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Abstract 

The attitudinal factorial model with positive and negative attitudes which is proposed in this study adds depth to the 
factorial models already existing in the literature, since it includes general export attitudes, export stimulation attitudes 
and attitudes on export barriers. The synthesis of export attitudes in this study improves the structure of the model. There 
are numerous statistically significant differences among the segments of the model such as organizational parameters 
(sales turnover, organizational age and ownership), managerial parameters (manager travelled abroad, the education 
level and the knowledge of foreign languages) as well as businesses’ capabilities (marketing, production, finance and 
R&D).  
 

Introduction 
 
 

In the international literature it is believed that attitudes, perceptions and behavior of senior managers seem to have 
significant influences on firms’ abilities and potential to get engaged in international business activities (Barrett and 
Wilkinson, 1986). 
       A diachronically-based study of the existing surveys on export attitudes (see Appendix) indicates that a lot of 
efforts were spent on various differences such as differences between exporters and non-exporters [Withey, 1980; Roy 
and Simpson, 1980 and 1981; Brooks and Rosson, 1982; Schlegelmilch, 1986; Keng and Jiuan, 1989; Tesar and Moini, 
1998], differences among export stages [Bilkey and Tesar, 1977; Tesar and Tarleton, 1982], differences among 
internationalization stages [Cavusgil, 1984; Barrett and Wilkinson, 1986; Burton and Schlegelmilch, 1987], differences 
between small and medium-sized firms [Czinkota and Johnston, 1983] and differences between industries [Johnston and 
Czinkota, 1985]. There is only a handful of studies utilizing factorial models [Schlegelmilch, 1986; Barrett and 
Wilkinson, 1986; Gomez-Mejia, 1988; Eshghi, 1992; Leonidou, 1998] which have shown comparatively to the above 
mentioned studies a better classification of firms as there were greater differences among factors/segments. 
       The purpose of this study is to provide an analysis in order to address three major objectives: (a) to reduce the 
number of attitudes including export stimulation attitudes, attitudes toward exporting outcomes, and managerial 
attitudes toward exporting as well as to reduce the number of attitudes on export barriers, (b) to develop an  attitudinal 
factorial model explaining the management behavior of UK firms, and (c) to indicate which managerial and 
organizational parameters and businesses’ capabilities are significantly different in each of the segments of the proposed 
attitudinal model. 

The remainder of this paper first reviews the relevant literature. Further, it explains the method adopted for carrying 
out an empirical research on the subject. The findings of the study are subsequently analyzed and discussed. Finally, 
certain conclusions are derived from the research, as well as specific implications for export managers and policy 
makers. 

 
Literature Review 

 
 

Although a significant body of literature dealing with exporting activity has developed over the last five decades, 
only few out of the 821 export business-related articles included in a recent bibliographic analysis by Leonidou,               
___________________



 

 

Katsikeas and Coudounaris (2010) are concentrated on the export attitudes of management of small and medium-sized 
firms. The literature on export stimuli and export barriers is among the most well-researched within the exporting 
discipline [Leonidou, 1998; Leonidou, 1999]. 

The recent literature review of business research into exporting for the period 1960-2007 [Leonidou, Katsikeas and 
Coudounaris, 2010] revealed six broad streams of thematic areas regarding research in exporting i.e. export engagement 
and development, internal/external determinants of exporting, identification and evaluation of export markets, strategic 
aspects of exporting, special issues relating to exporting and miscellaneous. Within each of the above broad thematic 
areas the above mentioned researchers identified three to seven subcategories of thematic areas. The first broad stream 
of thematic areas, included five subcategories i.e. export intention/propensity, export attitude/behavior, stimuli to 
exporting, barriers to exporting and export development process/involvement. Export attitude/behavior research was 
dealt with issues of identifying attitudinal differences regarding risks, profits, and costs between different groups of 
firms, namely exporters versus non-exporters, sporadic versus regular exporters, and new versus experienced exporters. 

Within the group of studies of exporting and non-exporting behavior of firms a number of researchers dealt with the 
attitudes of top management in relation to exporting. There exist twenty-one prominent surveys on these attitudes (see 
Appendix). Thus, Bilkey and Tesar (1977), Withey (1980), Roy and Simpson (1981, 1980),  Tesar and Tarleton (1982), 
Brooks and Rosson (1982), Czinkota and Johnston (1983), Cavusgil (1984), Johnston and Czinkota (1985), Barrett and 
Wilkinson (1986), Schlegelmilch (1986) and Burton and Schlegelmilch (1987), Gomez-Mejia (1988), Keng and Jiuan 
(1989), Gripsrud (1990),  Weaver and Pak (1990), Louter, Ouwerkerk and Bakker (1991), Eshighi (1992), Calof (1995), 
Leonidou (1998), Jain and Kapoor (1996), Tesar and Moini (1998), and Cicic, Patterson and Shoham (2002) have dealt 
with the attitudes of management of non-exporting and exporting firms and small and medium-sized firms. The above 
surveys can be grouped into five different streams of research. The first stream of surveys deal with the attitudes of 
barriers to exporting [Bilkey and Tesar (1977), Tesar and Tarleton (1982), Barrett and Wilkinson (1986), Keng and 
Jiuan (1989), Gripsrud (1990), Jain and Kapoor (1996), and Tesar and Moini (1998)]. The second stream of surveys 
considers the general management attitudes toward exporting [Withey (1980), Roy and Simpson (1981, 1980), Czinkota 
and Johnston (1983), Johnston and Czinkota (1985), Gomez-Mejia (1988), Weaver and Pak (1990), Louter et al (1991), 
Eshghi (1992), and Calof (1995)]. The third stream of surveys deals with export attitudes in the internationalization 
stages model [Cavusgil (1984)]. As for the fourth stream of research, it deals with the attitudes of export stimulation 
(Brooks and Rosson (1982), and Leonidou (1998)). Finally, the fifth stream of surveys examines the impact of positive 
and negative export attitudes on export performance [Schlegelmilch (1986), Cicic et al (2002)].  

The current survey examines, on the one hand, the positive attitudes, i.e. the combination of general managerial 
attitudes to exporting together with the attitudes of export stimulation and on the other hand, the negative attitudes, i.e. 
the attitudes of export barriers. Apart from the above mentioned empirical contributions, other researchers while 
integrating the literature on the export behavior of firms on the management influences on export performance i.e. 
Bilkey (1978), Thomas and Araujo (1986), Aaby and Slater 1988, have given emphasis on the expectations and 
perceptions/attitudes of management. 
 

Findings of Previous Surveys on Export Attitudes  
 
 

As already mentioned above, there are twenty-one empirical surveys examining export attitudes. A summary of 
each survey reveals the important issues observed i.e. objectives, methodology and key findings (see Appendix).  

Three major gaps can be found out from the review of the above studies (see Appendix) related to the attitudes of 
top management of firms towards exporting. The first gap in the literature has to do with the fact that, export stimulation 
attitudes, attitudes on export barriers, attitudes toward exporting outcomes, and managerial attitudes toward exporting 
are treated separately in the above surveys and here an attempt is made to integrate all these types of attitudes in one 
study. Consequently, this is the first time that the above mentioned four groups of attitudes are examined together. The 
second gap in the literature is the classification of the above attitudes into conceptually meaningful segments with the 
use of factor analysis. The third gap that the current paper tries to fill in is to find out the discriminating effect of 
managerial variables, organizational variables, and businesses capabilities on the meaningful groups of attitudes already 
formed with factor analysis. The effect of internationalization parameters on export attitudes will be examined 
elsewhere as this study requires the implementation of factor analysis on the replies of the eighty-six exporters in the 
sample.  

In the past, a number of researchers i.e. Leonidou (1998), Eshghi (1992), Gripsrud (1990), and Barrett and 
Wilkinson (1986) used the factor analysis as a tool to form meaningful segments of export attitudes. It is worth noting 



 

 

that Tesar and Moini (1998), Burton and Schlegelmilch (1987), and Schlegelmilch (1986) appear to be the only 
researchers who performed discriminant analysis to their data on export attitudes.  

Below there is an analysis of the findings related to the attitudinal factorial models developed in five studies:  
Schlegelmilch (1986) developed with the use of disrcriminant analysis an attitudinal model consisting of nine 

factors namely, self-confidence, marketing orientation, planning and control, product advantage, obstacles to exporting 
I, obstacles to exporting II, consumer orientation, costs and risk, and knowledge and location. 

In the same year, Barrett and Wilkinson (1986) developed a three-factor attitudinal model. The three-dimensional 
model included statements grouped as “fear of the unknown”, “fear of the known” whereas the third group was 
reflecting pro-export orientation.  

Later on, Gripsrud (1990) developed a three-dimensional attitudinal model comprising perceived price/quality 
dimension pertaining to the market; the second factor was termed as cultural dimension and the third factor was labeled 
as competition. The first factor included attitudes on transportation costs, price level and product quality, while the 
second factor comprised attitudes on language and culture, distribution system, importer dependence and time 
requirements. The third factor included attitudes on foreign and local competition as well as attitudes on tariffs and 
quotas.  

Eshghi (1992) developed an attitudinal model with eight factors with most important factors to be the first four 
factors which were respectively labeled as market saturation (19.7% of variance), risk and return (14.3% of variance), 
knowledge and expertise (6.5% of variance), and foreign market uncertainty (5.5% of variance).  

Recently, Leonidou (1998) developed an eight-dimensional attitudinal model of the export stimulation attitudes. 
His attitudinal model comprises eight factors which are labeled as follows: domestic market constraints (17.80% of 
variance), export benefits/opportunities (10.70% of variance), fortuitous reasons (9.50% of variance), 
managerial/enterprise competence (7.60% of variance), external agent incentives (6.60% of variance), internal company 
problems (6.10% of variance), product/information exclusivity (5.30% of variance) and domestic competition (5.00% of 
variance).  
    

Development of Current Research Hypotheses  
 

 
Based upon the empirical surveys included in Appendix, the researcher uses a t-test analysis to test the following 

hypotheses: 
H1: There are significant differences among the segments of the proposed attitudinal model with respect to 
organizational parameters i.e. number of employees, sales turnover, organizational age, and ownership. 
H2: There are significant differences among the segments of the proposed attitudinal model with respect to managerial 
parameters i.e. manager travelled abroad, education level, and knowledge of foreign languages. 
H3: There are significant differences among the segments of the proposed attitudinal model with respect to businesses’ 
capabilities i.e. marketing, production, finance, R&D and purchasing. 

  
Research Methodology  

 
 
         The research took place in the Greater Manchester Area. A mail questionnaire was sent to a random stratified 
sample of 270 businesses from all industrial sectors which were included in the KOMPASS directory, and the return 
rate was 53.7%. The total of 107 usable questionnaires received1, were comprised of 21 non-exporters and 86 exporters. 
The total usable response rate was 39.6%. 
 
Sampling Technique – Stratified Sample 

 
 
The evolution of modern sampling theory and the multiple purposes of the survey have stimulated the researcher to 

select the most appropriate sampling technique which was the multiple stratification. The study population, as it is 
defined below, was subdivided into 143 of strata and then a simple random sampling was carried out independently. 

The definition of the study population or the universe included the following five criteria:  
a) firms located in the Greater Manchester Area and included in the KOMPASS directory; 
b) manufacturers or non-manufacturers firms that operate in various industrial groups;  



 

 

c) exporters or non-exporters firms; 
d) small to medium-sized firms that employ more than four and less than 1000 full-time     
     employees and, 
e) small to medium-sized firms that have an annual turnover of less than £20 million.  

The stratification of the population was accomplished with respect to four simultaneous population parameters or 
characteristics which the researcher thought to be most appropriate to the variables under investigation. These four 
stratifying characteristics or criteria were: 
a) First criterion: firms were operating in 28 industrial groups and all firms were located in the Greater Manchester 
Area. Firms have been observed not to operate in the tobacco or public services industrial groups. 
b) Second criterion: firms were operating in many industrial groups and/or in only one industrial group. Each one of the 
28 industrial groups was divided into two categories. The first category included firms which were simultaneously 
operating in 2 to 9 industrial groups, whereas the second category was comprised of firms which were operating in one 
industrial group only. 
c) Third criterion: the firm’s size ranged from 1 to 1000 full-time employees. Firms were classified in one of the 
following three subgroups: Subgroup A included very small firms which were employing 1 to 19 full-time employees; 
Subgroup B included small-sized firms which were employing 20 to 199 full-time employees; and Subgroup C included 
medium-sized firms which were employing 200 to 1000 full-time employees. 
d)  Fourth criterion: the degree of concentration of firms in each of the three subgroups A, B and C appeared different. 
Thus, different frequencies of the number of firms were utilized. In fact, the already classified  firms in one of the above 
three subgroups A, B, and C were further classified into 10 subclasses with respect to different degree of concentration 
of firms or the different frequencies of  the firms in each subgroup.  

Furthermore, subgroup A, subgroup B and subgroup C were divided into three, four and three subclasses 
respectively. For example, subclass A1 refers to those industrial groups which include 1-14 firms, whereas the rest of 
subclasses are identified with the following number of firms: subclass A2 with 15-25 firms; subclass A3 with 26-51 
firms; subclass B1 with  1-19 firms; subclass B2 with 20-50 firms; subclass B3 with 51-114 firms; subclass B4 with 
115-248 firms; subclass C1 with 1-19 firms; subclass C2 with 20-50 firms; and subclass C3 with 51-74 firms. 
 

Factor Analysis Results  
 
 

The set of forty-four attitudinal and perceptual variables was subjected to a principal-component analysis with 
varimax rotation. By using this procedure, it was possible to explore the underlying constructs of the respondents’ 
positive and negative perceptions and attitudes towards exporting to develop orthogonal dimensions. The forty-four 
attitudes were including twelve general attitudes on exporting, thirteen export stimulation attitudes and twenty-one 
export barriers attitudes. Two attitudes were both classified as general attitudes to exporting and export barriers 
attitudes. General attitudes on exporting and export stimulation attitudes form the positive attitudes to exporting while 
export barriers attitudes form the negative attitudes to exporting. The notion of dividing the attitudes into positive and 
negative ones as regards exporting was first introduced by Cicic et al (2002).  

The results of the factor analysis are presented in Table 1 (see below) for positive attitudes and in Table 2 (see 
below) for negative attitudes. As it is shown in Table 1, the magnitudes of the means of eleven out of the fourteen 
attitudes are positive and four factors were extracted, explaining 62.63% of the variance. The mean standardized 
Cronbach’s α was 0.70. The factor analysis resulted in fourteen important attitudes which formed four factors labeled as 
follows: a) firm’s export future plans and goals (26.66% of variance), b) export outcomes: opportunities and 
consequences (14.47% of variance), c) profits, costs and difficulty involved between export sales versus domestic sales 
(11.61% of variance), and d) differences between export markets and domestic market (9.89% of variance). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

Table 1: Positive Attitudes to Exporting Using Principal-Component Analysis and 
Rotated Component Matrix  

 
 
Component 
 
 
 
Variables* 
N of non-exporters and 
exporters=107 

Firm’s 
export 
future 
plans 
and 
goals  

Export 
opportunities 
and 
implications 
 

Advanta
ges of 
domestic 
sales and 
domestic 
markets 

Number of 
differences 
between 
export 
markets 
and 
domestic 
market 

Mean Std 
Devia
tion 

Commu
nalities 

General export attitudes and export stimulation attitudes 
My firm is planning on increasing its 
exports in the near future 

.911 .066 -.128 -.002 5.27 1.94 .852 

Exporting is a desirable task for my 
firm 

.863 .081 -.207 .010 5.90 1.72 .795 

Exports could make a major 
contribution to my firm’s growth 

.813 .269 -.155 .024 5.39 1.93 .758 

My firm is actively exploring the 
possibility of exporting 

.795 -.033 .216 -.030 4.35 1.92 .681 

Export markets offer the opportunity 
to extend production runs and thus 
maximize profits 

.215 .735 -.104 .285 5.50 1.15 .678 

International markets have unique 
technical, climactic and taste 
variances which require product 
modifications 

.006 .688 .114 -.227 4.97 1.57 .538 

Doing business abroad often requires 
a great deal of patience and 
perserverance 

.041 .649 -.129 -.149 6.59 .76 .461 

Exporting provides a UK firm with 
opportunities for growth 

.154 .588 -.293 .295 6.03 .73 .542 

Exporting offers an opportunity to 
stabilize domestic sales cycles 

.274 .554 -.034 .131 4.84 1.57 .400 

Due to opportunities for profits, 
entrepreneurs are supposed to be 
ready to accept higher levels of risk 
and uncertainty than ordinary persons 

-.103 .542 .015 -.198 5.49 1.40 .344 

Exporting is less profitable than 
domestic sales 

-.055 -.050 .839 .056 3.50 1.70 .713 

Regard the local market as better than 
export markets in term of higher 
return obtainable at lower cost and 
with less difficulty 

-.101 -.088 .831 -.057 4.44 1.69 .712 

Exporting is no different from doing 
business locally 

-.005 -.126 -.097 .799 2.38 1.76 .664 

Essentially exporting is not different 
from selling in the domestic market 

-.026 .015 .097 .789 2.99 1.84 .633 

Eigenvalues 3.73 2.03 1.63 1.39    
% of variances explained 26.66 14.47 11.61 9.89      62.63 
Cronbach’s alpha 0.88 0.67 0.66 0.58    
Compound mean score 0.846 0.626 0.835 0.794    

   * A seven point Likert scale is used: 1 for strongly disagree, 2 for disagree, 3 for mildly disagree, 4 for uncertain   
      (neutral), 5 for mildly agree, 6 for agree, and  7 for strongly agree. 



 

 

Table 2: Negative Attitudes to Exporting Using Principal-Component Analysis and 
Rotated Component Matrix   

 
 
Component 
 
 
 
 
 
Variables* 
N of non-exporters and 
exporters=107 

External 
barriers i.e. 
export 
licenses, 
paperwork, 
high cost, 
and 
exchange 
rates 

Difficulty  
in product 
adaptation 
and 
different 
product 
standards, 
and 
consumer 
habits 

Payment 
difficulty 
and time 
constraint 
for 
receiving 
money 

Lack of 
managerial 
skills, 
financial 
resources 
and 
capabilities 
of 
managerial 
staff 

Lack of 
credit 
facilities 
and 
people 
with 
expertise 

Mean Std 
Devia
-tion 

Commu
nalities 

Attitudes of Barriers to Exporting 
Shipping documents, 
export licenses and 
other paperwork 
requires too much time 

.852 .067 .131 .137 .120 3.53 1.80 .780 

Foreign exchange 
problems make 
exporting difficult 

.696 .081 .312 .069 .258 3.71 1.84 .610 

High cost of doing 
business in export 
markets consumes any 
possible profits 

.622 .414 .136 .179 -.035 2.79 1.40 .659 

We fear, we are unable 
to go through product 
(or service) adaptation 
to  engage in exporting 

.208 .841 .123 .040 .036 2.48 1.25 .769 

Different product 
standards and 
consumer habits make 
UK product(s) or 
services unsuitable for 
exports 

.049 .825 .035 .237 .146 2.90 1.45 .762 

There is always a 
chance you may not 
get paid and an even 
greater chance that 
after all the time and 
effort the order will go 
somewhere else 

.131 .167 .870 .110 -.021 4.39 1.59 .806 

If we export we will 
have to wait a long 
time for our money 

.296 .008 .786 .028 .207 4.22 1.69 .725 

We believe that our 
firm lacks sufficient 
managerial skills and 
financial resources to 
support a lengthy 
learning and start-up 
exporting programme 

.153 .038 .027 .873 .133 3.43 1.91 .814 

 * A seven point Likert scale is used: 1 for strongly disagree, 2 for disagree, 3 for mildly disagree, 4 for uncertain  
    (neutral), 5 for mildly agree, 6 for agree, and 7 for strongly agree. 



 

 

Table 2 Continued: Negative Attitudes to Exporting Using Principal Component 
Analysis and Rotated Component Matrix   

 
 
Component 
 
 
 
 
 
Variables* 
N of non-exporters and 
exporters=107 

External 
barriers i.e. 
export 
licenses, 
paperwork, 
high cost, 
and 
exchange 
rates 
 

Difficulty  
in product 
adaptation 
and 
different 
product 
standards, 
and 
consumer 
habits 

Payment 
difficulty 
and time 
constraint 
for 
receiving 
money 

Lack of 
managerial 
skills, 
financial 
resources 
and 
capabilities 
of 
managerial 
staff 

Lack of 
credit 
facilities 
and 
people 
with 
expertise 

Mean Std 
Devia
tion 

Commu
nalities 

Attitudes of Barriers to Exporting 
Exporting requires a 
level of information 
and expertise far above 
the capabilities of our 
managerial staff 

.127 .370 .143 .738 -.081 2.67 1.73 .750 

More often than not a 
today’s exporter must 
be able to provide 
credit, and therefore 
raise finance, if he is to 
be fully competitive 

.039 .157 .196 -.149 .838 4.79 1.32 .790 

Exporting means extra 
problems because we 
must employ people 
with special expertise 

.247 -.001 -.035 .278 .777 3.98 1.59 .743 

Eigenvalues 3.70 1.50 1.16 1.03 .81    
% of variances 
explained 

33.66 13.66 10.56 9.40 7.34   74.61 

Cronbach’s alpha 0.71 0.71 0.66 0.70 0.58    
Compound mean 
score 

0.723 0.833 0.828 0.806 0.808    

* A seven point Likert scale is used: 1 for strongly disagree, 2 for disagree, 3 for mildly disagree, 4 for uncertain  
    (neutral), 5 for mildly agree, 6 for agree, and 7 for strongly agree. 
 

The results of the factor analysis of the attitudes to export barriers are shown in Table 2. The magnitudes of the 
means of eight of the eleven attitudes are negative indicating that attitudes of export barriers are negative. Five factors 
are extracted explaining 74.61% of the variance. The mean standardized Cronbach’s α was 0.67.       

As it is shown in Table 2, the factor analysis resulted in eleven significant attitudes which were classified into five 
factors as follows: a) external barriers i.e. export licenses, paperwork, high cost, exchange rates (33.66% of variance), b) 
difficulty in product adaptation and different product standards, and consumer habits (13.66% of variance), c) payment 
difficulty and a long waiting period of time for receiving money (10.56% of variance), d) lack of  managerial skills, 
financial resources, and capabilities of management staff ( 9.40% of variance), and e) lack of credit facilities and people 
with expertise (7.34% of variance). 

Since both above factor analyses (see Table 1 and Table 2) produced distinct segments with four and five factors 
respectively and the fact that both analyses produced factors that on aggregate explain more than 60% of variance, the 
researcher proposes an attitudinal factorial model with nine factors/segments (see Figure 1) as follows: 

 
 
 
 



 

 

Figure 1: Segments of the Attitudinal Factorial Model  
 

 
ATTITUDINAL FACTORIAL MODEL 

 
POSITIVE ATTITUDES (Table 1) 

 
Segment 1: Firm’s export future plans and goals (26.66% of variance). 
 
Segment 2: Export opportunities and implications (14.47% of variance). 
 
Segment 3: Advantages of domestic sales and domestic market (11.61% of variance). 
 
Segment 4: Number of differences between export markets and domestic market (9.89% of variance). 
 
 

NEGATIVE ATTITUDES (Table 2) 
 

Segment 5: External barriers i.e. export licenses, paperwork, high cost, and exchange rates (33.66% of  
                    variance). 
 
Segment 6: Difficulty in product adaptation and different product standards and consumer habits (13.66% of  
                    variance). 
 
Segment 7: Payment difficulty and time constraint for receiving money (10.56% of variance). 
 
Segment 8: Lack of managerial skills, financial resources and capabilities of managerial staff (9.40% of  
                    variance). 
 
Segment 9: Lack of credit facilities and people with expertise (7.34% of variance). 

 
 

Comparing the above results with the findings of Leonidou (1998) and Eshghi (1992), it is obvious that the current 
findings do not coincide due to the fact that Leonidou’s research only includes export stimulation attitudes whereas 
Eshighi’s research concentrates on different attitudes such as market saturation issues and foreign market uncertainty 
issues. As already mentioned in the literature review, Eshghi (1992) calculated market saturation with 19.7% of 
variance, risk and return with 14.3% of variance, knowledge and expertise with 6.5% of variance and foreign market 
uncertainty with 5.5% of variance. The present study revealed, on the one hand, the fifth segment which has to do with 
the knowledge of exporting and, on the other hand, segments eight and nine which refer to the expertise necessary for 
the managerial staff for exporting.  
      The proposed attitudinal factorial model with the nine segments and the separation of positive and negative attitudes 
provides a more accurate presentation of the realities in exporting activity and process. 

Table 3 (see below) shows the statistically significant differences of organizational parameters, managerial 
parameters and businesses capabilities in the attitudinal factorial model already proposed above which consists of nine 
different segments. The findings indicate that there are ten parameters out of the twelve parameters examined that 
present statistically significant differences (by utilizing the Student t-test) in the attitudinal model. Specifically, among 
the broad category of organizational parameters three parameters appeared to have statistically significant differences 
i.e. sales turnover, organizational age, and ownership. Furthermore, among the category of managerial parameters three 
parameters turned out to have statistically significant differences i.e. manager travelled abroad, education level and 
knowledge of foreign languages. Finally, among the category of businesses’ capabilities four parameters presented 
statistically significant differences i.e. marketing, production, finance and R&D.  

Furthermore, Table 3 indicates that in the proposed attitudinal model there are in total twenty-five statistically 
significant differences which are undoubtedly considered to be a good number of differences. Managerial parameters 
and businesses’ capabilities compared to organizational parameters have the greatest number of significant differences. 
 



 

 

Table 3 Attitudinal Factorial Model and Statistically Significant Differences of a Good 
Number of Parameters  

 
 
Attitudinal factors 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Parameters 

Firm’s 
export 
future 
plans 
and 
goals  

Export 
opportunities 
and 
implications 
 

Advantages 
of domestic 
sales and 
domestic 
market 

Number of 
differences 
between 
export 
markets 
and 
domestic 
market 

External 
barriers i.e. 
export 
licenses, 
paperwork, 
high cost, 
and 
exchange 
rates 
 

Difficulty  
in product 
adaptation 
and 
different 
product 
standards, 
and 
consumer 
habits 
 

Payment 
difficulty 
and time 
constraint 
for 
receiving 
money 

Lack of 
managerial 
skills, 
financial 
resources 
and 
capabilities 
of 
management 
staff 

Lack of 
credit 
facilities 
and 
people 
with 
expertise 

Number 
of 
significant 
factors 

A. Organizational 
parameters 

          

A1. Sales turnover 
Low: ≤ 2million 
pounds (n=43) 

5.01 5.52 4.07 3.00 3.87 2.84 3.52 4.52 4.55  

High: > 2 million 
pounds (n=55) 

5.30 5.62 3.84 2.53 3.01 2.46 2.64 4.13 4.30  

t-value -0.83 -0.66 0.77 1.55 3.07*** 1.55 2.92*** 1.33 1.0 2 
A2.Organizational 
age 
Younger: ≤ 10 
years (n=9) 

6.22 5.50 4.39 2.94 3.67 2.00 2.94 4.28 4.22  

Older: >10 years 
(n=93) 

5.10 5.59 3.89 2.71 3.33 2.73 3.02 4.31 4.42  

t-value 3.93 
*** 

-0.28 1.49 0.55 0.61 -2.48** -0.15 -0.05 -0.44 2 

A3.Ownership 
British owned 
(n=95) 

5.20 5.55 3.99 2.73 3.41 2.67 3.03 4.38 4.35  

Foreign owned 
(n=6) 

4.92 5.81 2.92 3.08 2.61 2.50 3.08 3.25 4.92  

t-value 0.29 -0.65 1.71 -0.64 1.93* 0.20 -0.08 1.46 -1.11 1 
B. Managerial 
parameters 

          

B1. Manager 
travelled abroad 
None:  (n=53 ) 

4.42 5.29 4.17 2.59 3.75 2.99 3.58 4.47 4.30  

Some: One or 
more persons 
(n=53) 

6.03 5.86 3.75 2.76 2.92 2.37 2.48 4.14 4.46  

t-value -5.86 
*** 

-4.09*** 1.47 -0.58 3.34*** 2.76 
*** 

3.85*** 1.18 -0.67 5 

B2. Education 
level 
Non-tertiary 
education (n=47) 

5.09 5.68 4.20 3.04 3.60 2.85 3.40 4.46 4.56  

Tertiary education 
(n=51) 

5.37 5.47 3.70 2.49 3.12 2.36 2.60 4.18 4.33  

t-value -0.86 1.34 1.66 1.77* 1.69* 2.10** 2.63 
*** 

0.95 0.91 4 

B3. Knowledge of 
Foreign 
languages 
 None (n=61) 

5.14 5.66 3.93 2.92 3.36 2.50 3.27 4.31 4.48  

One or more 
(n=39) 

5.29 5.45 3.95 2.51 3.34 2.87 2.58 4.31 4.35  

t-value -0.44 1.33 -0.05 1.30 0.07 -1.46 2.35** 0.01 0.51 1 
Number of  
Significant 
Parameters 

2 1 0 1 4 3 4 0 0 15 

Note: *Statistically significant at 0.10,  **Statistically significant at 0.05,  ***Statistically significant at 0.01 



 

 

Table 3 Continued: Attitudinal Factorial Model and Statistically Significant 
Differences of a Good Number of Parameters  

 
 
Attitudinal 
factors 
 
 
 
 
Parameters 

Firm’s 
export 
future 
plans 
and 
goals  

Export 
opportunities 
and 
implications 
 

Advantages 
of domestic 
sales and 
domestic 
market 

Number of 
differences 
between 
export 
markets 
and 
domestic 
market 

External 
barriers i.e. 
export 
licenses, 
paperwork, 
high cost, 
and 
exchange 
rates 
 

Difficulty  
in product 
adaptation 
and 
different 
product 
standards, 
and 
consumer 
habits 

Payment 
difficulty 
and time 
constraint 
for receiving 
money 

Lack of 
managerial 
skills, 
financial 
resources 
and 
capabilities 
of 
management 
staff 

Lack of 
credit 
facilities 
and 
people 
with 
expertise 

Number 
of 
significant 
factors 

Previous 
number of 
significant 
factors 

2 1 0 1 4 3 4 0 0 15 

C. 
Businesses’ 
Capabilities 

          

C1. 
Marketing 
Strong (n=66) 

5.33 5.67 3.96 2.89 3.14 2.47 2.92 4.11 4.28  

Weak (n=18 )  4.89 5.35 3.86 2.39 3.83 3.25 3.33 4.83 4.39  
t-value 1.08 1.76* 0.31 1.34 -2.25** -2.47** -1.13 -1.80* -0.43 4 
C2. 
Production 
Strong (n=61) 

5.36 5.52 3.94 2.72 3.30 2.58 2.72 4.27 4.33  

Weak (n=7) 5.50 5.55 3.93 2.00 3.86 2.86 2.64 3.50 4.79  
t-value -0.21 -0.11 0.04 1.95* -1.00 -0.55 0.24 1.51 -1.18 1 
C3. Finance 
Strong (n=58) 

5.13 5.48 4.00 2.73 3.13 2.69 2.87 4.15 4.17  

Weak (n=18) 5.44 5.63 4.44 2.53 3.81 2.61 3.19 4.97 4.92  
t-value -0.77 -0.67 -1.16 0.50 -1.47 0.24 -0.67 -2.12** -2.61** 2 
C4. R&D 
Strong (n=54) 

5.60 5.61 4.07 2.97 3.24 2.32 2.84 4.10 3.98  

Weak (n=10) 5.20 5.75 3.45 2.05 2.87 3.25 3.20 4.20 4.65  
t-value 0.76 -0.65 1.25 2.64** 1.23 -2.01* -0.77 -0.21 -2.03* 3 
Number of  
Significant 
Parameters 

 
2 

 
2 

 
0 

 
3 

 
5 

 
5 

 
4 

 
2 

 
2 

 
25 

Note: *Statistically significant at 0.10,  **Statistically significant at 0.05,  ***Statistically significant at 0.01 
 

It is worth noting that the organizational parameter “the number of employees” has not been a statistically 
significant difference (see Table 4 below). In addition the parameter “Purchasing” was not a statistically significant 
difference in the attitudinal model (Table 4). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

Table 4 Attitudinal Factorial Model and Non-significant Parameters  
 

 
Attitudinal 
factors 
 
 
 
 
Parameters 

Firm’s 
export 
future 
plans 
and 
goals  

Export 
opportunities 
and 
implications 
 

Advantages 
of domestic 
sales and 
domestic 
market 

Number of 
differences 
between 
export 
markets 
and 
domestic 
market 
     

External 
barriers i.e. 
export 
licenses, 
paperwork, 
high cost, 
and 
exchange 
rates 
 

Difficulty  
in product 
adaptation 
and 
different 
product 
standards, 
and 
consumer 
habits 

Payment 
difficulty 
and time 
constraint 
for 
receiving 
money 

Lack of 
managerial 
skills, 
financial 
resources 
and 
capabilities 
of 
managerial 
staff 

Lack of 
credit 
facilities 
and 
people 
with 
expertise 

A. 
Organizational 
parameters 

         

Number of 
employees 
Smaller: ≤20 
(n=19) 

4.82 5.59 3.74 2.84 3.53 2.63 3.13 4.37 4.74 

Larger: >20 
(n=82) 

5.33 5.60 3.98 2.72 3.31 2.68 3.00 4.27 4.36 

t-value -1.14 -0.06 -0.72 0.31 0.56 -0.15 0.35 0.29 1.16 
C. Businesses’ 
Capabilities 

         

Purchasing 
Strong (n=58) 

5.11 5.52 4.04 2.70 3.47 2.59 3.15 4.31 4.34 

Weak (n=10) 5.30 5.65 4.10 2.35 3.20 3.40 3.30 4.05 4.75 
t-value -027 -0.63 -0.13 0.72 0.61 -1.69 -0.39 0.53 -1.60 
 

Conclusions, Managerial Implications, Research Limitations and Future Research 
 
 
     A number of conclusions can be drawn from the findings of the present study and empirical research. It was first 
revealed that in the literature there were only few attitudinal factorial models explaining export attitudes and the effort 
towards this direction has been diverted into other areas of research. The recovered attitudinal factorial model of export 
attitudes consists of nine distinct factors/segments which show the sensitivity of managerial staff to multiple issues. 
There are six important segments out of the nine ones, comprising the attitudinal model (with more than 10% variance) 
which are stated as a) the firm’s export future plans and goals, b) the export opportunities and implications, c) the 
advantages of domestic sales and domestic market, d) the external barriers i.e. export licenses, paperwork, high cost, 
and exchange rates, e) the difficulty in product adaptation and different product standards and consumer habits, and f) 
the payment difficulty and time constraint for receiving money in export transactions. The remaining three segments of 
the attitudinal model (with less than 10% variance and more than 5% variance) are stated as g) the number of 
differences between export markets and domestic market, h) the lack of managerial skills, financial resources and 
capabilities of managerial staff, and i) the lack of credit facilities and people with expertise. 
      The research also revealed that ten parameters from the three broad categories of variables i.e. organizational and 
managerial parameters and businesses capabilities had statistically significant differences among the segments of the 
proposed attitudinal factorial model. In other words, all hypotheses of our research were accepted, except the one for the 
organizational parameter (the number of employees) and the one for the businesses’ capabilities (the purchasing) which 
both were rejected because they did not have statistically significant differences among the segments of the proposed 
factorial attitudinal model. To sum it up, the statistically significant differences of organizational parameters were three, 
including sales turnover, organizational age, and ownership. Furthermore, the statistically significant differences of 
managerial parameters were three, such as the manager travelled abroad, the education level and the knowledge of 
foreign languages. Finally, among the category of businesses’ capabilities four parameters had statistically significant 
differences i.e. marketing, production, finance and R&D.  
     In an earlier survey by Brooks and Rosson (1982) it was found out that marketing, production, finance and 
purchasing were not statistically significant different between exporters and non-exporters. The same survey by Brooks 



 

 

and Rosson revealed that foreign languages of the decision maker were statistically significant different between 
exporters and non-exporters while education and international travel of the decision maker were not statistically 
significant different between exporters and non-exporters.  
     Burton and Schlegelmilch (1987) mentioned that at different export ratio (export sales volume to domestic sales 
volume) the number of employees is a better discriminator than the sales volume when export ratio is low (less than 
75%), the sales volume is a better discriminator than the number of employees when export ratio is between 75% and 
120% and sales volume is as good discriminator as the number of employees when export ratio is between 130% and 
160%. Leonidou (1998) found out that the number of employees and sales volume were both good discriminators 
among the export stimulation factors. Leonidou (1998) also found out that organizational age was a good discriminator 
among the export stimulation factors.  
     In the attitudinal model there are in total twenty-five statistically significant differences for organizational and 
managerial parameters together with businesses’ capabilities which all of them undoubtedly are considered as a good 
number of differences. Managerial parameters and businesses’ capabilities compared to organizational parameters have 
the greatest number of significant differences. The present research reveals that the inclusion of the attitudes to export 
barriers provided significant input for the needs of segmentation of firms according to their managers’ export attitudes. 
The number of the statistically significant differences of the current research is greater compared to more narrow 
research of export stimulation factors [Leonidou, 1998]. The previous analyses by researchers of the significant 
differences between exporters and non-exporters used to bring conflicting results and the number of the statistically 
significant differences were minimal as the classification was based on whether a firm was currently exporting or not 
and the attitudes of the decision makers on exporting were not considered as important parameters for classification 
purposes. 
     The important managerial implications of this research are summarized as follows. The exporting attitudes of 
managers which are currently classified into nine segments show that managers  have distinct differences in particular 
managerial parameters like manager travelled abroad, the managers’ educational level and that firms have important 
differences in specific businesses’ capabilities like marketing and R&D. These four characteristics should be promoted 
by UK CEOs in each organization and needless to say these parameters are sensitive ones for achieving higher export 
performance. The implications for policy makers are summarized as follows: UK export promotion organizations 
should develop such programs to enrich educational level of managers in exporting activities and to finance somehow 
managers to travel abroad for exporting activities. Furthermore, export promotional programs should finance R&D 
departments and assist marketing activities of firms in various ways. Of course, sales turnover (> £2 million) and 
organizational age (> 10 years) are shown to be important characteristics and export promotion programs should 
interchangeably use these valid criteria for promoting export businesses.   
     One of the limitations of this research is that in order to increase robustness of data, the researcher has run two 
separate factor analyses, the first one included general export attitudes and export stimuli while the second one was 
comprised of attitudes on export barriers. Consequently, the nine segments of the proposed attitudinal model are not 
continuous and separate and the first four segments possibly overlap with the five remaining segments. Other limitations 
are methodological ones like the total number of usable replies of non-exporters. 
    Although Leonidou (1998) has shown in his study the effect of internationalization parameters on export stimulation 
factors, the current researcher will similarly examine the effect of internationalization parameters on export attitudinal 
factors in a separate article, since this particular research requires the implementation of factor analysis on the replies of 
the eighty-six exporters in the sample instead of the total number of usable replies which included 107 exporters and 
non-exporters. In the future, similar research efforts should be replicated in other exporting countries apart from UK and 
USA in order to develop a global attitudinal factorial model. 
 

Notes 
 

1 The sixteen-page questionnaire is available on request. 
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Appendix 
 
 

Selected Surveys on Export Attitudes 
 

 
A* 

  Year of 
publication  
and authors 

Objectives Methodology Key Findings 

1                          1977                      
Bilkey and 
Tesar 

Test of a six stages model of 
export behavior. 

Mail survey, 
Responses from 423 
small- and medium-
sized Wisconsin 
manufacturing firms. 
Multiple regression 
analysis was used. 

Export development process of firms 
tends to proceed in stages.  
Size was relatively unimportant for 
export behavior. 
Perceived barriers to exporting were 
found to be meaningful only for firms 
in export stage five. The following 
statements varied directly with export 
stage, that is the further advanced the 
export stage is, the greater the 
percentage of firms perceived these 
considerations as a barrier to 
exporting is: a) Difficulty in 
understanding foreign business 
practices, b) Different product 
standards and consumer standards in 
foreign countries which make US 
products unsuitable for export, c) 
Difficulty in collecting money from 
foreign markets and d) Difficulty in 
obtaining adequate representation in 
foreign markets. In addition, one  

  *Number of published articles. 



 

 

Selected Surveys on Export Attitudes (Continued) 
 

 
A* 

  Year of 
publication  
and authors 

Objectives Methodology Key Findings 

    perceived barrier was found to differ 
inversely with export stage: difficulty 
in obtaining funds necessary to get 
started in exporting. 

2 1980 
Withey 

This research is seeking to 
compare exporters with 
non-exporters by number of 
employees, scope of 
international activities and 
attitudes about the future 
role of exporting. 

Mail survey, 
responses from 357 
USA manufacturers 
with 200 or less 
employees, 166 
exporters and 191 
non-exporters.  

The more employees there are, the 
greater the probability of export 
marketing activity is. 
Exporters are also more likely to 
import and/or operate non-domestic 
production facilities than non-
exporters. 
Firms currently exporting possess 
more positive feelings about the 
future of exporting than non-
exporters. 

3 1981, 1980 
Roy and 
Simpson 

This research is seeking to 
determine CEO perceptions 
of cost, profit, and risk 
between exporters versus 
non-exporters. 

In-depth interviews of 
CEOs of 124 small- 
and medium-sized 
southern USA firms 
(less than 500 
employees). 

There are no significant statistical 
differences in the initial perception of 
export risk between exporters and 
non-exporters. Export cost and profit 
perceptions showed a significant 
statistical difference between 
exporters and non-exporters. 

4 1982  
Brooks and 
Rosson 

This research is seeking to 
develop comprehensive 
exporter and non-exporter 
profiles of small- and 
medium-sized firms. 

Mail survey, 
responses from 253 
Canadian firms (more 
than 50 employees 
and less than 500 
employees). T-test, 
chi-square tests and 
frequency counts. 

There are statistical significant 
differences between exporters and 
non-exporters for perceptions of risks, 
perceptions of all costs except 
production and clerical costs, 
perceptions of management time 
required and foreign languages of the 
decision maker. There were no 
statistical significant differences 
between exporters and non-exporters 
for perceptions of profits, for 
perceptions of company strengths, for 
perceptions of management strengths 
i.e. marketing, production, finance, 
engineering, and purchasing, for 
decision maker characteristics i.e. age, 
education, and international travel. 

5 1982 
Tesar and 
Tarleton 

This research is seeking to 
compare empirical results 
from the 1974 Wisconsin 
study versus the 1981 
Virginia study of small- and 
medium-sized 
manufacturing firms. The 
paper focuses only on the 
differences between  

Mail surveys for both 
studies. Responses 
from 167 managers of 
firms in the Wisconsin 
study and 57 
responses in the 
Virginia study. 

The results indicated that there were 
no statistically significant differences 
between aggressive and passive 
exporters. However, passive exporters 
compared to aggressive exporters 
perceived differences in the following 
export obstacles i.e. it costs too much 
money to get started in exporting, 
shipping documents, export licenses 
and other paper work require too  

  *Number of published articles. 



 

 

Selected Surveys on Export Attitudes (Continued) 
 

 
A* 

  Year of 
publication  
and authors 

Objectives Methodology Key Findings 

  aggressive and passive 
exporters. 

 much time, it is difficult to collect 
money overseas, service is difficult if 
not impossible in foreign markets, 
different product standards and 
consumer habits make US products 
unsuitable for exports, adequate 
representation in foreign markets is 
difficult to obtain, whereas foreign 
opportunities are difficult to 
determine. 

6 1983 
Czinkota and 
Johnston 

The research is seeking to 
find out the effect that the 
firm size has on managerial 
attitudes toward exporting, 
problems inherent in 
exporting and the 
geographic range of export 
activities. 

Mail survey. 219 
responses from 84 
small-sized firms and 
135 medium-sized 
firms. The data were 
analyzed with 
univariate and 
multivariate analysis 
of variance.  

The findings of that research did show 
that only one of the managerial 
attitudes had statistically significant 
differences between small- and 
medium-sized firms i.e.  my firm is 
planning on increasing its exports in 
the near future. Only the statement 
“exporting is not different from doing 
business locally” was a negative 
attitude for both small- and medium-
sized firms.  
Documentation was the only problem 
which was considered a significant 
difference between small- and 
medium-sized firms. 
The export distribution patterns of 
both small and medium sized firms 
were quite similar. 

7 1984 
Cavusgil 

This research is seeking to 
investigate whether there 
are differences in variables 
such as company 
characteristics, domestic 
market environment, nature 
of international business 
involvement, marketing 
policy aspects and export 
market research practices, 
among exporting firms 
classified by the degree of 
internationalization  (i.e. 
experimental exporters, 
active exporters and 
committed exporters).  

Personal interviews of 
executives of 70 
midwestern 
manufacturers from 
Wisconsin and 
Illinois. 

There were derived the following 
conclusions: There is a tentative 
conclusion that there is a tendency for 
a larger volume firms to have 
progressed more along the 
internationalization process. Export 
experience is not a strong predictor of 
internationalization. Export intensity 
fails to emerge as a perfect correlate 
of internationalization. Export profits 
emerge as a moderately strong 
predictor of a firm’s 
internationalization.  
Experimental exporters face 
domestically low level of competition, 
have growing market at home and 
face domestic pressures on 
price/profit margins. Committed 
exporters face domestically moderate 
competition, consider that there is 
growing market abroad and face  

  *Number of published articles. 



 

 

Selected Surveys on Export Attitudes (Continued) 
 

 
A* 

  Year of 
publication  
and authors 

Objectives Methodology Key Findings 

    domestically maturing industry. 
The most troublesome problem for 
experimental exporters is “working 
with foreign distributors”, while for 
active and committed exporters is 
“exchange rate risks”.  
Regardless of internationalization 
stage a firm does not need a new 
product to be successful in exporting. 
When a firm is more likely to have a 
special export division the greater its 
degree of internationalization is. 
Experimental exporters have less 
often face-to-face contact with their 
distributors and provide primarily 
sales aids. As a firm progresses 
through the internationalization stages 
it becomes more likely to use a 
variety of informational sources in 
foreign market research. 

8 1985 
Johnston and 
Czinkota 

This research is seeking to 
provide guidance to 
beginning exporters and 
export promotion agencies 
for export success. The 
research investigates 
industry differences among 
managerial attitudes toward 
exporting, the export 
product offering, the 
manufacturing service 
orientation in exporting, and 
the firm’s manner of 
obtaining the first export 
order. 

Mail survey. 200 
responses from three 
high tech USA 
manufacturing 
industries. 94 
responses from 
Machinery and 
Equipment (SIC 353), 
36 responses from 
Aircraft and parts 
(SIC 372) and 70 
responses from 
Measuring and 
controlling 
instruments (SIC 382). 

Among other conclusions the research 
concluded that the following eight 
managerial attitudes toward exporting  
were statistically significant 
differences among the three high tech 
industries: 1) Exporting is a desirable 
task for my firm, 2) My firm is 
planning for exporting, 3) My firm is 
planning on increasing its exports in 
the near future, 4) My firm is actively 
exploring the possibilities for 
exporting 5) Exports could make a 
major contribution to my firm’s 
growth, 6) Exports could make a 
major contribution to my firm’s 
profits, 7) My firm always tries to fill 
export orders, and 8) Profits from our 
exports have fully met my 
expectation.  

9 1986 
Schlegelmilch 

This research is seeking to 
investigate whether there 
are differences of attitudes 
of senior managers of UK 
and Western German 
mechanical engineering 
industries can explain a 
large proportion of export 
performance. 

Mail survey. 
Responses from 210 
firms (130 firms from 
UK and 80 firms from 
West Germany). 15 
pre- test interviews. 
The data were 
analyzed with t-test 
and stepwise 
discriminant analysis 

The findings revealed 29 significant 
variables out of 81 variables. By using 
stepwise disriminant analysis there 
were initially produced nine factors, 
however, only seven of them proved 
to be important i.e. self-confidence, 
marketing orientation, planning and 
control, product advantage, obstacles 
to exporting, consumer orientation, 
and  cost and risk. 

  *Number of published articles. 



 

 

Selected Surveys on Export Attitudes (Continued) 
 

 
A* 

  Year of 
publication  
and authors 

Objectives Methodology Key Findings 

   which compared non-
exporters and 
exporters. 

 

10 1986 
Barrett and 
Wilkinson 

This research is seeking to 
group Australian 
manufacturing firms 
according to five different 
types of internationalization 
behavior and to further 
identify managerial 
variables (personal 
characteristics, planning 
characteristics and attitudes 
to exporting) which are 
related to this behavior. 

Nationwide mail 
survey. 1904 
responses. 1253 
responses from small-
sized firms (20-199 
employees), 490 
responses from 
medium-sized firms 
(100-499 employees), 
and 161 responses 
from large firms 
(more than 500 
employees). The data 
were analyzed with 
factor analysis. 

There are significant differences 
among firms at different levels of the 
internationalization process in terms 
of the personal characteristics of 
managers, managers’ planning 
orientations and managers’ attitudes 
towards exporting.  
With the use of the factor analysis, 
fifteen attitudes towards exporting are 
divided into three groups as follows: 
a) the first group shows a general anti-
exporting orientation that suggests 
little consideration of an experience 
with exporting (fear of the unknown), 
b) the second group faces various 
exporting problems and suggests 
some consideration or experience of 
exporting (fear of the known) and c) 
the third group mentions various 
statements of pro-export orientation. 
This survey concluded that firms at 
higher levels of internationalization 
disagree more strongly with the 
following attitudes towards exporting:  
A. Fear of the unknown: 1) There is 
too much risk involved in exporting 
for my organization to be engaged in 
it,  2) Exporting is too different from 
marketing in Australia to enable my 
organization to succeed, 3) Exporting 
should only be considered when 
opportunities in Australia have been 
completely exhausted, 4) The quality 
of my company’s products could 
never be good enough to sell on the 
overseas market, 5) My company is 
too small to be able to export 
successfully,  
B. Fear of the known: 1) Exporting is 
only desirable when a responsible 
Australian agent can be secured to 
handle transport, documentation and 
marketing, 2) My organization does 
not know enough about exporting 
procedures to even begin exporting, 
3) My organization’s high costs will 
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    always prevent it from entering 
exporting and 4) Our first attempts at 
exporting failed so there is no point in 
trying again. 

11 1987  
Burton  
and 
Schlegelmilch 

This research is seeking to 
test that a) increasing export 
involvement by a firm is 
accompanied by specific 
changes in organizational, 
managerial and attitudinal 
characteristics and b) export 
involvement can be 
predicted by sets of 
organizational and 
attitudinal variables. 

Same methodology as 
the methodology at 9th 
article above. 

The increasing export involvement by 
firms shown by the ratio of export 
sales volume to domestic sales 
volume, accompanied by changes in 
specific variables representing 
organizational, managerial and 
attitudinal characteristics. The 
research revealed that there were six 
key influences on export commitment 
i.e. manpower, strategies, marketing, 
planning and control, internal image 
and external image. 

12 1988 
Gomez-Mejia 

This research is seeking to 
assess the explanatory 
power of human resource 
management practices as 
determinants of export 
performance, after 
controlling for a number of 
organizational and 
managerial characteristics 
known to affect foreign 
sales. 

Mail survey. Data 
collected in two 
stages. 501 responses 
received in the first 
wave data collection 
and 388 responses 
received in the second 
wave. Questionnaires 
were sent to chief 
executives of Florida 
manufacturing firms. 
Factor analysis and a 
stepwise regression 
analysis were used. 

The responses to 25Likert-type items 
were factor analyzed and seven 
factors reached the eigenvalue 
criterion of 1.0 or higher. Then this 
factor structure was rotated via the 
varimax procedure. The first factor 
includes 7 items that measure the 
extent to which human resource 
strategies within the firm incorporate 
an international dimension. The rest 
of six factors were labeled i.e. 
international orientation of firm’s 
future and goals, risk avoidance 
orientation, systematic exploration of 
international opportunities, 
commitment to foreign advertising 
and international marketing, 
technology adaptability, and 
unfavorable economic conditions. A 
stepwise regression model was used 
to test the significance of the human 
resource strategy score as a predictor 
of export performance after 
controlling for differential firm 
advantages, managerial perceptions 
and aspirations, and marketing 
activities. It was found that human 
resource management strategies had a 
significant impact on a firm’s 
subsequent export performance. 
Managerial perceptions and 
aspirations were including risk 
avoidance orientation, profitability 
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    expectations, international orientation 
of firm’s future plans and goals, and 
attitude toward growth, profits, and 
market development. 

13 1989 
Keng and 
Jiuan 

This research is seeking to 
profile the differences 
between exporting and non-
exporting firms among 
smaller manufacturers and 
to determine whether nature 
or nurture contributes to 
greater export involvement. 

Mail survey. 156 
responses from small 
to medium-sized 
manufacturing firms 
in Singapore. 

108 current exporters experienced a 
different set of obstacles to exporting 
than 48 non-exporting firms. 
Exporters’ problems are primarily 
external or market based, whereas 
non-exporters perceived internal 
anxiety about exporting. In fact, 
exporters encountered the following 
problems -i.e. matching competitors’ 
prices, promoting product overseas, 
establishing distribution network 
overseas, getting information about 
foreign markets, necessity to grant 
credit facilities to foreign buyers, 
establishing contacts with foreign 
customers, employing good export 
sales personnel, developing new 
products, getting repeat business from 
existing buyers, quality of product, 
design and packaging and 
understanding import/export 
documentation. On the contrary, non-
exporters gave different reasons for 
not exporting i.e. focus was on 
satisfying domestic demand, product 
not marketable in foreign markets, 
lack of foreign market contacts, lack 
of financing, perceived difficulty in 
gaining market entry (due to price 
disadvantage, quality problem, tariff 
and tax, quota restriction, and 
regulations), operational problems 
(manpower, size of firm, production 
capacity and expertise), lack of 
knowledge and exposure of market 
opportunity and demand, exports 
handled by agents. The contradictory 
findings regarding export barriers 
perceived by exporters and non- 
exporters can be explained by 
differences in the stage of export 
development of the firms. Statistically 
significant differences were observed 
between exporting and non-exporting 
firms along a) demographic  
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    characteristics i.e. number of 
employees, annual sales volume, and 
educational level and b) marketing 
activities i.e. marketing research, 
selecting distribution channels, 
advertising and sales promotion and 
packaging.  

14 1990 
Gripsrud 

This research is seeking to 
develop a model  where 
firm and product attributes, 
as well as perceived 
barriers/ opportunities were 
proposed as determinants of 
attitudes towards future 
exports. 

Mail survey. 396 
questionnaires were 
sent to Norwegian 
exporters of fishery 
products. 114 
responses were 
returned.  Multiple 
discriminant and 
regression analysis 
were used to test the 
model. 

In total, Gripsrud used ten attitudes 
which formed three groups/ 
dimensions after implementing 
discriminant analysis i.e. perceived 
price/quality dimension, cultural 
dimension and competition 
dimension. Regression analysis of 
attitudes towards future exports 
revealed that export experience, firm 
size, product category (dried/salted 
cod) and price/quality dimension had 
a statistically significant effect on 
future exports. 

15 1990 
Weaver and 
Pak 

This research is seeking to 
examine attitudes toward 
exporting outcomes.  

Mail survey. 292 
questionnaires were 
sent to top Korean 
managers of small- 
and medium-sized 
manufacturing firms. 
70 responses were 
returned.  

The researchers found out that on the 
one hand, the majority of managers 
agree or strongly agree that a) their 
firm tries to fill export orders, b) 
exports make a major contribution to 
growth, c) their firm is planning on 
increasing exports in the near future, 
d) exports make a major contribution 
to profits, e) getting started in 
exporting requires high upfront costs 
and f) exporting involves greater cost 
than selling in domestic markets. On 
the other hand, the majority of 
managers either disagrees or strongly 
disagree that a) exporting is too 
complicated to be worth the effort, b) 
exporting involves greater risk than 
selling in domestic markets, c) 
exporting is more profitable than 
selling in domestic markets.   

16 1991 
Louter, 
Ouwerkerk 
and Bakker 

This research is seeking to 
investigate export success 
which will be helpful to 
starting and failing 
exporters. 

Mail survey. 344 
questionnaires were 
sent to managing 
directors of Dutch 
exporters with less 
than 100 employees. 
165 responses were 
returned. 

The researchers found that attitudes 
could be divided into homogenous 
ones and to attitudes with larger 
variance. Both small and medium 
sized exporters were passive and 
active and the size of firm didn’t 
influence the activity of exporters. 
The impact of industry was more 
important. Particularly, the fish 
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    exporters were often active exporters 
whereas cake and biscuit exporters 
had more characteristics of passive 
exporters. 

17 1992 
Eshghi 

This research is seeking to 
investigate the positive link 
between top managements’ 
attitude towards exporting 
and the fact that negative 
findings on exporting 
behavior were regarded as 
anomalies, or dismissed as 
unsound on methodological 
grounds. This article is 
intended to shed light on 
this paradox.  

Mail survey. 1000 
questionnaires were 
sent to chief 
executives of Illinois 
manufacturing firms. 
253 responses were 
returned. Factor 
analysis and 
discriminant analysis 
were used. 

The researcher with the help of factor 
analysis developed an eight-factor 
model explaining the attitudes 
towards exporting using factor 
analysis. Four factors consisting of 
three to five attitudes each could be 
easily labeled as follows: Market 
saturation, risk and return, knowledge 
and expertise, and foreign market 
uncertainty explaining 46% of the 
variance. The rest four factors were 
either non-interpretable or had 
inadequate content validity. 

18 1995 
Calof 

This research is seeking to 
study the export behavior of 
South African firms SMEs 
and to test current theories 
of internationalization. 
Furthermore, the objective 
of this study is to examine 
what factors differentiate 
among South African SMEs 
with respect to varying 
levels of involvement in 
exporting. Thus, the study 
examines whether the stages 
model of exporting can be 
extended to South Africa. 

Mail survey. 900 
questionnaires were 
sent to small- and 
medium- sized South 
African manufacturers 
with less than 1000 
employees. 172 
responses were 
returned and utilized. 

The researcher divided nine attitudes 
into two groups a) attitudes towards 
the benefits of international business 
and b) attitudes towards the risks of 
international business. He also used 
the ratio of export sales to total sales 
to classify non-exporters and 
exporters to 4 stages and then he 
utilized ANOVA to find differences 
in the various stages within the two 
groups of attitudes already mentioned. 
The researcher found statistically 
significant attitudes towards the 
benefits of international business -i.e. 
exports are only profitable in the long 
run, exports can make a contribution 
to attainment of growth objectives, 
and exports can contribute to the 
profit objectives of the firm. Also, he 
found statistically significant attitudes 
toward the risks of international 
business -i.e. export holds high risk, 
International Marketing is riskier than  
domestic. 

19 1996 
Jain and 
Kapoor 

This research is seeking to 
pay attention to India’s 
firms’ export attitudes and 
their international marketing 
planning and organizational 
activities which in other 
countries were found to be 
important determinants of 

Mail survey. 200 
questionnaires were 
sent to Delhi 
manufacturers and 
exporters.  32 
responses were 
returned and were 
found usable for 

The researchers found among others 
that the majority of the firms felt that 
exporting was a different and more 
difficult activity than selling in the 
domestic market in view of 
substantial procedural formalities and 
international travel. They also 
examined the attitudes toward export 
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  firms’ export involvement 
and performance. 

analysis in the study. problems encountered by Indian 
Manufacturing firms. 

20 1998 
Leonidou 

This research is seeking to 
investigate the export 
stimulation behavior of 
Cypriot manufacturers. 

Personal interviews 
with the individual 
primarily responsible 
to making export 
management 
decisions. 138 
individuals 
participated in the 
interviews. Factor 
analysis and t-test 
were used. 

According to the findings of this 
research, export stimuli were 
segmented into eight groups using 
factor analysis with managerial 
variables to be most significant ones. 
On the contrary, organizational and 
internationalization variables were 
weak to discriminate export stimuli. 
Specifically, Leonidou developed 
eight factors/clusters explaining the 
export stimulation attitudes. He 
proposed that there are twenty 
important attitudes that discriminate 
the eight factors. The eight factors 
have been called: a) domestic market 
constraints, b) export benefits/ 
opportunities, c) fortuitous reasons, d) 
managerial/enterprise competence, e) 
external agent incentives, f) internal 
company problems, g) product/ 
information exclusivity and h) 
domestic competition.  

21 1998 
Tesar and 
Moini 

This research is seeking to 
examine the differences 
between exporting and non-
exporting smaller 
manufacturing firms over 
the last 20 years using the 
same research methodology 
and conceptual and 
theoretical foundation. 

Mail surveys during 
1975, 1985 and 1995. 
A longitudinal study 
of exporters and non-
exporters at 
Wisconsin. 450, 290 
and 100 responses 
were returned 
respectively in the 
above surveys. 
Discriminant analysis 
was used. 

The research revealed that the only 
obstacle to exporting perceived as 
significant by exporters was the 
possibility of differing product 
standards. Non-exporters thought that 
it cost too much money to get started 
in exporting and that exporting would 
not contribute to the development 
and/or security of their markets. This 
perception may be attributed to their 
lack of previous export experience. In 
the same article, Tesar and Moini 
(1998) mentioned that a) in a 1985 
survey, exporters perceived exports as 
profitable and that for non-exporters, 
the only significant variable was their 
lack of past export experience and b) 
in a 1995 survey exporters continued 
to consider exports as contributing to 
development of the US economy but 
also thought that adequate 
representation in foreign markets was 
difficult. Non-exporters had not 
systematically explored exporting and 
were still concerned with their past 
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    negative exporting experience. Thus, 
exporters became more experienced 
in exporting and in understanding the 
broad implications of exports on the 
US economy, while non-exporters 
tended not to consider exporting as an 
option. Among the ten perceived 
obstacles to exporting which have 
been utilized in that survey included 
statements i.e. high cost of doing 
business in export markets consumes 
any possible profits, different product 
standards and consumer habits make 
US product unsuitable for exports, it 
costs too much money to get started in 
exporting and shipping documents, 
export licenses, and other paperwork 
requires too much time. Same 
statements are used in the present 
research. 

22 2002 
Cicic, 
Patterson and 
Shoham 

This research is seeking to 
investigate the importance 
of managerial attitudes, 
perceived international 
barriers, and human 
resource efforts on 
international performance. 

Mail survey. 785 
questionnaires were 
sent to Australian 
services firms. 181 
responses were 
returned and were 
usable. The LISREL 
structural equation 
modeling was used. 

The researchers based on the input of 
163 international firms providing 
primarily services, concluded a model 
showing that positive export attitudes 
had a positive impact on export 
performance while negative export 
attitudes had a negative impact on 
export performance. Both positive and 
negative export attitudes had shown to 
have also an indirect impact on export 
performance. Specifically, positive 
export attitudes had an indirect 
positive impact on export 
performance through senior 
management involvement and 
overseas visit frequency. In addition, 
negative export attitudes had a 
negative impact on export 
performance through proportion of 
workforce involved in exporting. 
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