. 

Instämmer    2.                3.               4.                 5.                 6.          Instämmer                                           

inte alls                                                                                                     till fullo 

a. Norge  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢   ¢ 

b. Baltikum  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢   ¢ 

c. Polen  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢   ¢ 

d. Ryssland  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢   ¢ 

 
13. Ert företag upplever att antalet konkurrenter är ett hinder för att expandera på 
dessa marknader: 
 

1.                                                                                                              7. 

Instämmer    2.                3.               4.                 5.                 6.          Instämmer                                           

inte alls                                                                                                     till fullo 

a. Norge  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢   ¢ 

b. Baltikum  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢   ¢ 

c. Polen  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢   ¢ 

d. Ryssland  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢   ¢ 

 
14. Ert företag upplever att priskrig är ett hinder för att expandera på dessa 
marknader: 
 

1.                                                                                                              7. 

Instämmer    2.                3.               4.                 5.                 6.          Instämmer                                           

inte alls                                                                                                     till fullo 

a. Norge  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢   ¢ 

b. Baltikum  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢   ¢ 

c. Polen  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢   ¢ 

d. Ryssland  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢   ¢ 
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15. Ert företag upplever att språkskillnader är ett hinder för att expandera på dessa 
marknader: 
 

1.                                                                                                              7. 

Instämmer    2.                3.               4.                 5.                 6.          Instämmer                                           

inte alls                                                                                                     till fullo 

a. Norge  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢   ¢ 

b. Baltikum  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢   ¢ 

c. Polen  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢   ¢ 

d. Ryssland  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢   ¢ 

 
16. Ert företag upplever att skillnader i affärskultur, gentemot Sverige, är ett hinder för 
att expandera på dessa marknader: 
 

1.                                                                                                              7. 

Instämmer    2.                3.               4.                 5.                 6.          Instämmer                                           

inte alls                                                                                                     till fullo 

a. Norge  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢   ¢ 

b. Baltikum  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢   ¢ 

c. Polen  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢   ¢ 

d. Ryssland  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢   ¢ 

 
17. Ert företag upplever att ökad marknadsföring från konkurrenter är ett hinder för 
att expandera på dessa marknader: 
 

1.                                                                                                              7. 

Instämmer    2.                3.               4.                 5.                 6.          Instämmer                                           

inte alls                                                                                                     till fullo 

a. Norge  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢   ¢ 

b. Baltikum  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢   ¢ 

c. Polen  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢   ¢ 

d. Ryssland  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢   ¢ 
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18. Ert företag upplever att lagar, regler och politik är ett hinder för att expandera på 
dessa marknader: 
 

1.                                                                                                              7. 

Instämmer    2.                3.               4.                 5.                 6.          Instämmer                                           

inte alls                                                                                                     till fullo 

a. Norge  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢   ¢ 

b. Baltikum  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢   ¢ 

c. Polen  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢   ¢ 

d. Ryssland  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢   ¢ 

 
19. Ert företag upplever att tull-restriktioner och diverse administrativa avgifter är ett 
hinder för att expandera på dessa marknader: 
 

1.                                                                                                              7. 

Instämmer    2.                3.               4.                 5.                 6.          Instämmer                                           

inte alls                                                                                                     till fullo 

a. Norge  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢   ¢ 

b. Baltikum  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢   ¢ 

c. Polen  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢   ¢ 

d. Ryssland  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢   ¢ 

 
20. Har ert företag upplevt några andra expansionshinder på dessa marknader? 
Om ja, vänligen beskriv kortfattat dessa problem: 
 

a. Norge 
b. Baltikum 
c. Polen 
d. Ryssland 

 
Företagets E-post: 
 
(Lämnas om ni önskar ta del av resultatet. Kommer inte kopplas ihop med era övriga svar) 
 

__________________________________________________ 
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The questionnaire (English version) 

We are two students from the Linnaeus University in Växjö that currently writing our master-

thesis in marketing and would therefore appreciate your help by participating in this survey. 

The purpose with the thesis is to investigate perceived barriers for Swedish companies 

expanding their business to Norway, Poland, the Baltic states and/or Russia.  

 

The questionnaire consists of 20 questions and statements and will take about 5 minutes to 

complete. Your participation in this survey will be very helpful for the study. Your response 

will be handled strictly confidential and will not be tracked back to your company 

specifically. Your answers will remain anonymous and no individual or company name will 

be published for third parties to view. As a thank you, you are welcome to receive the result 

of the study, just leave your e-mail addresses at the end of the questionnaire.  

 

The questionnaire consists of two parts. Part 1 is intended to provide background information 

on how your company operates internationally and Part 2 deals with how your company 

perceives different expansion barriers in a given international market. 

 

Questions, please contact: 

 Felix Ekman    Richard Henriksson 

 0733-704 550   0730-610 685 

 fekzd08@student.lnu.se   rheqf09@student.lnu.se 

 

 

Company name: 
(Refers only to know if your company has responded to the questionnaire or not to avoid 
duplicate mailings of the reminder. Your company name will not be connected to other 
answers, we guarantee your anonymity). 
 

__________________________________________________ 

 

1. Your position in the company 
 
______________________________________ 
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2. Number of employees in the company (approximately): 
 
_______________________________________ 
 
3. The company’s latest annual turnover (approximately): 
 
________________________________________ 
 
4 a. Type of industry: 
 
_________________________________________ 
 
4 b. The company’s primary customers:  
 
¢ Company’s 
¢ Private person 
 
5. Your company has sales in: 
☐  Norway 

☐	 The Baltic states 

☐	 Poland 
☐	 Russia 
☐	 None of the above 
 
6. Number of active years (approximately): 
 
Norway _____________ 

Baltic states _____________ 

Poland _____________ 

Russia _____________ 

 

7 a. Sales channel in Norway: 

¢ Direct export 
¢ Subsidiaries 
¢ Franchising 
¢ Sales office/Factory 
¢ Retailer 
¢ Agent 
¢ Other: ____________________ 
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7 b. Sales channel in the Baltic states: 

¢ Direct export 
¢ Subsidiaries 
¢ Franchising 
¢ Sales office/Factory 
¢ Retailer 
¢ Agent 
¢ Other: ____________________ 
 
7 c. Sales channel in Poland: 

¢ Direct export 
¢ Subsidiaries 
¢ Franchising 
¢ Sales office/Factory 
¢ Retailer 
¢ Agent 
¢ Other: ____________________ 
 
7 d. Sales channel in Russia: 

¢ Direct export 
¢ Subsidiaries 
¢ Franchising 
¢ Sales office/Factory 
¢ Retailer 
¢ Agent 
¢ Other: ____________________ 
 
8. Your company perceives that incumbents cost advantage★ is a barrier to expand on 
these markets:  
 

★Cost advantages arise for example when the incumbent/dominant companies have more 
understanding of the market, lower production costs and better access to raw materials. 
 

1.                                                                                                              7. 

Completely   2.                3.               4.                 5.                 6.        Completely                                           

disagree                                                                                                      agree 

a. Norway  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢   ¢ 

b. Baltics  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢   ¢ 

c. Poland  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢   ¢ 

d. Russia  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢   ¢ 
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9. Your company perceives that incumbents product differentiation is a barrier to 
expand on these markets: 
 

1.                                                                                                              7. 

Completely   2.                3.               4.                 5.                 6.        Completely                                           

disagree                                                                                                      agree 

a. Norway  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢   ¢ 

b. Baltics  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢   ¢ 

c. Poland  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢   ¢ 

d. Russia  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢   ¢ 

 

10. Your company perceives that the need for capital requirement is a barrier to expand 
on these markets:  
 

1.                                                                                                              7. 

Completely   2.                3.               4.                 5.                 6.        Completely                                           

disagree                                                                                                      agree 

a. Norway  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢   ¢ 

b. Baltics  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢   ¢ 

c. Poland  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢   ¢ 

d. Russia  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢   ¢ 

 

11. Your company perceives that customer switching cost is a barrier to expand on these 
markets:  
 

1.                                                                                                              7. 

Completely   2.                3.               4.                 5.                 6.        Completely                                           

disagree                                                                                                      agree 

a. Norway  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢   ¢ 

b. Baltics  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢   ¢ 

c. Poland  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢   ¢ 

d. Russia  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢   ¢ 
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12. Your company perceives that having access to distribution channels is a barrier to 
expand on these markets: 
 

1.                                                                                                              7. 

Completely   2.                3.               4.                 5.                 6.        Completely                                           

disagree                                                                                                      agree 

a. Norway  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢   ¢ 

b. Baltics  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢   ¢ 

c. Poland  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢   ¢ 

d. Russia  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢   ¢ 

 
13. Your company perceives that the number of competitors is a barrier to expand on 
these markets: 
 

1.                                                                                                              7. 

Completely   2.                3.               4.                 5.                 6.        Completely                                           

disagree                                                                                                      agree 

a. Norway  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢   ¢ 

b. Baltics  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢   ¢ 

c. Poland  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢   ¢ 

d. Russia  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢   ¢ 

 
14. Your company perceives that price competition is a barrier to expand on these 
markets: 
 
 

1.                                                                                                              7. 

Completely   2.                3.               4.                 5.                 6.        Completely                                           

disagree                                                                                                      agree 

a. Norway  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢   ¢ 

b. Baltics  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢   ¢ 

c. Poland  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢   ¢ 

d. Russia  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢   ¢ 
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15. Your company perceives that differences in language is a barrier to expand on these 
markets: 
 

1.                                                                                                              7. 

Completely   2.                3.               4.                 5.                 6.        Completely                                           

disagree                                                                                                      agree 

a. Norway  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢   ¢ 

b. Baltics  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢   ¢ 

c. Poland  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢   ¢ 

d. Russia  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢   ¢ 

 
16. Your company perceives that differences in business cultural is a barrier to expand 
on these markets: 
 

1.                                                                                                              7. 

Completely   2.                3.               4.                 5.                 6.        Completely                                           

disagree                                                                                                      agree 

a. Norway  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢   ¢ 

b. Baltics  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢   ¢ 

c. Poland  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢   ¢ 

d. Russia  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢   ¢ 

 
17. Your company perceives that increased advertising is a barrier to expand on these 
markets: 
 

1.                                                                                                              7. 

Completely   2.                3.               4.                 5.                 6.        Completely                                           

disagree                                                                                                      agree 

a. Norway  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢   ¢ 

b. Baltics  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢   ¢ 

c. Poland  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢   ¢ 

d. Russia  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢   ¢ 
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18. Your company perceives that laws, regulations and policies are a barrier to expand 
on these markets: 
 

1.                                                                                                              7. 

Completely   2.                3.               4.                 5.                 6.        Completely                                           

disagree                                                                                                      agree 

a. Norway  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢   ¢ 

b. Baltics  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢   ¢ 

c. Poland  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢   ¢ 

d. Russia  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢   ¢ 

 
19. Your company perceives that customs restrictions and various administrative fees 
are a barrier to expand in these markets:  
 

1.                                                                                                              7. 

Completely   2.                3.               4.                 5.                 6.        Completely                                           

disagree                                                                                                      agree 

a. Norway  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢   ¢ 

b. Baltics  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢   ¢ 

c. Poland  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢   ¢ 

d. Russia  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢  ¢   ¢ 

 
20. Has your company experienced any other barriers on these markets? 
If yes, please briefly describe these barriers: 
 

a. Norway 
b. The Baltic states 
c. Poland 
d. Russia 

 
Company E-mail: 
 
(If you wish to receive the results. Will not be tracked back to your other answers). 
 

_________________________________________________ 
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Linnaeus University – a firm focus on quality and competence 
 
On 1 January 2010 Växjö University and the University of Kalmar merged to form Linnaeus University. This  
new university is the product of a will to improve the quality, enhance the appeal and boost the development 
potential of teaching and research, at the same time as it plays a prominent role in working closely together with 
local society. Linnaeus University offers an attractive knowledge environment characterised by high quality and  
a competitive portfolio of skills. 
 
Linnaeus University is a modern, international university with the emphasis on the desire for knowledge, creative 
thinking and practical innovations. For us, the focus is on proximity to our students, but also on the world around 
us and the future ahead. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Linnæus University 
SE-391 82 Kalmar/SE-351 95 Växjö 
Telephone +46 772-28 80 00 


