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Abstract 
 

This study aims to analyze the crucial mediating role of tacit knowledge acquisition from 

foreign markets between the effect of sub-dimensions of export activities and the innovation 

performance of small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) in Thailand. The primary purpose 

is to demonstrate that a Learning-by-Exporting (LBE) concept cannot always enhance SMEs' 

innovation performance directly, and their relationship is not always linear. Contributing to the 

LBE literature, the study uses the Knowledge-Based View (KBV) to emphasize a driving 

mechanism that explains why the LBE concept may not always lead to a firm's innovation 

performance directly, together with discussing current issues related to the mixed results of 

LBE effects on innovation performance. Involving 220 Thai Manufacturing SMEs and using 

structural equation model, the results indicate that tacit knowledge acquisition mediates the 

relationship between export intensity and process innovation, not product innovation. Besides, 

the study suggests that the sub-dimensions of export activities are significant factors to 

reconcile the inconclusive effects between export and innovation performance. Each dimension 

is also found to provide different significant results on the firm's tacit knowledge acquisition; 

for instance, while export intensity positively impacts tacit knowledge acquisition, the number 

of markets negatively affects it. Furthermore, whereas the results of multigroup path analysis 

for young and mature firms do not support the model-level, a significantly positive impact of 

the numbers of customers on mature firms’ tacit knowledge acquisition is observed at the path-

level, and the direct effect of the number of markets on young firms’ product innovation is 

noted. The findings of this study shed new light on the LBE literature in the SMEs context by 

proposing a scrutiny of the ages of firms in further LBE research.  

 



III 

 

Table of contents 
 

 

Abstract II 

Table of contents III 

List of tables VII 

List of Figures VIII 

Statement of copyright IX 

Acknowledgements X 

Chapter 1 Introduction 1 

1.1 Introduction 1 

1.2 Research motivation 8 

1.3 Research domains 12 

1.4 Recent literature and research gaps 13 

1.4.1 Missing pieces of learning by exporting (LBE) and innovation 13 

1.4.2 Lack of integrative review of sub-dimensions of export activities that could exhibit 

different learning patterns 15 

Lastly, number of foreign customers 17 

1.4.3 Differences between young and mature SMEs 18 

1.4.4 Consideration of influence of knowledge inflows from machine import on LBE 

literature 20 

1.4.5. Distinguish learning pattern of sub-dimensions of export activities on process 

innovation and product innovation 22 

1.4.6 Lack of LBE in export-led countries in emerging markets 23 

1.5 Research objectives 24 

1.6 Theoretical contributions 25 

1.7 Research hypotheses and conceptual model 30 

1.8 Organization of dissertation 34 

Chapter 2. Literature review 36 

2.1 Introduction 36 

2.2 Why LBE, not self–selection? 38 

2.3 Relevant theories 39 



IV 

 

2.3.1 Organizational Learning Theory (OLT) 40 

2.3.2 The Resource-Based View (RBV) 40 

2.3.3 Knowledge-Based View (KBV) 41 

2.3.4 Why is KBV applicable for this study? 42 

2.4 Relevant Learning -by-Exporting empirical reviews 44 

2.5 Tacit knowledge acquisition as a mediating mechanism 63 

2.6 Innovation performance 66 

2.6.1 Process Innovation and Product Innovation 67 

2.6.2 Innovation Performance of SMEs in Thailand 70 

2.7 Machine import 72 

Chapter 3: Hypotheses 76 

3.1 Introduction 76 

3.2 Research model 76 

3.3 Hypotheses 77 

3.3.1 Export intensity and tacit knowledge acquisition 77 

3.3.2 Number of markets and tacit knowledge acquisition 80 

3.3.3 Number of foreign customers and tacit knowledge acquisition 83 

3.3.4 Export persistence and tacit knowledge acquisition 85 

3.3.5 Tacit knowledge acquisition and innovation performance 88 

3.3.6 Non-linear relationship between export intensity and process Innovation 90 

3.3.7 Firm’s tacit knowledge acquisition mediates relationship between export intensity 

and process innovation 94 

3.3.8 The moderating role of firm age 100 

3.3.9 Machine import positively moderates relationship between number of markets and 

tacit knowledge acquisition 104 

3.3.10 Machine import negatively moderates the relationship between export intensity 

and tacit knowledge acquisition 106 

3.4 summary 109 

Chapter 4 Research methodology 110 

4.1 Introduction 110 

4.2 Research design 111 

4.3 Research scope 112 

4.4 Research method 113 

4.5 Operationalization of construct 114 



V 

 

4.5.1 Dependent variable 115 

4.5.2 Mediator variable: tacit knowledge acquisition 116 

4.5.3 Export Activities 116 

4.5.4 Moderating variable; machine import 117 

4.5.5 Control variables 118 

4.6 Questionnaire design process 122 

4.7 Fieldwork procedures 124 

4.8 Demographic characteristics of the study sample 126 

4.9 Self-selection and non-response bias 127 

4.10 Endogeneity issue 128 

4.11 Data analysis 134 

Chapter 5: Findings of Descriptive Statistics 135 

5.1 Descriptive statistics and correlation matrix 135 

Chapter 6: Validity and Reliability Analysis 137 

Chapter 7: Results of Hypotheses Tests 140 

7.1 Structural model and hypothesis testing 140 

7.1.1 Relationship between export activities (export intensity, export persistency, number 

of markets and number of customers) and tacit knowledge acquisition 143 

7.1.2 Relationship between tacit knowledge acquisition and innovation performance 

(both product and process innovation) 144 

7.1.3 Non-linear relationship between export intensity and process innovation 144 

7.1.4 Mediation effect analysis of tacit knowledge acquisition 145 

7.1.5 Moderator effect (Multigroup analysis) 146 

7.1.6 Moderator effect of machine import on the relationship between export intensity 

and tacit knowledge acquisition 153 

7.2 Robustness tests 158 

7.3 Summary of the results 159 

7.4 Additional analysis 161 

Chapter 8: Discussion, Implications, and Limitations 163 

8.1 Theoretical contributions 163 

8.1.1 Sub-dimensions of export activities 163 

8.1.2. Tacit knowledge as learning mechanism 167 

8.1.3. Multigroup of firm age 167 



VI 

 

8.1.4. Moderating role of machine import 169 

8.1.5. Non-linear relationship of export intensity and process innovation 170 

8.2 Managerial implication 171 

8.3 Implications for public policy makers 173 

Chapter 9: Summary 174 

9.1 Limitations and Future Research Directions 180 

References 183 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



VII 

 

List of tables 
 

Table 1. Summary of sub-dimensions of export literature ................................................ 50 

Table 2. Summary of relevant empirical findings of LBE study ....................................... 52 

Table 4. Summary of scale measurements ......................................................................... 119 

Table 3. Sample profile (N= 220) ........................................................................................ 126 

Table 6. Descriptive statistics, correlation Matrix, and VIF............................................ 136 

Table 5. Scale assessment and confirmatory factor analysis results ............................... 139 

Table 7. Variable descriptions ............................................................................................ 142 

Table 8. Summary of main effects results .......................................................................... 143 

Table 9. Mediating effects ................................................................................................... 145 

Table 10. Multigroup analysis and chow-test results ....................................................... 149 

Table 11. The chow-test results........................................................................................... 151 

Table 12. Results summary ................................................................................................. 157 

Table 13. Table of robustness test for the Chow-test ........................................................ 158 

Table 14. Summary of hypotheses statement and results ................................................ 159 

  



VIII 

 

List of Figures 

 

 

Figure 1. Conceptual framework.......................................................................................... 34 

Figure 2. Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) with maximum likelihood estimation .. 138 

Figure 3. The full model of path analysis ........................................................................... 141 

Figure 4. The moderating effects for hypothesis 10 .......................................................... 154 

Figure 5. The moderating effects for hypothesis 11 .......................................................... 155 

Figure 6. A conceptual framework with the results ......................................................... 156 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



IX 

 

Statement of copyright 

 

The copyright of this thesis rests with the author. No quotation from it should be published 

without the author's prior written consent and information derived from it should be 

acknowledge. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



X 

 

Acknowledgements  
 

First and foremost, I would like to thank you the almighty God for his mercy and holy guidance. 

I can do all this through him who give me strength (Philippians 4:13). Secondly, I would like 

to thank my primary supervisor, Associate Professor Dr. Karena Yan, and my co-supervisor, 

Professor Dr. Xinming He for their supports and guidance during my years in the PhD program. 

Without their guidance, I would not have been able to complete this research. I would also like 

to thank internal examiner, Professor Dr. Dylan Sutherland, and external examiners, Associate 

Professor Dr. Athina Zeriti for useful comments to make my thesis completed. 

Additionally, I would like to thank Chiang Mai University Business School (CMUBS) for 

funding support. I also thank the Dean, Associate Professor Siriwut Buranapin, and my head 

marketing department, Associate Professor Patchara Tantiprapa for giving me this great 

opportunity. 

Furthermore, I would like to express my gratitude to my family, Pitsamai Sirsakul, Suda 

Polpanich, Napitsaporn Sanguanpan, Tharatorn Srisakul, and Wassawan Sanguangpan for their 

understanding and encouragement in all the time of my daily life. Moreover, I would like to 

thank my friends, Napa Chantra, Paporn Mongkolwut, Anchana Songkeaw, Yoy Pantaporn, 

and my spiritual friends Warapon Dansiri and the bible groups for their powerful prayers. 

Last but not the least, I cannot forget to thank my husband, Dr. Anin Dhanasin Rupp and my 

daughter, Mira Rupp for all the unconditional support during the pursuit of my PhD degree.   

 

Ratima Srisomwongse 

May 2022. 



1 

 

Chapter 1 Introduction  
 

1.1 Introduction  

Innovation is undeniably an essential tool for businesses to keep up with constantly rising 

competitiveness in the global market. Small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs), in particular, 

need to put their effort in equipping themselves with innovation and valuable knowledge so that 

they can respond to increasingly unpredictable market demands in an effective manner. On the 

other hand, despite their attempt to obtain tacit knowledge or valuable expertise necessary for 

innovation development domestically, institutional voids in emerging markets have become 

obstacles for most of the SMEs. 

Accumulating Learning-by-Exporting (LBE) literature suggests that export activities provide 

firms with valuable knowledge not available in their home countries (Grossman and Helpman, 

1991). While evidences from the literature show that exporting promotes a firm’s innovation 

performance (Love and Ganotakis, 2013, Salomon and Shaver, 2005, Salomon and Jin, 2010, 

Salomon and Jin, 2008), a report by the World Economic Forum (WEF), however, reveals that 

many export-led countries, especially in emerging markets, still have poor innovation performance 

despite the expectation that their firms will acquire more knowledge when they export. In addition, 

further investigation into the mixed results between export activities and innovation is needed in 

order to answer a question as to ‘why’ some firms have better innovation performance than others 

despite the same export activities.  

 

Export activities are major contributors of economic growth in export-led countries. Promoting 

innovation in exporting SMEs will benefit such growth as this will enable the SMEs to gain better 
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competitiveness in the global market. However, a low level of innovation performance in export-

led countries raises a key question: what is/are the missing piece(s) in the learning and innovation 

adoption of those exporting SMEs that prevents them from performing well regarding innovation? 

What is/are factor(s) contributing to firms’ innovation heterogeneity that is derived from learning 

by exporting?  

From a systematic review of LBE literature, most of the evidences have documented a direct effect 

of export on innovation (Love and Ganotakis, 2013, Salomon and Jin, 2008, Cassiman and 

Golovko, 2011, Kafouros et al., 2008). Nevertheless, an investigation of mediating mechanism 

remains limited in this LBE study. Few studies, for example a study by Tse et al. (2017), claim 

that it is too simplistic to use a direct effect between export and productivities to explain how firms 

learn from export. However, Tse et al. (2017) do not look at a link between export and innovation. 

Similar supporting evidences come from Genc et al. (2019), who, using data from SMEs in the 

UAE, posit that the relationship between internationalization and innovation is too complex to be 

explained through such a direct effect. In their study, the role of market orientation and 

entrepreneurial orientation is highlighted as a mediating mechanism for those links.  

Given that innovation requires a new set of valuable knowledge (Carneiro, 2000, Cohen and 

Levinthal, 1990), the role of tacit knowledge is therefore instrumental in the value added and 

innovation of a firm (Grant, 1996, Nonaka and Takeuchi, 1995). Having a capability to acquire 

tacit knowledge will help firms overcome and cope with the difficulties arising when operating in 

foreign countries (e.g., institutional voids, market uncertainty, fast-changing market trends and 

consumer preferences). When firms face problems and then apply knowledge to solve those 

problems amid exposure to new environments, they are likely to develop a new set of knowledge 

that is needed for innovation development. However, not all exporters are able to learn equally 
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(Nonaka et al., 2000, Nonaka and Takeuchi, 1996) nor sense the opportunities to leverage foreign 

networks to acquire valuable knowledge.  Hence, this study expects that tacit knowledge acquired 

through interactions with foreign customers and host market environments may underlie firms’ 

innovation heterogeneity. In this connection, prior empirical evidences of LBE may fail to 

understand the significant role of expertise or tacit knowledge acquired from foreign markets, an 

area in which evidences remain limited. 

To fill this LBE literature gap, the study proposes tacit knowledge acquisition (TKA) under the 

knowledge-based view (KBV) as a driving mechanism. Exporting enables firms to access and be 

exposed to essential knowledge and know-how that helps them find new ways to improve their 

troubleshooting process (process innovation) as well as to initiate new products (product 

innovation).  

The first & majority objective of this study is to examine the role of tacit knowledge acquired from 

foreign markets as a mediating mechanism between export activities and innovation performance 

in the context of emerging economies.  

The second objective focuses on sub-dimensions of export activities. Although there are some 

current LBE literature examining the relationship among export activities, such as persistence in 

export and export intensity (Andersson and Lööf, 2009b, Love and Máñez, 2019); export status 

and export intensity (Abor, 2011); export intensity and market diversification (Boehe and Jiménez, 

2016), these existing LBE studies have overlooked firms’ heterogeneity in learning derived from 

each of the different sub-dimensions of export activities. Hence, this paper can be regarded as the 

first study that decomposes export activities into four sub-export dimensions, namely export 

intensity, number of markets, number of customers and export persistence. Investigations of the 

effect of each sub-dimension of export activities on innovation performance through tacit 
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knowledge acquisition allow researchers to acknowledge that it is vital not to treat exporting as a 

single component. Each dimension has different aspects that affect firms’ ability to acquire 

knowledge differently and also lead to different directions towards their innovation performance. 

The findings of this objective will therefore resolve the inconsistent results of LBE effects.  

 In this respect, the third objective is based on a lack of evidence supporting LBE in the area of 

export-led countries in emerging markets. A recent review of LBE researches discloses that most 

of them scrutinize the impact of export on innovation in the context of high-tech SMEs in 

developed markets. Only scant research studies look at LBE in the area of non-high-tech SMEs in 

export-led countries (de Oliveira et al., 2021, D’Angelo et al., 2020). Firms in export-led countries, 

especially those in emerging markets, are generally described as having a low level of technology 

and sufficient resources. After reviewing more than forty relevant LBE literature, only a few of 

them examine SMEs in export-led countries in emerging markets, such as studies from Taiwan 

and South Korea (Aw et al., 2000), Indonesia (Blalock and Gertler, 2004), Vietnam (de Oliveira 

et al., 2021), and Iran (Aliasghar et al., 2019). Most LBE studies investigate the learning effect 

under the context of Europe, particularly Spain (Monreal-Pérez et al., 2012, Salomon and Jin, 

2008, Salomon and Jin, 2010, García et al., 2012, Almodovar et al., 2014, Sánchez-Marín et al., 

2020). Current evidences also point out that firms being explored are in non-export-led markets 

and engaged in a limited number of export activities. Moreover, most of the small firms sell their 

products in domestic markets (Monreal-Pérez et al., 2012). Export-led countries in emerging 

markets are much less explored. The findings of this study, which reflects firms with high 

involvement in export activities, will help researchers understand the condition contexts of this 

under-explored area. 
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A significant attention has been paid to different effects of export on product and process 

innovation. For example, de Oliveira et al. (2021) find that export affects only process, not product, 

innovation. On the other hand, this study attempts to address that, for exporting firms in emerging 

markets, tacit knowledge acquisition is a crucial factor to enhance both product and process 

innovation rather than affecting only one aspect as indicated in the previous studies.   

The fourth objective concerns the distinct characteristics of young and mature firms, who may 

have different learning patterns in their process to innovate. Whereas previous researches have 

examined many influential factors affecting the impact of learning by exporting, for example the 

influence of firm productivities (Monreal-Pérez et al., 2012), firm size (Golovko and Valentini, 

2014), marketing capabilities (Ren et al., 2015), industry heterogeneity (Terjesen and Patel, 2017), 

institutional development (Xie and Li, 2018), level of family involvement (Sánchez-Marín et al., 

2020) and technological capability (García et al., 2012), it has been found that an investigation of 

the LBE effect of mature and young firms through multigroup analysis is still limited. To fill this 

gap, the study expects that young firms with high flexibility may be more adept at innovating 

directly, while mature firms can take advantage of strong relationships with foreign markets and 

gain tacit knowledge to innovate through that channel. 

 

In summary, this research study is worthwhile due to its several contributions to the extant 

literature. First, it extends an understanding of the LBE concept by highlighting tacit knowledge 

acquisition as a crucial mediating factor to explain innovation heterogeneity. 

Second, this study resolves the inconsistence of LBE effects by addressing the sub-dimensions of 

export activities. The results show different directions between export intensity and the number of 

markets. Also, the findings reveal different aspects of different export dimensions, which matter 
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for innovation performance through tacit knowledge acquisition. This prompts researchers to also 

consider various conditions behind export activities instead of investigating only export 

propensity, as done in previous studies (Salomon and Jin, 2008, Bratti and Felice, 2012).  

Third, while most empirical evidences focus on developed markets (Love and Ganotakis, 2013, 

Gkypali et al., 2015, Andersson and Lööf, 2009a),  this paper provides evidences of LBE in export-

led countries that belong to emerging markets. The results complement one part of an evidence 

from de Oliveira et al. (2021), which emphasizes that engaging in export leads to firms’ process 

innovation, not product innovation. At the same time, this study’s results illustrate that the 

mediating effect of tacit knowledge acquisition can help firms develop both product and process 

innovation.  

 

Forth, unlike most LBE literature that uses secondary data and regression to analyse effects 

(Salomon and Shaver, 2005, Salomon and Jin, 2008, Salomon and Jin, 2010),  this study is one of 

a few researches using primary data. Path analysis in SEM effectively allows an investigation of 

relevant latent variables so as to reflect both product and process innovation in SMEs of emerging 

markets, which are difficult to measure by means of the number of patents. A few LBE literature 

is found to use this research method to examine the relationship due to limitations of available 

data.  

 

Lastly, this study also contributes to the extant literature by addressing the distinguishing 

moderating effects of firm age on the sub-dimensions of export activities (export intensity and 

number of markets) on tacit knowledge acquisition. In this regard, young and mature firms are 

reported to innovate differently. While young firms can leverage from export activities and are 
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able to innovate directly, mature firms need to innovate through tacit knowledge acquired from 

foreign customers.   

A relevant result shows that tacit knowledge is a mechanism for export intensity and innovation 

performance as well as for the relationship between the number of markets and innovation 

performance. Significance between the number of customers and innovation performance, and the 

link of export persistence and innovation performance, has not been found. 

In addition, this result deviates from previous studies which identify that export intensity has a 

non-linear relationship on process innovation, not product innovation. Even though tacit 

knowledge acquisition does not mediate the other two links (export persistence and tacit 

knowledge acquisition link; and the number of customers and tacit knowledge acquisition link), 

these honest, insignificant results can contribute to managerial and policy implication (Meyer et 

al., 2017). While previous literature posits that continuity in export supports a firm’s learning 

(Andersson and Lööf, 2009b, Love and Máñez, 2019), an insignificant finding here provides an 

alternative view: export persistence may not help firms acquire tacit knowledge. The finding 

emphasizes that not all export activities will enhance firms’ tacit knowledge acquisition. Managers 

and policy makers should take note of this and be careful when making a decision regarding export 

strategies.  

However, an alternative model in which tacit knowledge acquisition is moved as a moderator 

between export persistence and innovation shows an interesting outcome: firms that has stopped 

exporting for at least one year (non- persistence in export) yields a positive impact on tacit 

knowledge acquisition. In addition, with high tacit knowledge acquisition, firms that experience 

export halt can eliminate the impact of lower process innovation. This means firms with export 

persistence are not likely to have process innovation. These findings constitute new evidences to 
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learning by exporting as they are apparently different from evidences regarding learning, which 

posit that firms with continuous export activities are likely to develop deep routine-based learning 

(Argote and Miron-Spektor, 2011). Similarly, previous evidences mention that continuous 

exporting is important for learning efficiency since persistence in export activities leads to a firm’s 

accumulative learning and consequently results in productivity improvement (Andersson and 

Lööf, 2009a).  

 

The remainder of this chapter is structured as follows: 1.2 describes research motivation which is 

extended from the introduction section; 1.3 presents research domains which mainly discusses 

LBE in IB and Econometrics Lane; 1.4 addresses recent literature and research gaps; 1.5 links 

research gaps to the objectives of this study; 1.6 highlights theoretical contributions; 1.7 outlines 

the conceptual model and hypotheses; and the last section provides details on how this study is 

structured.  

 

1.2 Research motivation 

Small and Medium Enterprises (SMEs) are nowadays seen as the backbone or lifeblood of most 

economies in the world due to their highly important role in economic development, innovation 

promotion and job creation, which consequently leads to poverty eradication and social wellbeing. 

For developing countries, in particular, incomes that SMEs generate through exports contribute 

significantly to their country’s Gross domestic product (GDP), and the number of exporting SMEs 

constitutes a large proportion of the total number of SMEs as a whole.  
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There exists prior evidence that exporting is related to increased innovation performance. 

However, this evidence is not fully supported when considering the direct impact of exporting on 

innovation performance in export-led countries . The report from the Thailand National Science 

Technology and Innovation Policy Office shows that the percentage of Gross Expenditures on 

Research and Development (GERD) /GDP averages at only 0.5 per cent during 2007-2017, with 

the aim of 1.5 per cent of GDP in 2021. Moreover, only 24 out of 10,000 in the Thai population 

will be involved in the R&D sector in 2020. In addition, the Global competitiveness report from 

2016- 2017 shows that Thailand is ranked 47th out of 138 countries in Innovation and sophistication 

factors of World Economic Forum (WEF).  

Based on these facts, the primary motivation of this study focuses on why SMEs in export-led 

countries continue to have low innovation performance when prior evidence suggests that they 

should be learning more from exporting. Regarding SMEs’ growth and advancement, the East 

Asian Miracle, referring to the rapid economic growth of eight East Asian economies -- Japan, 

South Korea, Taiwan, Hong Kong, Singapore, Malaysia, Indonesia and Thailand--, may help 

explain a stepping stone that enables manufacturers in Southeast Asia to achieve 

internationalization rapidly (Stiglitz, 2001). Export activities through interactions with foreign 

customers have been found to facilitate firms in these countries to gain new markets and 

technological knowledge as well as know-how beneficial in increasing their productivities, and 

such accumulated learning through export activities gives birth to the Learning-by-Exporting 

(LBE) concept (Wagner, 2007, Tse et al., 2017, Salomon and Shaver, 2005). On the other hand, a 

decrease in exports among emerging countries as a result of changes in production sources and the 

use of advanced digital technology to devalue low labour in production countries prompts SMEs 

to maintain and even heighten competitiveness.   
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Problems regarding a decrease in their export volume facing emerging countries instigate firms, 

especially SMEs, to realize the cruciality of innovation in a bid to sustain their businesses. 

Innovation requires firms’ capabilities to access, integrate, and generate new ideas (Knight, 2001). 

Similarly, process innovation can only take place via the use of diverse and intense knowledge in 

developing creative solutions that help firms gain commercial benefits. However, the lack of 

expertise, skillful R&D, machinery and knowledge are obstacles that prevent firms in less 

developed countries from innovating by their own resources (Tybout, 2000, Thakur-Wernz et al., 

2019). SMEs in these countries are not likely to rely on their internal knowledge to innovate 

(Blalock and Gertler, 2004, Katila, 2002, Abubakar et al., 2019, Rosenkopf and Nerkar, 2001). For 

them, acquiring knowledge from abroad could be a mechanism to drive their innovation 

performance, and exporting is the most feasible mean to access knowledge and information 

embedded in foreign countries (Salomon and Shaver, 2005, Liu and Buck, 2007, Damijan et al., 

2010). Therefore, it can be stated that LBE is an important learning mechanism to foster firms’ 

innovation (Salomon and Shaver, 2005, Love and Ganotakis, 2013). 

A number of extent researches have empirically tested the relationship between exports and 

innovation (Salomon and Jin, 2008, Love and Ganotakis, 2013, Lööf et al., 2015, Golovko and 

Valentini, 2014, Bratti and Felice, 2012). However, while most exporting firms show the direct 

effect of the export-innovation link, not every of them learns to innovate equally.  

This study hence borrows the Knowledge-Based View (KBV) theory(Grant, 1996) to explain why 

some exporting firms learn from exports better than others, which in turn leads them to have 

superior innovation performance. 

The study attempts to highlight the role of tacit knowledge, which is the most valuable, yet 

considerably difficult to be codified and transferred, resources for firms (Grant, 1996, Nonaka and 
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Takeuchi, 1995). Unlike explicit knowledge, it requires more complex processes, more times, and 

higher costs of coordination for firms to encourage their foreign partners to share tacit knowledge 

through export activities. Thus, firms with capabilities to acquire tacit knowledge are likely to add 

value to their knowledge stocks and differentiate themselves from competitors (Grant, 1996, 

Fernandes et al., 2013). Profound expertise in diverse areas (e.g., marketing, technology, 

international practices, etc.) may also help answer the question why and how firms with similar 

export activities have different innovation performances. 

The extent of knowledge acquisition through exports may differ following the engagement in 

different patterns of export activities. For example, firms that export to multiple countries may 

acquire different levels of skills and in-depth knowledge from those exporting to a few countries 

(Hitt et al., 1997, Garrido-Prada et al., 2019). 

 On the other hand, firms exporting to unfamiliar countries also have to deal with liabilities of 

foreignness (Zaheer, 1995, Eden and Miller, 2004). Even though a variety of foreign markets 

provide diverse knowledge sources, firms, especially small firms in emerging countries, may not 

have enough potentials to handle multiple networks and complex information. The level of 

uncertainty derived from different cultures, languages, norms, and business practices gives firms 

difficulties in acquiring knowledge from their export destinations (Inkpen and Beamish, 1997, 

Makino and Delios, 1996, Levinthal and Warglien, 1999).   

In most of the previous studies, the ratio of exports to total sales is used to determine how much 

firms involve in export activities, i.e., export intensity(Salomon and Shaver, 2005, Love and 

Ganotakis, 2013, Ren et al., 2015). However, whereas several researchers scrutinize the impact of 

export intensity on innovation performance, the findings and results in this regard are still 

inconclusive. Furthermore, in LBE literature, the integration of sub-dimensions of export activities 
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-- export intensity, number of markets, number of customers, and export persistence – as 

antecedents of LBE on innovation through driving mechanisms of tacit knowledge acquisition 

have not been examined. Therefore, it is expected that these different sub-dimensions of export 

activities may exhibit different learning patterns that help explain the inconclusiveness of LBE 

effects on innovation performance.  

The session below demonstrates each theoretical gaps in LBE areas as well as variables in the 

conceptual model. 

1.3 Research domains  

There are two main streams elaborating on the link between export and performance. One is 

economics literature, which suggests that firms gain benefits from exposure to new knowledge 

sources in international markets (Grossman & Helpman, 1991). Most current economics scholars 

focus on export status and a firm’s productivities (Blalock & Gertler, 2004; De Loecker, 2013; 

Greenaway & Kneller, 2007). The underlying mechanism is derived from the economies of scale 

when firms expand to foreign markets. Firms learn to leverage international networks to access an 

important source of key information, leading to the improvement in their performance to survive 

in highly competitive pressure from overseas markets (Bernard, Eaton, Jensen, & Kortum, 2003).  

The LBE papers in an economic domain are likely to use secondary data, which benefits them to 

investigate the learning effect for a certain period of time. The use of secondary data in LBE helps 

us to know the durations of the learning period after exporting. The effects from export activities 

may take time to master, especially when firms have no international experience. However, some 

studies show that learning occurred at the beginning of exporting and then declined.  For example, 

Blalock and Gertler (2004) found that firms increased their productivities only in the initial period 
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of exporting, but the learning effect decreased in subsequent years. Therefore, the literature 

illustrated that the effect of LBE is not always constant over time (Martins & Yang, 2009). 

Productivity is pervasively used as the indicator for investigating the learning effects of exporting. 

The impact of exporting on firm productivities is higher for less-develop countries than developed 

countries (Blalock & Gertler, 2004; Martins & Yang, 2009; Van Biesebroeck, 2005). Moreover, 

firms that export to more developed countries may gain more advanced technology and knowledge 

rather than export to less developed countries (Martins & Yang, 2009).  

In contrast, productivity can induce export activities since the more productivities the firms are, 

the better they are able to expand their markets (Monreal-Pérez et al., 2012). Several papers 

attempted to examine the lack of conclusive results between the self-selection concept and LBE 

(Damijan & Kostevc, 2006; Golovko & Valentini, 2011). The reason why this study aims to focus 

on LBE, not Self-selection can be found in the next session.  

Apart from the economic lane, LBE has been examined through the international business 

management (IB) domain, which looks into this link at a firm's level rather than from a macro 

perspective. The IB literature is likely to expand the scope of export behaviors from export status 

to export intensity (D’Angelo et al., 2020; James H Love & Ganotakis, 2013), export persistence 

(Andersson & Lööf, 2009b; Cruz, Newman, Rand, & Tarp, 2017), export intensity (Cos, Colom, 

& Cabasés, 2019). 

1.4 Recent literature and research gaps 

1.4.1 Missing pieces of learning by exporting (LBE) and innovation  

 

The extent research posits that Learning by Exporting (LBE) refers to a concept indicating that 

firms participate in export markets and learn about new market and technological knowledge from 
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interactions with export intermediaries or directly from customers (Love and Ganotakis, 2013, 

Salomon and Jin, 2008, Salomon and Shaver, 2005, Clerides et al., 1998, Salomon and Jin, 2010, 

Salomon, 2006). Exposure to competitive companies or products in foreign markets also provokes 

exporting firms to improve their technological knowledge (Salomon, 2006). In addition, feedbacks 

from professionals and technical experts in their export destinations enables firms to adopt new 

technological knowledge that may not be accessible in their home countries (Salomon and Jin, 

2010).  Clerides et al. (1998) suggest that interactions with foreign buyers allow firms to obtain 

useful methods to improve their production processes and create new product designs. Information 

and knowledge exchanges among foreign markets also facilitate firms to explore competitive 

products and market trends as well as to share information with foreign stakeholders (Grossman 

and Helpman, 1991).  

While the existing literature normally shows the direct effects between exports and innovation 

(Salomon and Jin, 2010, Salomon and Jin, 2008, Salomon and Shaver, 2005, D’Angelo et al., 

2020, Love and Ganotakis, 2013), it might be too simplistic to claim that export itself will predict 

a firm’s innovation performance. The lack of mechanism to distinguish firms with high innovation 

performance from those who are less likely to innovate is noted, and this issue requires further 

examination. 

To fill this gap, this study adopts the KBV, which suggests that tacit knowledge is firms’ most 

important resource (Grant, 1996). Firms’ knowledge determines their ability and expertise to 

identify and integrate existing knowledge with new knowledge acquired from external resources, 

thus resulting in value added and then equipping them with superior performance (Kogut and 

Zander, 1992, Grant, 1996). Unlike tacit knowledge, explicit knowledge, such as rules and 
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procedures, is readily available and easily accessible to firms and also their competitors (Nonaka 

and Takeuchi, 1995).  On this account, this study will focus on tacit knowledge only. 

Being uncodified in nature and difficult to transfer, tacit knowledge becomes a valuable asset to 

firms (Dhanaraj et al., 2004) and might be a plausible indicator of their innovation performance. 

In this respect, we expect that firms that have the capabilities to obtain tacit knowledge from 

foreign countries are likely to have a superior innovation performance.  

1.4.2 Lack of integrative review of sub-dimensions of export activities that could exhibit 

different learning patterns 

The second limitation concerns a need to understand whether different sub-dimensions of export 

activities of SMEs have different impact on tacit knowledge acquisition. While most prior 

literature on LBE take an empirical look at export status, this study, after reviewing the prior 

literature, argues that different characteristics of export activities may exhibit different impact on 

firms’ learning.  

Export status has been pervasively investigated in LBE literature. A number of studies show that 

exporting firms enhance their innovation performance better than non-exporting firms 

do.(Salomon and Jin, 2008, De Loecker, 2013, Bratti and Felice, 2012, Golovko and Valentini, 

2014, Damijan et al., 2010, Blalock and Gertler, 2004, Van Biesebroeck, 2005). However, there 

are sub-dimensions of exports that may demonstrate different learning patterns and provide 

different shapes of learning and different effects on innovation. Some literature opines that in the 

learning process, it takes time to acquire knowledge and skills that will become a process of 

routines for product and process development(Nelson and Winter, 1982), as well as a high level 

of commitment (Salomon and Shaver, 2005). Incidentally, firms need to achieve a certain level of 

internationalization to foster innovation (Kafouros et al., 2008). 
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Here below are the explanation of each sub-dimensions of export characteristics that may exhibit 

different leaning patterns to acquire tacit knowledge from foreign countries. First, export intensity 

refers to the proportion of export sales in a firm’s total sales. Export firms have the different level 

of engagement in export markets (Baldwin and Gu, 2003). A prior research shows a positive 

impact of export intensity on firms’ performance (Ellis et al., 2011): high export sales indicate 

high export activities involvement and intense interactions with foreign markets to access key  

information that may facilitate firms to acquire tacit knowledge and, consequently, achieve 

innovation. Therefore, export intensity determines firms’ international capabilities: it acts as an 

indicator of firms’ competency to learn, obtain and utilize knowledge in order to respond to market 

needs.  

Second sub-dimension is export persistence, Export persistence refers to a firm’s continuous 

export activities (Lööf et al., 2015, Andersson and Lööf, 2009a). In prior studies, export 

persistence and intensity are observed to have a contingent effect on innovation (Andersson and 

Lööf, 2009a), and the underlying mechanism in this regard is that consistent interactions between 

exporting firms and customers allow these firms to acquire sufficient skills and knowledge 

necessary for their innovation.  

As knowledge is constantly changed and updated over time, and innovation requires up-to-date 

knowledge, continuous learning becomes a crucial factor affecting firm’s innovation performance. 

Because deep, routine-based organizational learning comes from continuous process (Argote and 

Miron-Spektor, 2011), firms with sporadic exports are not likely to acquire and develop valuable 

knowledge from their export activities (Andersson and Lööf, 2009a). In order to catch up with 

current market trends, persistence in export activities is therefore important. In this connection, 

this study aims to investigate another sub-dimension of export: export persistence. On the other 
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hand, export persistence has different impact on learning patterns. Inconsistent interactions 

between exporting firms and foreign customers limit the firms’ knowledge acquisition and may 

subsequently exacerbate their innovation performance.  

Third sub-dimension of export activities  is number of market; in this respect, exports enable firms 

to gather ideas from different markets, thus facilitating their learning and, ultimately, innovation 

(Hitt et al., 1997). Firms with low diversification tend to become exposed to the same set of 

knowledge, which leads to redundant information. The redundant information here might limit 

firms’ enthusiasm in exploring new knowledge as well as lessening their willingness to acquire 

tacit knowledge (Droege and Hoobler, 2003). 

Whereas exposure to different markets and cultures in foreign countries allows firms to accumulate 

a wide variety of ideas through their interactions with foreign partners, distributors and customers, 

leading to the accretion of their knowledge stocks (Kafouros et al., 2008, Hitt et al., 1997), firms 

have to strive to manage complex and multiple connections simultaneously (D’Angelo et al., 

2020). Market expansion is usually accompanied by a high volume of information, which may 

exceed firms’ cognitive limits and/or capacity to process information effectively (Huber, 1991). 

This number of foreign markets pose the challenging for SMEs in emerging countries to cope with, 

and may provide a contradict results from other sub-dimension of export activities on tacit 

knowledge acquisition.  

Lastly, number of foreign customers that firms have is the factor that underexplored in LBE 

literature. Firms are likely to export to multiple markets but serve only one or few customers. On 

the other hand, they may have multiple customers in a few countries. The distinction of two 

scenarios is likely to make them obtain a key information differently. The way that firms have 



18 

 

established relationship with multiple customers and few customers seems to shape how they learn 

to acquire knowledge and skills, leading to their innovation development.  

This study differs from current literature by illustrating different impacts of sub-dimensions of 

exports (export intensity, numbers of markets, persistence and number of customers) on innovation 

performance through tacit knowledge acquisition. Investigating various sub-dimensions of 

exporting on innovation might alleviate a lack of consensus in the LBE literature. As a lack of 

integrative review of a set of different sub-dimensions of exports might cause constraints in 

observing different impacts on tacit knowledge acquisition and on firms’ innovation performance 

-- different patterns of export activities may explicitly result in different impacts --, examining the 

sub-dimensions of exports will therefore improve the understanding of knowledge acquisition in 

the area of LBE.  

1.4.3 Differences between young and mature SMEs 

Several previous LBE literature have examined the learning effect in many contexts, such as firms 

from different industries (Perri et al., 2013, Love and Ganotakis, 2013), firms with leading 

technology and non-technology firms (Salomon and Jin, 2008), and firms’ sizes(Golovko and 

Valentini, 2014) However, differences in mature and young firms seem to be the area that has been 

overlooked.  

Resources /knowledge stocks are one of key factors that distinguish young from mature firms. 

Based on export activities of SMEs in the past literature, it is expected that young and mature firms 

are different in terms of their strategic resources to pursue innovation performance. Newly-

established firms are likely to face with liabilities of foreignness and liabilities of newness 

(Mudambi and Zahra, 2018), so they might have to accelerate themselves in building customer 

satisfactions by directly obtaining feedback from foreign countries .  
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Apart from issues pertaining to the liabilities of forgiveness, young firms with less international 

experiences also have problems in establishing trust with foreign customers (Baum and Silverman, 

2004). As close, long-term relationship promotes knowledge exchanges and transfer, short-term 

relationship seems to limit young firms’ capability to acquire tacit knowledge through export 

activities. In addition, a lack of existing knowledge stocks restrains young firms’ comprehension 

of knowledge and information from foreign countries (Pellegrino, 2018). All the above-mentioned 

reasons may become obstacles for firms to acquire tacit knowledge.  

While the KBV suggests that tacit knowledge is a strategic resource (Heffner and Sharif, 2008) 

and a source of competitive advantage(Grant, 1996, Turner and Makhija, 2006). Similarly, Senker 

(1995) mentions that tacit knowledge can only be transmitted through  personal interactions. 

Several research studies also regard tacit knowledge as a critical strategy for innovation 

development (Senker, 1995, Seidler‐de Alwis and Hartmann, 2008, Koskinen and Vanharanta, 

2002, Leonard and Sensiper, 1998). As a result, firms, especially young ones, having difficulties 

in establishing strong connections through export activities tend to face limitation in their tacit 

knowledge acquisition.  

Furthermore, insufficiency in existing knowledge stocks limits firms’ capabilities to obtain 

knowledge from unfamiliar cultures or foreign markets. Under the resource-based view (RBV), 

which views knowledge and capabilities as intangible resources (Barney, 1995), young firms with 

less resources as compared to mature firms may find it difficult to acquire knowledge from foreign 

customers.  

Even though the past empirical LBE studies examine LBE in the SMEs context (Love and 

Ganotakis, 2013, Love et al., 2016, Freixanet et al., 2018, Sánchez-Marín et al., 2020), the 

moderating role of firm ages (i.e., mature and young firms) has not been empirically addressed. 
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Thus, from a review of past and recent LBE literature, it is anticipated that young and mature firms 

exhibit different export behaviors, tacit knowledge acquisition, and innovation performance.  

1.4.4 Consideration of influence of knowledge inflows from machine import on LBE 

literature  

According to the current LBE literature, emerging countries can overcome an insufficiency in 

domestic knowledge by acquiring knowledge from foreign sources through such means as 

exporting. In relation to this, while export activities are related to outward learning, importing 

machine plays a crucial role in technological inflows.  

Existing research shows that manufacturing SMEs in emerging markets may need to import 

machines to facilitate their productivity improvement (Chittoor et al., 2015) and catch up on 

technological knowledge to enhance their innovation performance (Wang and Tao, 2019). It is 

also evident in the prior literature that machine import is related to knowledge spillover and 

increased productivity: technology embedded in machines can serve as a channel for knowledge 

spillover from overseas (Coe and Helpman, 1995, Acharya and Keller, 2009). Therefore, machine 

import can be a crucial factor in knowledge acquisition and should be considered as an alternative 

knowledge source.  

The term machine import has pervasively been used in diverse approaches (Zhou et al., 2020, 

Choquette, 2019, Wang and Tao, 2019, Fernández and Gavilanes, 2017), for example, technology 

licenses (Li-Ying and Wang, 2015), technology import (Wang and Tao, 2019, Chittoor et al., 2015) 

and importing process (Fernández and Gavilanes, 2017). Machine import is this study refers to an 

investment in physical machines (excluding import licenses and technology software) that 

facilitate a firm's potentials in productivity improvement, learning, and new product creation. As 

the dynamics of machine import remains a largely neglected area in the LBE literature, this study’s 
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integrative review of machine import’s role in the effect of export activities on tacit knowledge 

acquisition gives several insights into the LBE literature. 

First, firms that import machines with advanced technology are required to learn more in order to 

utilize such technology, hence acquiring technological knowledge. Supporting evidences show 

that importing foreign machineries allows firms to absorb foreign technology and develop new 

knowledge about imported products  (Zhou et al., 2020). Imported machines also enhance quality 

upgrading, as suggested by Navaretti et al. (2004), who investigated a link between imported 

technology and export performance. In this study, export performance is proxied by product 

quality, which reflects value-added that are derived from the process of technological learning; 

therefore, importing machines could be considered as an alternative source of technological 

learning. Furthermore, prior research studies suggest that machine import benefits firms' 

productivity: Coe and Helpman (1995) and Acharya and Keller (2009) illustrate that machine 

imports are related to knowledge spillover through which firms gain new knowledge and 

consequently increase their productivity, which is similar to another evidence showing that 

importing technology or machines enhances a firm's productivity (Wang and Tao, 2019, Alvarez 

and López, 2005).  

Second, importing machines may offer firms international experiences through interactions with 

foreign suppliers at a certain point. Serving as a channel for information exchanges with overseas 

counterparts, machine import allows firms to expose themselves to new products and processes 

(Filipescu et al., 2013) and stimulate the learning of new production methods and product design  

(Acharya and Keller, 2009),  

Nevertheless, while there is no clear evidence whether machine import fosters or hampers the 

effect of LBE on tacit knowledge acquisition, increasing an involvement of imported machines 
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can hinder the crucial role of export activities in a firm's learning process. The rationale behind 

this is that when firms take a full advantage of imported machines’ capacity, they tend to reduce 

their effort in learning. Whereas imported machines can enhance their productivity or innovation 

performance, firms may fail to acquire any tacit knowledge, achievable via a learning-by-doing 

process. That is to say, machine import could strengthen or weaken the effect of export activities 

on firms’ tacit knowledge acquisition.  

A lack of empirical studies to recognize machine import as having a countering effect on the 

relationship between a firm's export activities (export intensity and the number of markets) on tacit 

knowledge acquisition makes this area worth exploring. This study will therefore address this gap 

by investigating the impact of machine import in two scenarios: one is the effect of machine import 

on the relationship between export intensity and tacit knowledge acquisition, and the other 

concerns its impact on the relationship between the number of markets and tacit knowledge 

acquisition. It is speculated that if the two sub-dimensions of export activities exhibit different 

learning patterns, machine import is likely to affect those relationships differently. Disclosing how 

machine import impacts foreign knowledge acquisition might provide a worthwhile contribution 

to the existing knowledge stocks 

1.4.5. Distinguish learning pattern of sub-dimensions of export activities on process 

innovation and product innovation 

 

Even though existing literature suggests that SMEs in less-developed countries are not likely to 

innovate (Genc et al., 2019, Golovko and Valentini, 2011, Rosenbusch et al., 2011), some LBE 

evidences investigate ‘how’ firms enhance their innovation through participation in export 
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activities and ‘what’ are key factors that explain heterogenous innovation performance in terms of 

both product and process innovation.  

The focus of this study was narrowed down under the LBE concept as well as to argue that tacit 

knowledge acquisition is a critical factor to answer main research questions. Besides, a small 

amount of LBE literature has focused on different learning effects of export on process and product 

innovation (Abubakar et al., 2019).  

A recent study shows that an engagement in global value chain (GVC) enables firms to improve 

their process innovation, not product innovation (de Oliveira et al., 2021). This is because firms 

are obliged to maintain their production efficiency in order to retain global contracts. However, to 

sustain competitive advantages in the global market, firms also need to initiate not only new 

process but also novel products (O'dwyer et al., 2009, Rosenbusch et al., 2011). Exposure to 

foreign markets through exporting allows firms to develop market intelligence (Kohli and 

Jaworski, 1990) and establish relationships that foster their learning capabilities (Chen et al., 

2009), and superior and valuable knowledge obtained through such an exposure enables them to 

come up with new ideas beneficial not only for process but also for product innovation. As few 

researches provide evidences about a mechanism that steers exporters into both product and 

process innovation, this study therefore aspires to substantiate that tacit knowledge acquisition is 

a crucial mechanism to drive both product and process innovation.  

1.4.6 Lack of LBE in export-led countries in emerging markets 

 

In this study, more than 50 papers in different condition contexts, most of which were in European 

countries (Salomon and Shaver, 2005, Salomon, 2006, Salomon and Jin, 2008, Salomon and Jin, 

2010, Damijan and Kostevc, 2006, Crespi et al., 2008, Andersson and Lööf, 2009a, García et al., 
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2012, Love and Ganotakis, 2013, Terjesen and Patel, 2017, Gkypali et al., 2015, D’Angelo et al., 

2020) were reviewed. Nevertheless, only a small number of these papers provide evidences 

regarding the learning effects of export on innovation in SMEs (Love and Ganotakis, 2013, 

Golovko and Valentini, 2014). Also, there are relatively few researches that examine the learning 

effects of export-led markets in emerging markets conditions (Aw et al., 2000, Blalock and Gertler, 

2004, de Oliveira et al., 2021).  

Whereas a recent supporting evidence, using data from 63 countries, shows that firms from less 

developed home markets are likely to benefit from export in terms of productivities (Vendrell-

Herrero et al., 2022), learning-by-exporting effects of SMEs in export-led countries in emerging 

market has been overlooked. Since Thailand is regarded as an emerging market and export-led 

country which can provide a distinct condition for LBE study, this study therefore selected 

Thailand to represent export-led countries in emerging markets, and data were collected from SME 

exporters there. 

 

1.5 Research objectives  

To address the aforementioned gaps, this study, therefore, proposes the following objectives: 

1. To empirically examine the mediating mechanism of tacit knowledge acquisition in the 

relationship between sub-dimensions of export activities and innovation performance, and to 

explain how tacit knowledge acquisition can distinguish firms with innovation performance from 

those with no or less innovation performance; 

2. To assess more closely whether the sub-dimensions of exports, apart from export status, may 

exhibit different impacts on tacit knowledge acquisition and innovation performance;  
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3.1 To empirically test the moderation effect of machine import on the relationship between export 

intensity and tacit knowledge acquisition; 

3.2. To empirically test the moderation effect of machine import on the relationship between the 

number of markets and tacit knowledge acquisition; and 

4. To investigate the moderation effect of firm ages on the relationship among learning effects of 

sub-dimensions of export on innovation performance through tacit knowledge acquisition across 

young and mature firms.  

 

1.6 Theoretical contributions 

 

Theoretical Contributions  

This study aspires to make considerable contributions to the LBE and KBV literature. First, the 

study contributes to LBE by emphasizing that tacit knowledge acquired from foreign countries as 

a key knowledge resource identifies firms’ innovation performance. An indirect effect of LBE and 

innovation provides prior LBE literature with a fruitful and more profound understanding 

(Salomon and Jin, 2008, Clerides et al., 1998, D’Angelo et al., 2020, Love and Ganotakis, 2013, 

Salomon and Shaver, 2005, Lööf et al., 2015, Andersson and Lööf, 2009a). Without tacit 

knowledge acquired from foreign markets, firms are not likely to have sufficient capabilities and 

resources to achieve superior innovation. Furthermore, tacit knowledge acquisition as a mediating 

mechanism answers the research question as to why exporting firms perform differently on 

innovation. The distinction between firms with high innovation performance and those with no or 
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less innovation performance varies following their expertise on market knowledge, technology 

knowledge, and other knowledge acquired from foreign countries.  

The findings of this study advance existing LBE literature by providing empirical evidences on 

the effects of tacit knowledge acquisition on a link between export intensity and innovation 

performance as well as that between the number of markets and innovation performance. Even 

though the results show an insignificant impact of the other two relationships, namely mediation 

effects for export persistence-innovation performance and the number of markets and innovation 

performance, it is plausible to take note of these results and claim that in some export strategies, 

tacit knowledge acquisition functions as a mechanism to innovate. Also, these insignificant results 

provide controversial evidences for the current export persistence, which states that persistence in 

export activities is essential for firms’ learning (Love and Máñez, 2019). 

The second contribution is that this study provides an integrative explanation on the relationship 

between the sub-dimensions of export activities and innovation performance through tacit 

knowledge acquisition. Prior research studies have portrayed mixed results regarding the 

relationship between export activity and innovation: several studies show a positive impact 

(Castellani, 2002, Love and Ganotakis, 2013, Salomon and Shaver, 2005, Salomon and Jin, 2008, 

Salomon and Jin, 2010), yet other evidences indicate a negative impact (Monreal-Pérez et al., 

2012). In addition, only a few empirical studies specify which sub-dimension of exports is a good 

determinant of tacit knowledge acquisition and what does the relationship between each sub-

dimension and tacit knowledge acquisition look like. Concerning this issue, the study addresses an 

explanation of the inconclusive results by specifying each of the sub-dimensions of export 

activities, thus contributing to the extent LBE literature by illustrating that each different sub-

dimension of export activities could exhibit firms’ knowledge and learning differently. 
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 Similarly, while prior literature shows inconclusive results on a link between exports and learning 

to innovate, this study provides more supportive views by elaborating that each different sub-

dimension of export activities has different influence on tacit knowledge acquisition, which 

subsequently leads to innovation. The results related to learning effects here will extend the LBE 

literature as they point out that looking at export activities alone may not be sufficient when 

drawing a conclusion on the learning effects that are derived from exports. 

In this study, the insignificant effect of export persistence on tacit knowledge acquisition is 

reported. This insignificant result also provides the implication for the literature in a sense that not 

reporting this kind of result may cause bias for the study (Meyer et al., 2017). While a recent 

research indicates that firms’ learning abilities can be impaired when they experience continuous 

changes within certain activities (D’Angelo et al., 2020), this study argues that continuous 

engagement in export activities does not pose significant impact on tacit knowledge acquisition. 

This insignificant effect further contributes to the existing LBE literature by noting that tacit 

knowledge acquisition may work as a mediating learning mechanism to innovate for some 

dimensions of export activities (e.g., export intensity and number of markets) but not for others. 

Additionally, a study by Pisu (2008) proposes that firms’ learning process takes some time to take 

effect: LBE effects could never occur at once. Hence, it is not conceivable to detect the exact time 

a firm starts and stops exporting. Similarly, Damijan and Kosteve (2005) state that the timing of 

entering into export activities matters as their findings show that firms in Slovenia learn to improve 

their productivities only during the entry year of exporting. On the contrary, Fernandes and Isgut 

(2005), using data from Colombian firms, indicate that firms that are poorly involved in export 

activities have more room for learning.   
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The result also reveals the negative impact of the number of markets on tacit knowledge 

acquisition, while there is no direct impact of the number of markets on both process and product 

innovation. This finding contradicts a recent paper (D’Angelo et al., 2020) suggesting that an 

increase in the number of export markets, not export intensity, poses a positive impact on product 

innovation.   

Moreover, this study discovers the positive impact of export intensity on tacit knowledge 

acquisition, as well as a non-linear effect on process innovation, not product innovation.  

 

The third contribution is associated with an alternative source of knowledge, hereby referring to 

machine import, that 1) intensify the negative relationship between the number of markets and 

tacit knowledge acquisition; and 2) hamper the positive impact of export intensity on tacit 

knowledge acquisition. This study demonstrates that machine import is one factor affecting LBE 

and tacit knowledge acquisition, amplifying past literature that has acknowledged the importance 

of imports on innovation and firm performance (Fernández and Gavilanes, 2017, Lööf and 

Andersson, 2010). The underlying mechanism is that firms that import advanced machineries may 

adapt themselves to up-to-date technology rapidly.  

The fourth contribution concerns the multigroup analysis applied to investigate whether young and 

mature firms have similar/different learning from export activities during their pursuit of 

innovation. Whereas the LBE literature has examined firms’ innovation performance in the context 

of SMEs as a whole (Love and Ganotakis, 2013, Gkypali et al., 2021), this study argues that the 

characteristics of mature versus young firms enable them to learn from export activities uniquely 

and differently. The results of the study, which demonstrate that mature and young firms deploy 
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different mechanisms to pursue innovation performance, will provide more insights into LBE 

literature.  

 

Implications for export managers and owners 

This study has essential managerial implications for exporters by prompting them to realize that 

export activities may not always lead to an improvement in innovation performance. To achieve 

innovation development, firms need to pay attention to acquiring tacit knowledge from their 

foreign customers. Also, they may need to commit to resource development? and more 

engagement in export activities to reach a certain export intensity point that can result in an 

improvement in their innovation process. On the other hand, exporting to multiple countries may 

be detrimental to firms’ tacit knowledge acquisition since they cannot cope with complexity arising 

from diverse requirements.   

A result of the contingency effect of machine import may offer alternative strategies to managers 

or export owners when considering to put significant investment in importing machines that match 

their sub-dimensions of export activities. For example, if firms have high export intensity, having 

imported machines may hamper them from paying attention to reaping tacit knowledge from 

foreign markets.  

Policy implication 

Innovation development in emerging economies mainly relies on government policies, which can 

either support or undermine the learning process of SMEs. The government may motivate SMEs 

to collaborate with research universities or R&D institutes, yet this may not be the most effective 

way for SMEs exporters to foster value creation and initiate innovation. Instead, policymakers can 
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encourage firms to build strong relationships with foreign customers to subsequently acquire tacit 

knowledge that might be instrumental in enhancing their innovation performance.  

Furthermore, the results indicate that young and mature firms require different mechanisms to 

boost their innovation. Thus, policymakers should have a sound understanding of unique 

conditions of young and mature SMEs exporters in emerging economies, recognizing that they 

rely on different mechanisms to innovate. The findings suggest that young firms acquire tacit 

knowledge through their export intensity, whereas mature firms acquire tacit knowledge through 

the number of customers and the number of markets. In this regard, policymakers may facilitate 

mature firms to cultivate relationships with foreign customers by granting them certifications to 

showcase their government-endorsed credibility. 

 

1.7 Research hypotheses and conceptual model 

Building on these theoretical constructs and the abovementioned gaps, the session below 

summarizes all hypotheses examined in this study and presents the conceptual model.  

First of all, this study examines how the effect of each sub-dimension of export activities (export 

intensity, number of markets, number of customers and export persistence) on tacit knowledge 

acquisition differs by reflecting a different learning pattern. In this connection, these links are 

proposed in hypotheses 1, 2, 3 and 4, respectively. Next, the study investigates the effect of tacit 

knowledge acquisition on both product and process innovation. Hence, hypotheses 5 and 6 are 

proposed respectively. 

It is apparent that an understanding of the direct effect of export on innovation in the previous LBE 

literature has not been extended. Past research findings mainly examine the linear relationship 
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between export and innovation (Love et al., 2014, Salomon and Jin, 2008, Salomon and Jin, 2010).  

This study therefore attempts to argue that examining the curvilinear aspect of the LBE effects on 

innovation may broaden the understanding in a sense that export intensity may not necessarily 

exhibit only a linear perspective on firms’ process innovation. The level of engagement and 

commitment in export activities, which signals export intensity, does matter; that is, a small level 

of export intensity will result in diminishing process innovation until firms reach a certain level of 

export intensity. As a result, this study examines a non-linear U-shaped relationship between 

export intensity and process innovation, as proposed in hypothesis 7.  

A theoretical relationship shows how tacit knowledge acquisition intervenes the relationship 

between the sub-dimensions of export activities (export intensity, number of markets, number of 

customers and export persistence) and innovation performance (process and product innovation). 

With an aim to examine tacit knowledge acquisition in terms of a crucial mechanism to explain 

'how' and 'why' export leads to innovation, this study tests the mediating role of tacit knowledge 

acquisition in the relationship between export activities and innovation performance. In this 

respect, the focus is drawn on export intensity and process innovation since export intensity, in 

general, obviously reflects the highest level of engagement in export activities as compared with 

other sub-dimensions. Therefore, the study presents tacit knowledge acquisition as a mediator in 

hypothesis 8.  

Next, this study divides data set into young and mature firms, using multigroup path analysis and 

robust with a Chow test to examine the moderating roles of firm ages. The purpose in this regard 

is to observe learning patterns that young versus mature firms have developed through export 

activities as well as impacts on their innovation performance. Understanding the similarities and 

differences in the relationship among the sub-dimensions of export activities, tacit knowledge 
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acquisition and innovation performance of firms under these two age categories will reveal the two 

age groups’ distinctive learning mechanisms. Therefore, this study examines this aspect in 

hypothesis 9. 

Besides, the moderating role of machine import in a link between the number of markets and tacit 

knowledge acquisition is tested. While most prior researches in LBE neglect to consider an 

alternative knowledge source that may facilitate a firm's learning, this study, on the contrary, 

regards machine import as another source of knowledge for firms and proposes that machine 

import intensifies the negative effect of the number of markets on tacit knowledge acquisition. 

Additionally, the study aspires to examine the moderating role of machine import in the 

relationship between export intensity and tacit knowledge acquisition. Therefore, hypotheses 10 

and 11 are proposed.  

In summary, this research proposes eleven hypotheses, as demonstrated below:  

H1: Export intensity has a positive effect on tacit knowledge acquisition. 

H2: Number of foreign markets has a positive effect on tacit knowledge acquisition. 

H3: Number of foreign customers has a positive effect on tacit knowledge acquisition. 

H4: Export persistence has a positive effect on tacit knowledge acquisition. 

H5: Tacit knowledge acquisition has a positive effect on process innovation. 

H6: Tacit knowledge acquisition has a positive effect on product innovation. 

H7: There is a non-linear relationship between export intensity and process innovation. 

H8a: Tacit knowledge acquisition mediates the relationship between export intensity and product 

innovation 
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H8b: Tacit knowledge acquisition mediates the relationship between export intensity and process 

innovation 

H8c: Tacit knowledge acquisition mediates the relationship between number of foreign markets 

and product innovation 

H8d: Tacit knowledge acquisition mediates the relationship between number of foreign markets 

and process innovation 

 

H9: The relationships amongst export intensity, number of markets, number of customers, and 

tacit knowledge acquisition are different in young and mature firms. There is no mediation effect 

of tacit knowledge acquisition between export activities and innovation performance for young 

firms. In contrast, tacit knowledge acquisition is the mediator mechanism of export activities 

(export intensity, number of markets, number of customers) and innovation performance. 

H10 Machine import intensifies the negative impact of number of markets and tacit knowledge 

acquisition. 

H11. Machine import negatively moderates the relationship between export intensity and tacit 

knowledge acquisition.  
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Figure 1. Conceptual framework 

 

 

1.8 Organization of dissertation 

This dissertation is comprised of seven chapters.  

Chapter One introduces the overall research motivation, research domain, current research studies 

as well as introducing theoretical gaps, research objectives, conceptual framework and details of 

each construct.  

Chapter Two addresses the review of LBE literature and theories applied in this study. This chapter 

also demonstrates the relationship between each construct. 

Chapter Three includes interdiction, research model, and the rationale for the hypothesized links, 

and summary. The details of  the relationship between each sub-dimension of export activities and 
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innovation performance through tacit knowledge acquisition are explained. In addition, this study 

explores firm ages (mature and young firms) and machine import as moderators for the conceptual 

model.  

Chapter Four describes research methodology illustrating the scope of the study and explaining as 

to why Thailand’ exporting manufacturing sector is chosen as a sample to represent SMEs in 

emerging economies. The study shows the process of data sampling and collection, including pilot 

study, and how a questionnaire survey is conducted. Next, how each construct measures in this 

study, including how to manage non-response bias and common method bias (CMB), is described 

in detail.  

Chapter Five is the findings of descriptive Statistics 

Chapter Six addresses validity and Reliability analysis 

Chapter Seven reports the results of hypotheses tests. It describes the empirical results of the 11 

hypotheses purposed in Chapter Three. Here, SPSS is utilized to describe sample profiles and show 

a robustness test. The relationships among all constructs are analyzed through structural equation 

modeling (SEM) with AMOS v. 27. In addition, the additional analysis tests and results has been 

added.  

Chapter Eight discusses the study’s theoretical contributions, managerial implications to the LBE 

literature, and the implications for public policy makers. This chapter explains how the study 

findings provide significantly to the body of existing LBE theoretical knowledge.  

Chapter Nine summarizes the whole dissertation, takes notes of study limitations, and proposes 

further recommendations.  
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 Chapter 2. Literature review 
 

In this chapter, we point out the reason why LBE, not self-selection to support the endogeneity 

issues. Then we discuss the background literature on relevant theories, LBE literature, antecedent 

of tacit knowledge acquisition, innovation performance, and machine import.  

 

2.1 Introduction 

This chapter scrutinizes the different aspects of Learning by Exporting (LBE) that acts as a crucial 

mechanism for SMEs to acquire tacit knowledge, as well as discussing the review of relevant 

literature, empirical studies, theories, and theoretical frameworks. Differing contexts between 

developed and developing countries and the links (negative, positive, U-shaped, direct and indirect 

links) are also examined. Furthermore, this study will point out which aspects have been 

overlooked from the current literature and why it is important to investigate these research studies.  

LBE is regarded as a crucial learning mechanism for exporting firms to acquire tacit knowledge 

and, ultimately, achieve innovation. Nevertheless, while previous studies have shown the direct 

effect of export on innovation performance (Salomon and Jin, 2008, Love and Ganotakis, 2013, 

De Loecker, 2013), this study would like to argue that LBE does not always affect firms’ 

innovation performance directly. There is a need to unveil some mediating mechanisms in order 

to find out as to why many exporting firms still have low innovation performance despite the fact 

that they have been exporting for quite a period of time.  
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In addition, although some studies identify multiple mediators to reveal the learning effect, their 

aim is to investigate a link between export and firm productivity, not innovation (Tse et al., 2017). 

Tse et al. (2017) emphasize that export behavior itself cannot lead to intensive productivity 

enhancement. Accumulated experiences and knowledge from export activities are essential 

ingredients that help define LBE. However, a lack of mediating mechanism to explain the 

relationship between export and innovation is still noted. Therefore, there might be some other 

mechanisms to elucidate LBE and innovation performance. This study aims that tacit knowledge 

acquisition that serves as a crucial driving mechanism in answering the first research question: 

why do some exporting firms may not innovate when others do? 

Furthermore, this study would like to reflect on the recent literature through multiple sub-

dimensions of export activities that support the impact of LBE, and also highlight the lack of 

clarification why the relationship between LBE and innovation is still uncleared. We expect that 

this study will answer the next research question; what are different patterns of the relationship 

between the sub-dimensions of exports and tacit knowledge acquisition, leading to innovation 

performance?  

Definition of LBE 

Learning by exporting (LBE) broadly refers to activities and processes in which firms acquire new 

technology and market knowledge through their participation in export markets (Salomon and 

Shaver, 2005, Love and Ganotakis, 2013). Export activities facilitate information sharing and 

information flow between exporting firms and foreign agents, referring to foreign customers, 

competitors and intermediaries from the host markets. Market and technological knowledge that 

does not exist in their home countries may benefit firms to improve their productivity and 

performance(Evenson and Westphal, 1995).  
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Blalock and Gertler (2004), using Indonesian firms as their case study, suggest that “firms can 

receive technical assistance from foreign buyers or professional services. For example, German 

customers send their engineers to review production processes and advise Indonesian firms to 

invest in machineries”. In addition, engaging in export markets allows firms to establish global 

connections that bring to them global business practices. However, foreign knowledge and general 

information may not provide them with sufficient essential information or knowledge that will 

bring about anticipated innovation performance. 

2.2 Why LBE, not self–selection? 

The concept of Self-Selection is found to be in contradiction to that of the LBE. Unlike LBE, self-

selection posits that innovation is a significant component of firms’ export strategy that enables 

them to gain competitive advantage (Pla-Barber and Alegre, 2007, Gunday et al., 2011). 

Innovation serves as firms’ primary strategy to expand markets in Self-selection perspective. 

Notwithstanding that several studies clarify the conflict between LBE and self-selection, this study 

proposes to refer to LBE for many reasons. First, SMEs in emerging countries cannot rely too 

heavily on their insufficient resources, knowledge and domestic skills. A lack of internal resources 

and capabilities, such as absorptive capacity, is the main obstacle for their innovation development 

(Cohen and Levinthal, 1990). Firms with insufficient resources need to seek knowledge from 

external sources to create value-added products or initiate new process innovation. Prior evidence 

supports that young firms have a greater effect from LBE more than old firms (Delgado et al., 

2002, Baldwin and Gu, 2003, Fernandes et al., 2013). As a result, LBE is more pertaining to this 

context.   
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Secondly, self-selection is more likely to pertain to firms in developed countries equipped with 

readily available valuable resources for innovation (Becker and Egger, 2013, Bernard et al., 

2003)than to those in developing countries with scarce or limited resources (Blalock and Gertler, 

2004, Van Biesebroeck, 2005) Past evidence, on the contrary, suggests that firms from less 

developed countries (LDC) have gained knowledge from export better that those from developed 

countries (Siba and Gebreeyesus, 2016, Van Biesebroeck, 2005). For example, Grossman and 

Helpman (1991) emphasize that trade openness gives developing countries an access to advanced 

technological knowledge that they lack through interact with foreign customers. Salomon and Jin 

(2008) examine the differential LBE effects across industries and find that firms in technologically 

lagging industries benefit from knowledge spillovers through export activities better than firms in 

technologically leading industries. Apparently, developed countries stand at the global 

technological frontier, so firms in these countries can utilize their internal resources to innovate 

easily. Furthermore, a study by Abubakar et al. (2019) highlight that SMEs in Sub-Saharan 

Africa’s less developed countries (LDCs) are more inclined to respond to foreign market demands. 

For these reasons, firms from less developed countries tend to utilize knowledge acquired from 

foreign markets through export activities to achieve innovation.   

The scope of this study is therefore focused on SMEs in export-led, emerging countries due to the 

circumstance that their resource constraints force them to exercise LBE in order to acquire 

sufficient knowledge through exports to boost innovation performance.  

2.3 Relevant theories  

Prior research studies have borrowed different theories to explain the underlying mechanism of 

the LBE effect. Organizational Learning Theory (OLT), for instance, has frequently been cited and 
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applied in several common theoretical approaches in LBE literature e.g.,(Love and Ganotakis, 

2013, Ren et al., 2015).  

2.3.1 Organizational Learning Theory (OLT)  

 

Organizational Learning Theory (OLT) refers to a process in which firms learn by interacting 

with the environment surrounding them. Such learning will become a collective memory, which 

is vital for firms in sustaining their competitive advantage (Cyert and March, 1963). Similarly, 

questing for knowledge from foreign customers and foreign members in supply chain is recognized 

as part of the organizational learning process (Katila, 2002).  

Entering into export markets acts as a process in which firms obtain a chance to interact with 

foreign customers and agents, thus providing them with valuable critical knowledge.  In addition, 

this learning process allows firms to add new knowledge to their existing knowledge stocks and 

utilize new marketing and technological knowledge obtained from foreign markets, hence 

innovation development (Yeoh, 2004, Clerides et al., 1998, Salomon and Shaver, 2005). 

Although OLT can explain how firms learn from interactions with foreign customers, it still cannot 

answer the question as to why some exporting firms have better innovation performance than 

others despite the fact that they also have interactions with foreign customers. From this 

perspective, the study argues that further investigation on potential mechanism contributing to 

different innovation performance among firms is therefore needed so as to explain this gap.  

2.3.2 The Resource-Based View (RBV) 

 

The Resource-Based View (RBV) emphasizes that, in order to make them stand out from others, 

firms need to possess resources that are valuable, rare, inimitable, and non-sustainable (Barney, 
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1991, Wernerfelt, 1984). The capabilities to acquire key knowledge can be categorized as firms’ 

superior resources that are conducive to enhanced innovation performance.  

 

2.3.3 Knowledge-Based View (KBV) 

 

 Knowledge-Based View (KBV) views knowledge as a valuable strategic resource that gives 

value to a firm and leads to competitive advantage (Kogut and Zander, 1992, Grant, 1996). Such 

knowledge can be categorized into two dimensions: explicit and tacit knowledge (Kogut and 

Zander, 1992),  both of which complement each other. However, tacit knowledge is more efficient 

in predicting firms’ innovation performance since it is complex, uncodified, and difficult to 

transfer (Dhanaraj et al., 2004, Tsang et al., 2004),  therefore enabling firms who succeed in tacit 

knowledge acquisition to gain a superior performance. 

With regards to the KBV, several research studies under this discipline have mentioned 

mechanisms to obtain knowledge, and relationship with foreign customers, intermediaries and 

institutions that has been established and maintained through export activities is noted as a 

mechanism in this regard. That is, a strong connection with foreign partners promotes knowledge 

spillovers, including expertise in operation, management, production, marketing and technology. 

As these types of knowledges pertain to tacit knowledge, not explicit knowledge, it is feasible to 

suggest that tacit knowledge is a mediating mechanism that helps advance a firm's heterogeneity 

and, consequently, innovation performance.  

This study attempts to argue that tacit knowledge under the KBV deserves to be regarded as a 

critical mechanism to better explain the learning process under the OLT. Hence, this study aspires 
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to extend the current LBE literature by exploring the role of tacit knowledge as the mediating effect 

on learning by exporting and innovation performance.  

2.3.4 Why is KBV applicable for this study?   

 

The main research objective of this study is; why do some exporting firms have a heterogenous 

innovation performance when they should learn from exporting? While the organizational learning 

theory (OLT) becomes the main theory for explaining the LBE phenomena, as observed in many 

previous studies, (Love and Ganotakis, 2013, Salomon and Shaver, 2005), the KBV suggests that 

knowledge resources are the most crucial resources to enhance firms’ competitiveness in the 

extensive marketplace (e.g., Arthur, 196; Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995).   

Prior literature suggests that innovation requires a set of firms’ resources and learning capabilities. 

According to the RBV, firms need to possess valuable resources, both tangible and intangible, so 

as to gain competitive advantages (Barney, 1991; 1995). However, SMEs in emerging markets are 

found to have insufficient intangible resources (Grant, 1991), and this is a major constraint 

especially when they enter into new markets and have to face with liability of foreignness (Zaheer, 

1995). In this connection, knowledge, which is perceived as an intangible resource, will help firms 

overcome the liability of foreignness and also enable them to gain competitive advantages.  

Comparing to small firms, large firms can innovate through their own internal resources.  

Empirical evidences show that their international experience, R&D, and existing relative 

knowledge can enhance knowledge flow and consequently leads to innovation performance 

(Kotabe et al., 2007). Additionally, large firms can reap benefits from international collaboration 

and use them to improve their innovation quality (Fu et al., 2022). While large firms’ innovation 

is derived from internal factors, SMEs, however, may need to rely mainly on external sources.   
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Searching strategy is also an antecedent for innovation development that has pervasively been 

examined in IB and innovation linkage (Terjesen and Patel, 2017). Existing literature illustrates 

that innovation is all about knowledge, and knowledge acquisition promotes product development 

(Cross and Baird, 2000). Similarly, evidences show that knowledge is the most important resource 

that can determine heterogenous performance (DeCarolis and Deeds, 1999). Taghizadeh et al. 

(2018), using data from Bangladesh, elaborate that knowledge from customers is tacit, and this 

knowledge is the most substantial factor to drive innovation. Koskinen and Vanharanta (2002) 

indicate that tacit knowledge plays an essential role in small technology companies’ innovation 

processes. Therefore, it can be inferred that tacit knowledge acquired from overseas markets will 

drive firms’ innovation performance. This study focuses on seeking knowledge from exporting 

under the scope of LBE, proposing that the KBV is likely to best suit this model framework, which 

looks into links between export and innovation in order to answer this main research question. 

This study differs from other LBE literature in several aspects. First, while previous studies mainly 

explain the LBE phenomena through the OLT, this research borrows the KBV to explain a 

mechanism of tacit knowledge acquisition in the LBE process. In LBE literature, the KBV has not 

received nearly as much attention as the OLT. Prior LBE literature perceives innovation 

performance as the outcome of a learning process, most of which is explained through the OLT 

(Salomon and Shaver, 2005, Salomon and Jin, 2008, Salomon and Jin, 2010). However, since 

firms’ heterogeneity in capabilities and resources may not have a direct impact on innovation, 

focusing on tacit knowledge as an ‘output’ instead of ‘process’ of knowledge acquisition may yield 

a better understanding of firms’ innovation performance. 

Tacit knowledge in this study refers to different categories of new knowledge and skills acquired 

from foreign customers, such as new technological knowledge, new marketing knowledge, new 
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managerial skills, etc. (Tsang et al., 2004). While a few LBE literature pays attention to a crucial 

role of tacit knowledge, this study draws a clearer picture by linking LBE with the KBV.  

Second, literature reviews that integrate export, knowledge, and innovation are still limited. Most 

of the available literature explains a linkage of knowledge and innovation and demonstrates the 

main theme of antecedent, which includes knowledge sources (Aliasghar et al., 2019) and search 

strategies (Li et al., 2010a). A seminal work finds that exploring new knowledge from external 

sources required firms’ internal process and absorptive capacity as this enables firms to recognize 

the value of novel ideas and information (Cohen and Levinthal, 1990; Zahra and George, 2002).  

The antecedent of tacit knowledge acquisition has been explained mainly from relative resources. 

To facilitate knowledge transfer and reduce information asymmetry, firms need intense 

interactions, trust and strong relationships (Dhanaraj et al., 2004). Some literature also focuses on 

the obstacle of knowledge transfer, especially in terms of exporting mode, which poses big 

challenges for firms as they have to overcome cultural and institutional distances to acquire 

valuable knowledge embedded in the exporting markets (Zander, 1991). Besides, SMEs with 

liabilities of smallness tend to face great challenges in extracting knowledge under different or 

changing environmental contexts. However, no research or paper highlighting the role of tacit 

knowledge acquisition as a mediating mechanism between export and innovation performance has 

been found.  

 

2.4 Relevant Learning -by-Exporting empirical reviews 

Many empirical research studies have investigated whether firms learn from exporting. There are 

mixed evidence related to productivity and export, and the results of these studies are inconclusive 
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and unclear (Wagner, 2007). Whereas some studies show a positive effect of learning by exporting 

on productivities (Aw et al., 2000, Blalock and Gertler, 2004, Greenaway and Kneller, 2007, 

Damijan et al., 2010),  others find no relationship between the two (Bernard et al., 2003, Clerides 

et al., 1998, A. Giles and Williams, 2000, Delgado et al., 2002). Still, a number of studies reveal 

that export and productivities actually complement each other(Golovko and Valentini, 2011).  

It is postulated that the mixed results of learning effects have resulted from the sub-dimensions of 

export behaviors (e.g., export sales, numbers of markets, number of customers and export 

persistency). Thus, this study would like to hypothesize that the heterogeneity of LBE results can 

be explained by the sub-dimensions of export activities that exhibit different aspects.  

The section below will clarify the questions on 'how' the learning process occurs through each sub-

dimension of export and 'why' each sub-dimension of export offers heterogeneous results on tacit 

knowledge acquisition.  

Sub-Dimensions of Export Activities on Tacit Knowledge Acquisition 

The number of markets refers to the number of export markets that firms enter into. Prior studies 

pervasively term it as export diversification and regard it as one of the international market 

expansion strategies (Hitt et al., 1997, Kafouros et al., 2008). The underlying mechanism of the 

number of markets is that each market has its own institutional contexts, and the diverse cultures, 

norms and cognitive knowledge embedded in these contexts enable firms to acquire new market 

and technological knowledge they cannot find in their own country. 

 A firm with increasing export activities through engagements in many markets can achieve greater 

returns on innovation (Hitt et al., 1997, Kafouros et al., 2008). The increasing knowledge stocks 

acquired from new markets will be beneficial for their learning, knowledge sharing and knowledge 
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transfer, therefore adding value to the firms themselves (Goh, 1998, Garvin, 1993). In other words, 

when firms serve various customers in a greater number of markets, they are exposed to a broader 

variety of different sets of new knowledge (Dierkes et al., 2003).  

Although entering into a greater number of markets allows firms to access diverse knowledge 

sources (Zahra et al., 2000, Yeoh, 2004), some firms, on the other hand, may devote their efforts 

to one or a few markets before entering multiple markets. This approach allows firms to gradually 

acquire knowledge from foreign customers at low costs (Anderson and Gatignon, 1986). Once 

firms develop a substantial degree of experiential knowledge, which is materialized 

accumulatively through the learning-by-doing process, they will expand to other markets, using 

their previous lessons as a guidance. Such an incremental introduction to different new markets 

allows firms to develop tacit knowledge, which is difficult to codify and imitate by others (Eriksson 

et al., 2000). The real experience of operating in one or a few markets while simultaneously 

accumulating knowledge and expertise may foster firms’ learning process (Leonidou and 

Katsikeas, 1996) and, consequently, tacit knowledge acquisition. 

Furthermore, exporting to a few markets allows firms to concentrate on building expertise and 

networks. Concentrating on a few overseas markets gives firms more time and effort to spend on 

existing customers, therefore enabling them to better understand foreign cultures, consumer 

preferences and business practices in those markets (Kogut and Zander, 1992). Thus, it appears 

that concentrating on a few markets also gives rise to tacit knowledge. 

Conversely, exporting to a greater number of markets may primarily result in the acquisition of 

explicit or objective knowledge, which refers to knowledge in the form of published documents 

such as information through data sources, reports and market researches (Nonaka and Takeuchi, 

1995, Polanyi and Sen, 2009). The rationale behind this notion is that tacit knowledge is time-
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consuming, and firms exposed to many different cultural contexts may not have enough time for 

experiential knowledge acquisition. Therefore, firms exporting to multiple countries may acquire 

explicit information instead of by observing what other competitors do in each foreign country 

(Fletcher and Harris, 2012).  

Besides, even though some evidence suggests that firms exposed to multiple market environments 

have greater opportunities to acquire valuable marketing know-how from customers, a rapid 

increase in the number of markets can create difficulties for them. For example, firms may face 

inefficiency problems that arise from changes in their current organizational routines in a bid to 

digest diverse knowledge from diverse countries at the same time as well as integrating them 

(Birkinshaw, 2002, Lahiri, 2010). More supporting evidence can be found in a study by D’Angelo 

et al. (2020) using Italian manufacturing firms, which shows that a rapid increase in the number 

of markets poses difficulties to firms as they need to deal with an influx of information and 

knowledge that exceeds their capabilities to process information effectively. 

Multiple export destinations imply sophisticated customer demands and multiple transactions from 

different networks. These require firms’ high experiences and managerial skills. In this case, young 

firms with less experience as compared to their mature counterparts may not be able to effectively 

apply knowledge to create new value-added products when they enter into multiple markets (Love 

et al., 2014, Rothaermel and Deeds, 2006).   

Another export activity mentioned and assessed in the existing LBE literature is export intensity. 

Several previous studies have comprehensively investigated the positive effect of export intensity 

on learning (Chung, 1998, Hitt et al., 1997, Haahti et al., 2005). In these studies, export sales over 

total sales have been proxied for export intensity. The volume of export sales can determine firms’ 

commitments to foreign customers, and export intensity also reflects the amount of time firms 
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spend on interacting with foreign markets, namely foreign customers, competitors, and 

intermediaries. This high involvement and commitment firms have towards their foreign 

customers brings about trust between the two sides. As a consequence, foreign customers might 

be willing to share their crucial information so as to help boost exporting firm's performance.  

Social interactions arisen from market commitment leads to informal relationships and knowledge 

exchanges. Likewise, the number and volume of transactions occurred through export activities 

allows firms to assimilate essential market information, technical knowledge, new product designs, 

etc. A study by Haahti et al. (2005) that investigates the export performance of SMEs in Norway 

and Finland suggests that foreign interactions can increase knowledge intensity in exporting SMEs, 

while building domestic connections does not offer significant benefits because of their poor 

choice of domestic partners. Similarly, a study by Ellis et al. (2011)using data from China shows 

that the export intensity of transition economy firms positively relates to new product 

development. Firms can acquire valuable marketing knowledge to catch up with market trends and 

improve their current technology through export intensity.  

The next sub-dimension of export activities is the number of foreign customers, which differs 

from other sub-dimensions of export activities in a sense that many customers can locate in one 

particular country. These multiple customers in the same country facilitate firms to sense common 

customer behaviors and market needs in that country in multitudes. The deep understanding of 

customer behaviors and markets in similar culture hence reduces the liabilities of foreignness and 

liability of newness. As a result, firms may obtain critical information from those markets and 

acquire tacit knowledge from those customers. However, if firms have multiple customers from 

diverse countries, institutional diversity (e.g., languages, norms, cultures, etc.) that follows suit 

may hamper the knowledge acquisition process.  
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Having a higher number of customers will help firms avoid locked-in issues as firms have more 

knowledge sources to explore. The diverse knowledge sources from several customers may also 

assist firms in acquiring tacit knowledge. However, this may be obstructed by knowledge leakage 

issues: customers may be reluctant to share new ideas and knowledge because they are concerned 

about knowledge leakage.  

On another note, newly-established firms who have just had short-term involvement in the market, 

such as a large number of SMEs in developing countries, may not be able to obtain knowledge and 

crucial information from foreign customers as their mutual relationship is not long enough to gain 

the latter’s trust. In this connection, long-established firms with a good and enduring relationship 

with foreign customers are more likely to obtain knowledge from their customers. However, some 

literature posits that a strong relationship may hinder firms from making radical changes in their 

market offering (Christensen and Raynor, 2003, Danneels, 2003). These opposite ideas argue that 

novel innovation may derive from weak relationships instead (Fredberg and Piller, 2011). 

Export persistence refers to continuous export activities. The perspective of learning by exporting 

is that firms enter into export markets, acquire knowledge from foreign customers, and become 

more innovative (Liu and Buck, 2007, Hanley and Pérez, 2012, Aghion et al., 2018). Export 

scholars illustrate that export activities enable firms to enhance their innovation capabilities 

through knowledge spillovers in foreign markets ((Blalock and Gertler, 2004, Salomon and 

Shaver, 2005). In addition, export activities help firms to improve their manufacturing process, 

product design, and the quality of the products (Westphal et al., 1984, Grossman and Helpman, 

1991).  Similarly, Crespi et al. (2008) report that UK firms that exported in the past and used their 

overseas customers as an information source for innovation experience faster productivity growth. 
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Andersson and Lööf (2009a) also suggest that persistent Swedish exporters exhibit learning by 

exporting effect in their productivity gains.  

 

 

 

Table 1. Summary of sub-dimensions of export literature 

 

No. Variable References Theory Key findings Types of relationship

1 Export status 

Bratti and Felice, 2012; Salomon and Shaver, 

2005(Spain); Aw et al., 2000(Korean and 

Taiwan); Salomon and Jin, 2008; 2010(Spain), 

Love and Ganotakis, 2013 (UK), Xie and Li, 

2017(China)

OLT, Institutional 

based-view

Export firms learn to innovate more 

than non-export firms Positve linear

2

Export diversity 

(no.of contries)

Yeoh, 2004(), Wu, Chen, and Jiao, 2016(China), 

Mudambi & Swift, 2011; Capar and Kotabe, 

2003 (Germany U-shaped); Laursen and 

Salter, 2006 (inverted U-shape); Gomes & 

Ramaswamy, 1999; Hitt, Hoskisson, & Kim, 

1997; Kotabe, Srinivasan, & Aulakh, 2002; 

Tallman & Li, 1996

RBV, TCA, Social 

capital theory, KBV

Divese knowledge and multiple 

networks from a variety of  knowledge 

sources bring firms knowledge stocks, 

which are value input resources.

Mixed (non-linear: inverted 

U-shaped, S-curved, and 

linear)

3 Export sales

Gkypali et al., 2015; Love and Ganotakis, 2013; 

Chuang, 1998 N/A

Export sale reflects a firm  potential to 

continuosly respond to market 

demands. Positve linear

4

Export intensity 

(number of 

volume)

Tse et al., 2017;Girma, Gorg, and Henley, 2008 

(UK and Ireland);Kafouros et al., 2008; 

Monreal-Perez et al., 2012;Hult, Ketchen, and 

Nichols, 2002; Lages, Jap, and Griffith, 

2008;Brouthers et al., 2009. ACAP, OLT

Firms need to reach a minimum 

volume of exports in order to increase 

innovation performance. A small 

portion of the output have not 

developed sufficient knowledge of 

export markets to be competitive. Positve linear

5

Export 

persistence

Love and Manez, 2018; Andersson and 

Loof, 2009 (Sweden); Alvarez, 2004. N/A

Permanent exporters can remain their 

export sales. While sporadic firms may 

exist from overseas markets and 

unable to learn much from 

interactions with a reduced number of 

foreign markets.  Positve linear

6

Export 

experiences 

(no.of years)

Crespi, Criscuolo, and Haskel, 2008(UK); 

Timoshenko, 2015 (Colombia); Shimizu and 

Hitt, 2004 Learning theory

Export experience will positively 

related to innovation performance to 

the certainpoint. However, if firms 

depend too much on their past 

success, their experience may impede 

explorative behaviours that limit a 

firm's innovation performance. 

Mixed results (positive and 

negative linear and non-

linear)
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In conclusion, the aspects mentioned above of sub-dimensions of export activities may explain the 

inconclusive results of LBE and innovation performance.  
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Table 2. Summary of relevant empirical findings of LBE study 

 Author Year 

Theo

ry  IV Mediator Moderator  DV 

Control 

Variables 

Countr

y method Sample 

1 

Aw, Chung, 

and Robert 2000   Export status / 

1. Types of 

industries  

2. Government 

intervention  

Productivi

ties    

Taiwan 

and 

South 

Korea      

2 

Delgado, 

Fafrinas, 

and Ruano 2002 / 

Export 

intensity / 

firm size; 

Large firm -> 

process 

innovation, 

SMEs -> 

product 

innovation 

Productivi

ties / Spain 

nonparam

etric 

method 

seconda

ry 

3 

Van 

Biesebroeck'

s  2005 / Export status / / 

Productivi

ties 

firm 

ownership, 

size 

Sub-

Saharan 

Africa GMM 

seconda

ry data 

(20018)  

4 

Charles 

Dhanaraj, 

Lyles, 

Steensma, 

and Tihanyi 2004 KBV 

Relational 

embeddedness 

(Parent-IJV 

strength, trust, 

and shared 

systems) 

explicit 

knowledge 

and tacit 

knowledge 

young and 

mature IJV 

IJV 

performan

ce 

log sales, 

foreign equity, 

brand strategy, 

state-owned 

enterprise Hungary  

Survey- 

SEM, 

multigrou

p analysis 137 

5 

Blalock and 

Gertler 2004 / export status / 

export 

experience: 

one-time export 

(+) 

Firm 

productivi

ties 

Age, 

ownership, 

capital, labour 

and wages,  

Indonesi

a 

OLS 

Regressio

n 

Seconda

ry data  

6 

Alverez and 

Robertson 2004 / 

1. Exporting 

(+) 

2. FDI (+) 

3. Imported 

intermediate 

input (n/s) / 

Export 

destination 

(developed 

countries +) 

Innovation 

products 

and 

processes 

size, age, 

machine 

investment, 

foreign 

licenses, 

labour costs 

Chile 

and 

Mexico 

Regressio

n 

Seconda

ry 
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7 

Salomon 

and Shaver 2005 / 

Export volume 

and export 

status / / 

Product 

innovation 

(product 

innovation 

counts and 

patent 

applicatio

ns) 

Size, R&D 

intensity, 

advertising 

intensity,  Spain 

non-linear 

GMM  2188 

8 

Fernandes, 

and Isgut, 

2005 2005 / 

export 

experience / 

firm ages (-)  

and firms that 

are exporting to 

high-income 

countries (+) 

Productivi

ties 

Labour 

quality, capital 

Colombi

a 

OLS 

Regressio

n 1986 

9 

Damijan and 

Kostevec, 2006 / 

Exporting firm, 

non-exporting 

firms, and 

OFDI (outward 

FDI) / 

level of foreign 

market 

competitivenes

s 

Productivi

ty 

improvem

ent 

share of the 

revenue from 

exports, the 

share of 

material costs 

in import, 

changes in 

relative 

market 

conditions Slovenia 

Difference

-in-

difference 

Seconda

ry data  

10 

Liu and 

Buck 2007 

idea-

drive

n 

grow

th 

theor

y 

1. Local R&D 

activities of 

foreign MNEs  

2. Level of 

imports of 

advanced 

technology 

3. R&D 

activities 

4.Level of 

export 

activities / 

sources of 

spillover  

Innovation 

performan

ce 

Capital 

intensity, 

firms’ size, 

expenditure on 

imported 

technology,  China 

OLS and 

GMM 

Seconda

ry 
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11 

Greenaway 

and Kneller 2007 / Export status / 

Industrial 

differences 

Productivi

ties / UK 

Regressio

n 

Seconda

ry (12, 

875 

firms) 

12 

Salomon R 

and Jin,  2008 LBE Export status  / 

Industry at the 

home country 

(technology 

lagging 

industry vs 

technology 

frontier 
industry 

Patent 

applicatio

n  

firm size, 

R&D 

intensity, 

advertising 

intensity, 

foreign capital 

participation,  Spain 

a negative 

binomial 

regression   

13 

Crespi, 

Criscuolo, 

and Haskel, 

2008 2008 / Export status / / 

Labor 

Productivi

ty growth 

firm size, 

location, 

industry, 

ownership 

status UK 

Regressio

n 

Seconda

ry 

14 

Kafouros, 

Buckley, 

Sharp, and 

Wang 2008 / 

1. Tangible 

asset 

2. Labor input 

3. Innovation 

(R&D 

intensity) / 

Degree of 

internationaliza

tion (foreign 

sales to total 

sales) 

Firm's 

performan

ce 

high- and low-

tech firms, 

firm size, year 

and the 

industry to 

which each 

firm belongs. UK 

Regressio

n 

Seconda

ry 

15 

Andersson 

and Loof 2009   

1. Non-

exporter 

2. Temporary 

exporters  (-) 

3. Persistent 

exporters with 

low exp 

intensity (+) 

4. Persistent 

exporters with / 

exp intensity 

(+) and exp 

persistence (+) 

Productivi

ties 

Physical 

capital, Import 

activities, 

R&D efforts, Sweden     
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high export 

intensity (++) 

16 

Salomon R 

and Jin 2010 LBE 

Export status 

and Export 

volume / 

Firm 

heterogeneity 

(Tech lag firms 

vs tech leading 

firms (+)) 

Patent 

applicatio

n  

firm age, 

group of 

membership, 

capital 

intensity and 

unit labour 

costs, 

Absorptive 

capacity  Spain 

a negative 

binomial 

regression 2137 

17 

Damijan, 

Kostevec, 

and Polanec 2010 / 

Export status 

(+ for the 

process)  / / 

Product 

and 

process 

innovation 

value-added 

per employee, 

capital per 

employee, 

R&D 

expenditure, 

size Slovenia   

Seconda

ry 

18 

Garcia, 

Avella, and 

Fernandez 2012   

Export 

status(+) / 

Technological 

capabilities (+) 

Productivi

ties  

Firm size, 

advertisement 

investments, 

inward FDI, 

industry Spain 

OLS 

Regressio

n 

Seconda

ry 

19 

Monreal-

Perez, 

Aragon-

Sanchez A., 

and 2012   

Export 

activities (ns) / Productivity Innovation   Spain   14, 142 
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Sanchez-

Marin G. 

20 

Bratti and 

Felice 2012 OLT 

Export Status 

(+) / / 

Product 

innovation 

introducin

g 

graduate ratio, 

average labour 

cost, 

international 

mode   Italy     

21 De Loecker 2013 / export status / / 

Firm 

productivi

ties / Slovenia 

econometr

ic 

seconda

ry 

22 

Love and 

Ganotakis 2013 OLT 

Export 

intensity / 

1. Persistence 

in exporting 

2. 

Manufacturing 

versus services 

3. level of 

innovation 

intensity  

Innovation 

product 

performan

ce 

Size, R&D 

intensity, 

advertising 

intensity,  UK 

Probit and 

truncated 

regression 

model 

seconda

ry 

23 

Almodovar, 

Saiz-

Briones, and 

Silverman 2014 / 

1. Exporting 

(+) 

2. FDI (+) 

3. Importing 

(n/a) / no 

Patent 

applicatio

n and 

product 

innovation 

firm size, 

R&D 

intensity, 

advertising 

intensity Spain   

seconda

ry 

24 

Golovko 

and 

Valentini 2014 / Export status / 

firm size; 

Large firm -> 

process 

innovation, 

SMEs -> 

product 

innovation 

Product 

and 

process 

innovation 

R&D 

intensity, size, 

foreign 

capital, 

growing 

market Spain 

Regressio

n 

Seconda

ry (19, 

737) 
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25 

Wu Jie, Uw 

Zefu and 

Zhuo 

Shuaihe 2015 

Instit

ution

al 

theor

y 

Institutional 

quality in 

foreign markets 

and diversity of 

foreign markets / 

 foreign 

markets 

Institutional 

diversity (-) 

Radical 

and 

increment

al 

innovation 

performan

ce 

R&D 

intensity, firm 

size, firm age, 

state 

ownership, 

foreign 

ownership China 

Regressio

n 

Seconda

ry 

(1,509) 

26 

Fernandes, 

and Isgut, 

2005 2015 / 

Export status 

(+) / 

Experienced 

firms and born 

exports 

Total 

factor 

productivi

ty / 

Columbi

a 

Regressio

n 

Seconda

ry 

27 

Araujo, 

Selerno,  2015 / 

Export status 

(+) 

Technological 

strategies (+) / / 

Productivi

ties 

Firm size, 

Firm 

international 

patenting 

activities Brazil 

Regressio

n 

Seconda

ry 

28 

Ren, 

Eisingerish, 

Tsai 2015 OLT 

 

R&D 

capabilities (+) 

Export 

intensity (+) / 

Marketing 

capabilities,  

Innovation 

performan

ce (Patent 

applicatio

ns) 

Firm size, 

Firm 

international 

patenting 

activities China 

Regressio

n 

Seconda

ry 

29 Un Annique 2016 KBV 

Subsidiaries 

firms and 

Domestic firms / 

1. Training; 

language, 

marketing, IT 

and engineer 

2. Export level 

Product 

innovation 

The level of 

education of 

employees, 

R&D 

intensity, Size, 

Age, business 

groups, 

standardized 

products, 

Diversified, 

competition 

intensity, 

industry, year Spain 

Regressio

n 

Seconda

ry 

(3,926) 
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30 

Terjesen and 

Patel 2017 

Atten

tion-

based 

view 

Search Breadth 

(-) and Search 

depth (+) No 

1. Industry 

process 

heterogeneity 

(+) 

2. Industry 

productivity 

growth (+) 

Process 

innovation 

firm age, 

R&D, the 

geographic 

distribution of 

sales, product 

innovation Europe 2SLS 

seconda

ry 

31 

Tse, Yu, and 

Zhu 2017   

Export 

intensity 

1. 

innovative

ness 

2. 

production 

capabilitie

s 

3. human 

capital 

1. Ownership 

structure 

2. Industry 

characteristics 

Productivi

ties 

capital stock, 

number of 

employees, 

age, 

government 

subsidies China 

GMM 

estimation 

Seconda

ry 

(250,00

0) 

32 

Cruz, 

Newman, 

and Rand 2017 / Export status / 

Export 

persistence 

Productivi

ties 

firm size, 

capital 

intensity,  

Mozam

bique 

Regressio

n 

Seconda

ry (714) 

33 Xie and Li  2018 

Instit

ution

al 

theor

y 

Export 

intensity / 

1. level of 

institutional 

development  

(+) 

2.  better-

developed 

market 

intermediaries  

(+) 

3. market 

openness (-) Innovation 

firm size, age, 

organizational 

slack, foreign 

ownership China GLS 

Seconda

ry  

34 

Aliasghar, 

Rose, and  

Chetty 2019 

ACA

P 

External 

sources (Value 

chain partners, 

and University 

(ns) ) 

Absorptiv

e capacity / 

Process 

innovation 

ages, sized, 

govern own  

(private or 

public), R&D 

staffs Iran 

Survey- 

Smart 

PLS 

Survey 

(171) 
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35 

Genc, 

Dayan, and 

Faruk Genc 2019 / 

Degree of 

internationaliza

tion 

Market 

orientation 

and 

Entreprene

urial 

orientation / Innovation 

ages, sized, 

goods, 

industry UAE 

Survey-

Smart 

PLS 

Survey 

(235)  

36 

Abubakar, 

Hand, 

Smallbone, 

and 

Saridakis 2019 

Instit

ution

al 

theor

y 

1. Foreign tech 

licensing (+) 

2. Import of 

intermediate 

production 

input (n/s) 

3. Exporting 

(n/s) / / 

Innovation 

(new 

product 

and new 

processes) 

age, sized, 

R&D, 

inadequately 

educated 

workforce, 

access to 

financial 

Sub-

Sharan 

Regressio

n 

Seconda

ry 

(1058) 

37 

D’Angelo 

et al. 

(2020),  2020 OLT 

1. Export status 

(+) 

2. Export 

intensity (+) 

3. Numbers of 

markets (-) / 

R&D intensity 

(-)and foreign 

(-) 

collaborative 

agreements (-) 

Radical 

new 

products 

Governmental 

supports, 

foreign 

patents, 

foreign 

technical 

services, 

foreign 

ownerships,  Italy 

Probit 

model 

Seconda

ry (880) 

38 

Sanchez-

Marin and 

Pemartin 2020 / 

Export 

intensity / 

Level of family 

involvement in 

management 

(inverted U-

shaped); the 

generational 

stage first-

gen(+) 

Product 

innovation 

size, age, 

gross 

operating 

margin, 

industry Spain 

Tobit 

regression 

Seconda

ry (770) 

39 

Gkypali, 

Love, and 

Roper 2021 / 

1) Export 

capable (+) 

2) Export 

status (+) / / 

Productivi

ties 

Profitability, 

size, age, 

family 

ownership, UK 

Regressio

n 

Seconda

ry 

(12,495) 



60 

 

capital 

investment 

40 This study  2021 

OLT 

and 

KBV 

1. Export 

intensity (+) 

2. Number of 

markets (-) 

3. Number of 

customers (ns) 

4. Export 

persistence (ns) 

Tacit 

knowledge 

acquisition 

1. firm ages  

2. Imported 

machine 

Product 

innovation 

and 

process 

innovation 

firm size, 

government 

support, 

industry, R&D 

intensity  

Thailan

d SEM 

Survey 

(220) 
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The summary empirical findings table reveals important points that can be explored more in this 

study. First, the current LBE literature shows the lack of comprehensive views of sub-dimensions 

of export activities; most of the current LBE literature focuses on export status and export intensity. 

The number of customers has been overlooked. Most LBE scholars use secondary data instead of 

the survey. The advantage of using the survey is that it supports us to investigate other sub-

dimensions of exports such as a number of foreign customers. The secondary has a limitation to 

provide this kind of data, especially manufacturing SMEs in emerging countries.     

Second, the mediating mechanism between export and innovation is overlooked. In addition, we 

have not found any LBE studies that mentioned machine import as the moderators which we will 

examine in this study.  Third, the dependent variable of the LBE effect is likely to be a firm’s 

productivities e.g.,  (Delgado et al., 2002, Van Biesebroeck, 2005, Blalock and Gertler, 2004, 

Damijan and Kostevc, 2006, Tse et al., 2017, García et al., 2012), the number of LBE articles that 

focus on the impact of export on innovation performance by separating between product and 

process innovation is rare.  

Lastly, the summary of the literature review shows the scope of the LBE study. Even though the 

current LBE literature uses data worldwide, prior LBE literature has mainly focused on high-tech 

industries and used data in developed countries (Love and Ganotakis, 2013, Salomon and Jin, 

2008, Salomon and Jin, 2010). In addition, most research studies have investigated this 

phenomenon using data from Europe, especially from Spain e.g. (Sánchez-Marín et al., 2020, 

Golovko and Valentini, 2014, Almodovar et al., 2014, Salomon and Jin, 2008, Salomon and Jin, 

2010), and UK (Love and Ganotakis, 2013, Crespi et al., 2008, Salomon and Shaver, 2005, 

Kafouros et al., 2008).  However, the context of these countries differs from this study for several 

reasons. For example, Spain is not an export-led country; SMEs in Spain are not likely to export 
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and prefer to sell their products domestically. Additionally, even though China is another area in 

the LBE study of emerging economies(Xie and Li, 2018, Ren et al., 2015), China may not be an 

appropriate representation of small export-led countries in Asia due to the market sizes, resources, 

and institutional systems.  

Few research focuses on SMEs in export-led countries. For example, Blalock and Gertler (2004) 

examined the impact of export on firm productivity in Indonesia. However, they have not focused 

on innovation performance. Similarly, Boermans (2010), using SMEs data in Africa, found that 

firms that export positively impact a firm’s productivity. Firms that export outside Africa are more 

likely to become more capital incentives than those firms that export in African markets. In 

Addition, Aw et al. (2000), using data from Taiwan and South Korea, investigate the LBE effect 

on a firm’s productivities, not innovation performance. Few empirical LBE studies provide 

evidence for the LBE of SMEs in emerging markets. In a recent study, de Oliveira et al. (2021) 

used data from Vietnam manufacturing and found that becoming a supplier in the global value 

chain will foster a firm’s process innovation, not product innovation. 

Similarly, the study of Aliasghar et al. (2019) shows that value chain partners are an external source 

for firms to increase their absorptive capacity, which results in the pursuance of process innovation 

in Iran.  This study uses data from SMEs exporter in Thailand, which represents an export-

led country with low innovation performance, and it is expected that firms should learn more from 

exporting. This will add a meaningful contribution to the LBE literature in terms of SMEs in 

export-led markets of emerging economies. We argue that involving in export activities enhances 

firms’ innovation performance, both product and process innovation, through tacit knowledge 

acquisition. 
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2.5 Tacit knowledge acquisition as a mediating mechanism 

A lack of capabilities to acquire tacit knowledge from foreign customers seems a primary threat to 

innovation development (Howell, 2016). Several researchers posit that the nature of tacit 

knowledge is that it is derived from personal experiences (Nonaka and Takeuchi, 1995, Nonaka 

and Takeuchi, 1996, Nonaka et al., 2000),  and acquiring tacit knowledge requires a high level of 

close relationships and social interactions (Cavusgil et al., 2003, Zhou et al., 2007).  

Rosenberg and Nathan (1982) elaborate that "tacit knowledge could be techniques, methods, and 

designs that work in certain ways and with certain consequences, even when one cannot explain 

exactly why". Even though tacit knowledge is difficult to transfer, as Polanyi (1966) posits: "We 

know more than we can tell", acquiring it can be feasible through internalization and socialization. 

This is also in accordance with Nonaka’s SECI model that emphasizes a social process through 

participation in action learning and personal interactions (Nonaka and Takeuchi, 1995, Nonaka et 

al., 2000).  

Furthermore, tacit knowledge is generally part of a long-term process  (Senker, 1995) and needs a 

firm's existing knowledge and resources to obtain it. Under the KBV literature, the nature of tacit 

knowledge acquisition, which includes 1) the difficulties to codify and transfer it from foreign 

markets to exporting firms; and 2) the process through which it is transferred from foreign 

customers to exporting firms, makes tacit knowledge become a strategic value asset for firms. 

These aspects of tacit knowledge, therefore, make firms stand out from their competitors and steer 

them towards a superior innovation performance.    



64 

 

Several previous studies show that knowledge is a key to a firm's innovation (Cavusgil et al., 2003, 

Du Plessis, 2007, Grant, 1996, Seidler‐de Alwis and Hartmann, 2008). Apart from this, Koskinen 

and Vanharanta (2002) indicate that tacit knowledge plays an essential role in the innovation 

processes of small technology companies. The underlying mechanism is that people or firms learn 

to solve problems from past experiences or lessons learned from previous similar problems, and 

they also acquire related knowledge throughout this troubleshooting process. The accumulated 

knowledge and know-how based on their problem-solving experiences consequently becomes 

their capability. Firms’ existing knowledge will also promote their ability to acquire new readily 

available external knowledge. The depth of knowledge and know-how that firms acquire from 

outside resources is essential in extending and strengthening their problem-solving skills and will 

be beneficial to them in tackling more complicated problems. In summary, troubleshooting 

experiences encourage firms to develop necessary expertise that yields innovation development. 

However, this study by Koskinen and Vanharanta (2002) investigates only process innovation, not 

product innovation.  

Another supporting evidence is mentioned by Howells (1996), who notes that “intuition based on 

tacit qualities play an important role in the innovation process, which shows that a great deal of 

the knowledge that is important to the operation or improvement of a given process or product 

technology is tacit." 

López-Cabarcos et al. (2019), using data from 153 medium and large firms in the industrial sector, 

show the mediating role of product innovation on tacit knowledge and firm performance. 

Nevertheless, their study focuses on tacit knowledge available within the firms instead of tacit 

knowledge acquired from foreign sources. Similarly, several pieces of evidence show the role of 

knowledge integration on innovation performance: Wang et al. (2018) illustrate that knowledge 
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networks improve firms' innovation performance through knowledge integration capabilities. This 

is in line with a study by Guan and Liu (2016) investigating the technological field of nano-energy, 

which suggests that integrating knowledge and networking with other firms can lead to a firm's 

innovation activities. However, those researches do not focus on tacit knowledge in terms of the 

output of knowledge acquired from export activities. 

Debates regarding the heterogeneous results of tacit knowledge on innovation performance are 

still ongoing. Although several research studies mostly explore the positive impact of tacit 

knowledge on innovation and come up with supporting evidence (Cavusgil et al., 2003, Du Plessis, 

2007, Seidler‐de Alwis and Hartmann, 2008),  some studies show the opposite views instead.  

For example, Sheng and Hartmann (2019) argue that tacit knowledge harms the innovation 

capability of MNCs. The rationale behind this notion is that transferring advanced tacit knowledge 

is difficult, expensive, and time-consuming (Gupta and Govindarajan, 2000, Szulanski, 1996). In 

addition, the institutional and cultural distance between exporting firms and foreign markets limits 

the effectiveness of communication (Ambos et al., 2016, Cummings and Kiesler, 2005, Gibson 

and Gibbs, 2006, Håkanson et al., 2016).   

Such inefficient communication in new foreign markets may limit firms’ comprehension on 

knowledge and complex information and also hinder their ability to build trust with customers, 

which is one of the key components that promote tacit knowledge sharing (Katsikeas et al., 2009, 

Li et al., 2010b).  

Moreover, it is costly to establish relationships with foreign markets and handle uncertainties 

(Bindroo et al., 2012, Hilmersson and Jansson, 2012).  These are the reasons why the way firms 
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accumulate knowledge to build their capabilities is unique and inimitable, and firms with resource 

constraint may be reluctant to stive to acquire tacit knowledge.  

From the review presented above, it is found that the inconclusive results of tacit knowledge’s 

impact on innovation have yet to be clarified, particularly in the LBE literature that considers tacit 

knowledge acquisition and innovation in terms of both product and process. Thus, there is an 

opportunity to investigate this unexplored area to fill the gap. 

2.6 Innovation performance 

Innovation is the key competitive advantage for SMEs in emerging economies, which distinguish 

firms from their competitors. Innovation can be defined as the knowledge which is converted into 

new products and new processes. In this study, the relationship between export activities and 

innovation has been investigated. Even though a number of studies show a positive relationship 

between export and innovation ( e.g.,  Cassiman and Golovko, 2010; Kafouros et al., 2008). Few 

of them that investigate innovation product and innovation process separately (Golovko and 

Valentini, 2014, Abubakar et al., 2019, de Oliveira et al., 2021, Alvarez and Robertson, 2004).  

The session reviews the characteristics of innovation performance primarily used in LBE literature 

and investigates which criteria is the most appropriate one for the context of emerging economies 

that aligns with this study. Prior study shows that Innovation has been identified in multiple 

dimensions. The criteria could range from the level of innovativeness, which can be classified as 

radical and incremental innovation.  

On the one hand, SMEs in emerging countries have to deal with many barriers, such as lacking 

government support, restrictive local culture, inappropriate infrastructure, and insufficient 

resources, including financial and knowledgeable working capital(Pellegrino, 2018). Therefore, 
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these barriers limit the innovation of SMEs in emerging countries to pursue radical innovation 

(Sandberg and Aarikka-Stenroos, 2014). In addition, unlike firms in developed countries with high 

potential to absorb advanced knowledge to create breakthrough ideas, small firms in emerging 

countries tend to modify and improve gradually. Instead of focusing solely on the level of newness 

(incremental vs radical innovation), this study investigates innovation performance from other 

perspectives by dividing it into process and product innovation. SMEs innovation is more related 

to incremental innovation (Pullen et al., 2009).  

2.6.1 Process Innovation and Product Innovation 

Process innovation refers to the introduction new ways of producing products or delivering 

products to customers (Damanpour and Gopalakrishnan, 2001), as well as an improvement in 

production methods, techniques, or the use of alternative or new materials in order to increase 

production flexibility and capability, reduce labour costs, and lessen the use of materials and 

energy per produced unit (Breschi et al., 2000, Aliasghar et al., 2019, Hervas-Oliver et al., 2014). 

Process innovation is more complex and required a set of tacit knowledge (Gopalakrishnan et al., 

1999). Terjesen and Patel (2017) investigate that search breadth is positively related to process 

innovation. Exploration few knowledge sources (search depth) allows firms to develop strong 

relationship, leading to knowledge acquisition. However, search breadth is negatively related to 

process innovation since firms may not be able to focus and absorb valuable knowledge from a 

variety of sources. Align with the prior study showing that over-search can lead to the negative 

results of new product outcome (Katila, 2002). 

Firms in emerging countries initially innovate from the process in production. They, especially 

those in non-tech and low-tech industries, are likely to relate innovation processes with production 

processes.  
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 Firms in emerging countries also need to develop and maintain a breadth of internal operational 

routines and utilize this depth and breadth of knowledge to make a move towards process 

innovation (Ettlie and Reza, 1992, Gopalakrishnan et al., 1999) since process innovation takes 

time to develop and requires the learning by doing process  (Macher and Mowery, 2003, Pisano, 

1997). The evidence shows that firms in emerging markets can engage expot activities as the 

suppliers of global supply chain. The recent research study of de Oliveira et al. (2021) using data 

from Vietnamese new venture firms provide evidence that involving in exporting activities as 

international suppliers in to global value chain can enhance their process innovation, but not 

product innovation. In addition, the study suggested that export destination matters to the effect of 

export on innovation performance. Firms that export to developed countries are likely to have 

positive impact on process innovation, but not product. While exporting to emerging markets are 

not likely to impact on a firm’ s product and process innovation.  

Firms are likely to learn from customer feedback to enhance the quality of their products and 

production process. They may obtain new methods by finding substitute materials, deploying 

machines that improve production efficiency and product quality (Terziovski and Guerrero-

Cusumano, 2009), implementing cost reduction measures (Bernstein and Kök, 2009), increasing 

process flexibility by adapting new technology and machinery in the production process 

(Reichstein and Salter, 2006), and heightening responsiveness (Craighead et al., 2009). By 

revamping their production processes, firms, therefore, achieve process innovation and ultimately 

sustain their competitive advantages (Gopalakrishnan et al., 1999). 

Prior studies emphasize that to acquire process innovation, a more complex process is required to 

compile tacit knowledge embedded in firms’ knowledge base (Gopalakrishnan et al., 1999). 

Getting process innovation also involves a considerable amount of time, the learning by doing 
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process (Pisano, 1997) and firms’ ability to extract knowledge from their internal operation 

routines and use it to improve their production processes (Ettlie and Reza, 1992, Gopalakrishnan 

et al., 1999). 

Product innovation  

Most current LBE research studies focus on product innovation in SMEs (Bratti and Felice, 2012, 

Sánchez-Marín et al., 2020, Love and Ganotakis, 2013).  Prior LBE research pervasively used the 

number of patents and the number of new product innovations to measure product innovation 

performance (Salomon and Jin, 2010, Salomon and Jin, 2008, Salomon and Shaver, 2005). 

However, the measurement related to patents may not fully represent the overall innovation 

performance of SMEs in this context since those SMEs are not likely to develop their own R&D 

and lack knowledge resources to apply and maintain the patent.  

Furthermore, prior scholar uses sales of a new product a commercialized innovative capacity, and 

reflect market acceptance (Atuahene-Gima and Li, 2004). However, we found that owners and 

managers of local cultures, particularly emerging markets, treat sales data as confidential data.  

Product innovation in this study refers to the introduction of new or significant improvements to 

existing products, which involves improvements or changes in the shape, size, texture and design 

of a product and the addition of value and uniqueness to it.  

Based on the extant innovation in LBE studies can be classified into different categories. The first 

dimension of innovation is related to new product ideas generation, such as product design, 

processes, and product quality. This dimension also concerns with the level of novelty of the firm’s 

new product.  
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Furthermore, innovation is also related to adopting technology that facilitates a firm’s 

productivities, including increase the speed of new product development, given that the 

interactions between exporters and foreign customers allow the exchange of technology and 

market knowledge. The extant LBE literature pervasively examines the effect of export on 

innovation in terms of technological aspects. For example, a previous study using Indonesian 

textile firms showing that new product designs have been launched by adopting advanced 

technological knowledge from foreign customers (Blalock and Gertler, 2004).  

Furthermore, Golovko and Valentini (2011), using the data of SMEs from Spain, emphasize 

technology knowledge, which produces novel products. Similarly,  Liu and Buck (2007), using 

data from Chinese high-tech industries, show that LBE is one of the other factors for technological 

knowledge spillover. In addition, Salomon and Shaver (2005) posit that R&D investments are the 

innovative input fostering technological innovation and reflecting knowledge spillover and 

learning effects (Damijan and Kostevc, 2006, De Loecker, 2013). 

 

2.6.2 Innovation Performance of SMEs in Thailand 

The extant LBE literature suggests the scope of innovation performance which can be applied in 

the context of this study; each country has a unique pattern to innovate. For example, Alvarez 

Alvarez and Robertson (2004), using the data from Chile and Mexico, suggest that exposure to 

foreign markets improves a firm’s innovation, both product and process innovation. The result 

shows that firms in Chile are more likely to innovate from their R&D onsite, while firms in Mexico 

are more likely to import technology. 
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It has been found that innovation in SMEs differs from that in large firms because these small 

firms have more flexibilities and customization, which are achievable through knowledge-based 

resources, internal capabilities, and networks(Baldwin and Gellatly, 2003). Unlike large firms, 

SMEs need unique, dynamic capabilities to sustain their businesses (Sapienza et al., 2006). 

Several comprehensive studies disclose that SMEs seek to explore sources of innovation. For 

example, March and Simon (1958)posit that most SMEs learn through borrowing know-how from 

others rather than initiating new products on their own.  Because of they do not have sufficient 

capabilities and knowledge to generate innovation development (Zahra and Filatotchev, 2004), 

together with usually having financial and human resource constraints that bar them from doing 

so (Verhees et al., 2004, Liao et al., 2009).  

A firm’s internal capabilities that contribute to the way they innovate vary due to many factors. 

One of the crucial factors is their absorptive capacity, which is mostly proxied by R&D 

capabilities. However, SMEs may not be able to establish their own R&D: only long-established 

firms or mature firms with experience are likely to develop R&D capabilities to initiate product 

innovation. Unlike mature firms, young firms still need to rely heavily on external knowledge 

sources, such as foreign customers, government support, or foreign suppliers whose knowledge is 

transferred when firms import their machines.  

Therefore, in line with the LBE mentioned earlier, firms may need to explore new knowledge from 

external sources when attempting to enhance their existing knowledge stocks.  
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2.7 Machine import  

This section explores the role of machine import in moderating the relationship between export 

intensity and tacit knowledge acquisition, and that between the number of markets and tacit 

knowledge acquisition. Whereas the machine itself may not directly influence firms’ tacit 

knowledge acquisition, it could facilitate or hamper their knowledge acquisition from export 

activities.   

Learning by importing is an area that has extensively been investigated in international business. 

Extended RBV research indicates that learning by importing can influence how firms acquire 

international knowledge from foreign suppliers. For example, firms use importing as an external 

knowledge source along the supply chain as this enables them to share knowledge and engage in 

information regularly (Lasagni, 2012). Under the RBV, firms’ import activities are regarded as 

capabilities-based resources that are likely to influence their knowledge acquisition.  

Extent studies define import sourcing as “the acquisition of raw materials, components and 

subassemblies from international sources for use in fabrication” (Kotabe and Omura, 1989). 

However, this study will narrow down the scope to machine import, which refers to an investment 

in advanced physical machines that will facilitate firms to improve their productivity or launch a 

new product. Technology software and technology licenses are excluded from this investigation. 

After reviewing the literature, it is found that there is a lack of studies to recognize machine import 

as countering the effects of export activities on knowledge acquisition. 

This study contends that machine import may support or hamper firms’ knowledge acquisition 

from foreign markets in two aspects. The first aspect is that it is the process of import itself that 

gives firms the opportunities to develop international and technological knowledge (Wang and 
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Tao, 2019),  and the other aspect is that the machine that firms import promotes their productivities  

(Amiti and Konings, 2007, Lööf and Andersson, 2010, Kasahara and Rodrigue, 2008, Paul and 

Yasar, 2009, Topalova and Khandelwal, 2011, Halpern et al., 2015). As a consequence, machine 

import enables firms to explore new methods to increase productivity in manufacturing (Bas and 

Strauss-Kahn, 2014). Also, experiences gained from import help firms reduce export market entry 

costs incurred as it increases their familiarity with a particular foreign market (Bas and Strauss-

Kahn, 2014, Choquette and Meinen, 2015).  Furthermore, these experiences can help firms identify 

and evaluate business opportunities because, before entering into these markets, firms are better at 

evaluating the fit between their capabilities/resources and the foreign market environment. As a 

result, the liability of foreignness in the new market and firms’ uncertainty will be reduced when 

they determine whether to enter into a new export market.  

Previous researches examine the relationship between import and innovation (Chittoor et al., 

2015). Past research studies mention a positive impact of learning by importing on Chinese 

manufacturers' productivity: importing foreign machinery and technology plays a vital role in 

allowing firms to absorb foreign technology and develop new knowledge related to imported 

products (Zhou, Wang, and Yang, 2020). Similarly, a study by Stirbat et al. (2015) and Welch and 

Luostarinen (1993) posits that experiences from importing lead firms to develop the capabilities 

to understand business practices and deal with foreign environments more effectively.  

Encountering foreign markets through import facilitates firms to develop market knowledge and 

network connections (Welch and Luostarinen, 1993). Also, machine import gives firms alternative 

knowledge sources and access to advanced technology from foreign countries. Choquette (2019)  

explains that import-based market experience is a significant source of market-specific knowledge 

before firms decide to export. Thus, firms with import experiences are not likely to exit from export 



74 

 

markets. It is also indicated that different types of international experience (import and export) 

trigger different outcomes.  

Furthermore, import allows firms to become familiar with foreign markets in a more effective way. 

Therefore, firms investing in machine import are likely to acquire a higher level of tacit knowledge 

from their export intensity than those with no investment in technology.  

Apart from the benefit of allowing firms to become familiar with the foreign market environment, 

several researchers view import as the alternative knowledge sourcing strategy. Knowledge has 

been exchanged and transferred through interactions. It is thus expected that firms who work with 

export customers can acquire knowledge through their interactions, and firms working closely with 

suppliers through import activities can also obtain new international insights. Import activities 

provide firms with an international network, and foreign suppliers, who are parts of the 

international network, can accommodate them to learn new technological knowledge through 

constant interactions. For example, suppliers in foreign countries may send their engineers to train 

how to utilize imported machines more effectively. Hence, knowledge exchanges occur through 

the training process. 

However, imports can pose a danger to the learning process as well. In distinguishing between 

assimilative and cumulative learning, Wang and Tao (2019) view importing technology as 

assimilative learning (or learning by buying) that may result in firms’ reluctance to acquire tacit 

knowledge from export customers if machines perform well in increasing their productivities. A 

shortcut solution resulting from the machines’ efficiency can then hinder firms' time-consuming 

learning process, such as trial-and-errors.  
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Furthermore, machine import is likely to be a one-time process, as compared to export activities. 

The negative effect of machine import in this connection can be explained by learning myopia 

(Levinthal and March, 1993), referring to a circumstance when firms are likely to ignore time-

consuming tacit knowledge acquisition. That is, firms may learn to utilize imported machines and 

initially benefit from them in the short-term, and then they tend to become accustomed to what the 

machines can do, thus neglecting to look for new ways to improve productivity further.  

On the other hand, the main reason for firms’ reluctance to acquire new knowledge from foreign 

countries is that they have resource constraints and need to focus on output in terms of profitability 

rather than on such an intangible asset as knowledge. The imported machines may eliminate this 

constraint and encourage firms to focus on exploring new ideas from foreign customers as well as 

exploring global market demands. In this case, machine import will strengthen firms’ learning 

from exporting rather than weakening it.   

 

 Discussion 

An incomplete understanding of the role of machine import on firms’ tacit knowledge acquisition 

allows for further examination by integrating machine import with the LBE concept. Therefore, 

this study complements the existing LBE literature by answering the question: what effect does 

machine import have on each sub-dimension of export activities and tacit knowledge acquisition 

from foreign markets?  
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Chapter 3: Hypotheses 

3.1 Introduction 

In this section we will discuss the impact of sub-dimensions of export activities on innovation 

performance both product and process innovation through tacit knowledge acquisition.  Finding 

from the previous LBE studies have not considered the mediating mechanism to explain the 

different between firms that have perform in innovation and vice versa. To address the void in 

current and existing LBE literature, as noted above, this study has developed a conceptual model 

considering mainly in : 1)The role of each sub-dimension of export activities on product and 

process innovation through tacit knowledge acquisition.  2) The mediating role of tacit 

knowledge acquisition 3) The moderation of machine import and firm ages, and,  4) The non-

linear relationship between export intensity and process innovation.  

3.2 Research model 

Figure 1. Conceptual Model 
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3.3 Hypotheses  

3.3.1 Export intensity and tacit knowledge acquisition  

 

Export intensity has been pervasively used to represent a firm's export activities (D’Angelo et al., 

2020, Sánchez-Marín et al., 2020, Tse et al., 2017) export sales to total sales ratio identify how 

much it commits to foreign markets. Alongside this, export intensity can explain a firm's learning 

process through export activities. Whereas SMEs might not be able to fully gain an advantage over 

the Learning by Exporting practice when they export to only a few markets, the volume of export 

sales signals that those markets have enough potentials to generate an income for them and also 

enough information or knowledge for their learning process (Chuang, 1998). 

The volume of export sales also indicates the degree of foreign market engagements. Intense 

interactions with foreign markets consequently enable firms to be exposed to new knowledge from 

different markets and a large diversity of cultural perspectives, thus facilitating innovation (Hitt et 

al., 1997). Likewise, the relationships generated through intense interactions with foreign 

customers and foreign market intermediaries enable a key market information exchange(Salomon 

and Shaver, 2005, Blalock and Gertler, 2004). Therefore, a close relationship is one of the valuable 

intangible assets that lead firms to gain a superior performance (Morgan-Thomas and Bridgewater, 

2004). A study by Haahti et al. (2005), which used data from SMEs in Norway and Finland, notes 

that for exporting SMEs, foreign interactions can increase their knowledge intensity while 

domestic connections are not significantly beneficial to them due to their poor choices of domestic 

partners.   

Previous studies claim that export intensity is a good factor in determining a firm's learning 

approach in LBE literature (Pla-Barber and Alegre, 2007, Salomon and Jin, 2010, Salomon and 
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Jin, 2008, Greenaway and Kneller, 2007). Even though many studies use export status in 

determining export activities (Greenaway and Kneller, 2007, Crespi et al., 2008, Salomon and Jin, 

2010, Salomon and Jin, 2008),  engaging in export alone is not enough to determine the 

effectiveness of learning (Kafouros et al., 2008, Monreal-Pérez et al., 2012). To develop sufficient 

knowledge of export markets so as to enhance competitiveness, firms ought to export a large 

volume of their products (Lages et al., 2008).   

In addition, supporting evidence from a study performed with data from Canadian manufacturers 

suggests that increasing export intensity provides a firm with a chance to encounter new stimulus 

environments that require quick learning to solve ensuing problems  (Baldwin and Gu, 2003). 

Nevertheless, as new knowledge embedded in foreign markets is probably difficult to be 

transferred and codified automatically, exporting firms need to be engaged in a certain export 

volume and acquainted with these foreign markets in order to be able to sense opportunities and 

extract critical knowledge from them. 

Firms with high export intensity are often capable of building new connections in foreign markets, 

thus giving them better opportunities to absorb knowledge and learn about customer preferences 

(Love and Ganotakis, 2013). Experiences with high export volume also enable them to know how 

to access knowledge sources and then obtain knowledge from these pools. Moreover, high export 

intensity, which implies the level of trust foreign customers have in firms, can enhance their 

knowledge acquisition since customers with high trust usually share novel ideas, which 

subsequently establish crucial skills required in tacit knowledge acquisition. For example, 

Indonesian textile exporters have received large export orders from Japan, and these substantial 

export volumes over time help foster and strengthen their relationship. The Indonesian firms then 

have a chance to learn about a new production process from the Japanese customers when the latter 
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send their engineer team to review their manufacturers’ production process. As a result, the 

Indonesian firms acquire new technical knowledge to improve on cost reduction (Blalock and 

Gertler, 2004). Similarly, (Westphal et al., 1984) point out that the Korean manufacturing sector 

also gains new production techniques and skills through feedback from foreign buyers.  

Apart from foreign connections as a contributing factor in a firm’s tacit knowledge acquisition, 

high export intensity can associate with tacit knowledge acquisition in terms of exposure to another 

knowledge. Through frequent interactions with foreign markets, firms learn how to sense 

opportunities and catch up with market trends and familiarize themselves with customer 

perspectives, preferences, and languages. A deep understanding of customer demands accumulated 

through these interactions successively strengthens their capabilities to acquire essential 

information. As SMEs have more limitations and are more susceptible to external environments 

than large firms, SMEs with high export intensity will continually export their goods  (Alvarez 

and Robertson, 2004). From time to time, or even regularly to some, frequent exporters are obliged 

to tackle new challenges, problems and opportunities by seeking help and advice from their trusted 

customers, and this serves to exercise their knowledge acquisition skills. Therefore, it can be stated 

that troubleshooting ability and expertise in different dimensions (e.g., market, production, 

technology) are derived from the export intensity.  

On the other hand, firms with low export intensity are not likely to acquire crucial knowledge from 

foreign markets. Low interactions with foreign markets may not provide enough incentives for 

firms, especially SMEs in emerging countries, to acquire tacit knowledge. It takes time and a 

reasonable extent of existing knowledge and skills to obtain tacit knowledge (Polanyi, 1966, 

Martin and Salomon, 2003). As a result, firms with low export intensity tend to face challenges in 
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sensing market opportunities and lack networks through which they can gain tacit knowledge. In 

other words, low export volume cannot give a firm a sufficient opportunity to learn.   

Resource constraints, including limited financial and managerial skills, can hinder a firm’s 

capabilities to adjust to new working approaches and satisfy customers. Upon seeking foreign 

customers’ advice to resolve these issues, it is probable that foreign customers who do not have 

enough trust in firms due to low interactions might be concerned about knowledge leakage and is 

unwilling to share or exchange knowledge with them. In this sense, firms with low export volume 

may not gain much tacit knowledge from foreign markets.  

Hypothesis 1: Export intensity has a positive impact on tacit knowledge acquisition. 

3.3.2 Number of markets and tacit knowledge acquisition 

 

From the knowledge-based perspective, it is posited that knowledge from geographically dispersed 

locations enhances a firm's potentials to develop its own unique and valuable insights (Doz et al., 

2001). However, acquiring tacit knowledge from multiple foreign countries can be a challenge for 

exporting firms. In order to acquire new knowledge embedded in host countries, they need to 

leverage multiple foreign networks and build their capabilities to obtain such diverse information. 

The mixed results regarding directions for the relationship between multiple knowledge sources 

in multiple export destinations and tacit knowledge acquisition need a further explanation. The 

number of markets in this study then refers to the number of countries firms export to. Meanwhile, 

to some extent, previous research indicates that the number of diverse markets enables a firm to 

access different networks, which are channels to acquire a considerable amount of knowledge (Cos 

et al., 2019, Hitt et al., 1997, Lu and Beamish, 2004, Myles Shaver, 2011, Wu et al., 2016). 
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While young firms cannot take full advantage of potential learning when they export to too few 

markets even when their export volume to a particular country is high (Lages et al., 2008), 

geographic diversification, on the other hand, may enable them to access diverse knowledge from 

multiple and cultural perspectives (Zahra et al., 2000, Boehe and Jiménez, 2016, Mudambi and 

Swift, 2012).  

In this way, entering into a more significant number of markets allows firms to access new ideas, 

new technologies and new networks that they can utilize to support the learning process within 

their organization (Johanson and Vahlne, 1977, Katila, 2002). That is to say; diversification brings 

firms different knowledge and international networks, which are essential ingredients for their 

learning process (Cirera et al., 2015, Hitt et al., 1997).  

On the other hand, some literature shows the negative effect of diverse sources of knowledge on 

learning. Prior studies mention that geographic diversity is negatively related to technological 

learning (Yeoh, 2004). In this regard, enhancing tacit knowledge acquisition requires a firm's 

capabilities and resources beyond simply tapping into diverse knowledge sources from different 

countries. 

The tacit form of knowledge, which is difficult to transfer (Hansen, 1999, Song et al., 2003, 

Szulanski, 1996), can provide firms with heterogeneity and potential value (Kogut and Zander, 

1992). However, there are several challenges for exporting firms in acquiring tacit knowledge from 

foreign countries, which could be harmful for tacit knowledge acquisition. 

First, firms need to have a certain level of capabilities to manage multiple relationships with 

multiple networks. Whereas diversity escalates the number of new knowledge and resources, 

which consequently fosters organizational learning (Cohen and Levinthal, 1990), only firms that 
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can leverage multiple networks from different institutional environments simultaneously are 

inclined to deal with cultural distances, different business practices, and communications with 

unfamiliar languages (Sousa and Bradley, 2006). The more countries a firm export to, the more 

complex channels and networks it has to manage. In addition, it takes a lot of time and costs to 

manage networks(Roth, 1992). Firms, therefore, have to establish a relationship in each country 

(Kogut and Kulatilaka, 2001, Hitt et al., 1994). Usually, SMEs in emerging countries who export 

to multiple countries may not have enough international experience to leverage various networks 

from different institutional environments and quickly respond to market demands.  

Secondly, acquiring tacit knowledge from multiple markets demands firms' capabilities to manage 

overloaded information and multiple tasks from various operational requirements since multiple 

knowledge sources unavoidably increase management and operational complexities (Levinthal 

and Warglien, 1999). Apart from concerns regarding multiple knowledge sources, not every firm 

that exports to multiple countries knows how to justify a crucial knowledge, especially a 

geographically dispersed one, and apply it (Cantwell and Piscitello, 2005, Joshi et al., 2009, 

Kostova and Roth, 2002). In dealing with a myriad of different information, there needs to be 

highly proficient staff who are well equipped with appropriate managerial and communication 

skills and language capabilities to understand requirements from customers in each country (Sousa 

and Bradley, 2006). Firms speaking only their home language may also face language barriers that 

hamper their understanding of foreign market demands, thus leading to difficulties in acquiring 

tacit knowledge.  

With different requirements generating the complexity of managing diverse cultures, customers 

and institutional regulations (D’Angelo et al., 2020), the high volume of information firms need to 

manage may also exceed their cognitive limits and capacity to process information effectively  
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(Huber, 1991). Therefore, SMEs in developing countries are not likely to integrate and synthesize 

information effectively due to these resource constraints, and they may find it challenging to 

develop problem-solving skills to cope with an influx of information. 

Thirdly, it has been found that the inability to apply diverse knowledge through exporting to a 

greater number of countries may decrease firms’ tacit knowledge acquisition. That is, the lack of 

ability to identify crucial information bars them from acquiring quality knowledge. Another study 

shows that international diversification allows firms to exploit superior core competencies and 

then apply such competencies in other markets (Lei et al., 1996). However, the competency to 

apply diverse knowledge is based on the existing experience of learning from one place and 

applying it to the others. 

Prior literature proposes that firms are likely to find and acquire relevant knowledge similar to the 

one they already have  (Morris et al., 2015). The narrow scope of knowledge that firms reach is 

more associated with codified knowledge because it is easier to obtain and does not take much 

time to comprehend. Morris Morris et al. (2015) also investigate the global knowledge reach and 

discover that an expanded reach encourages a firm to access explicit knowledge rather than tacit 

knowledge, hence decreasing its performance. Therefore, firms may become reluctant to put more 

effort into acquiring knowledge far beyond their knowledge scope and tend to search for 

knowledge that proximate to their existing one instead. From the above points of view, 

Hypothesis 2:  The number of markets has a negative impact on tacit knowledge acquisition. 

 

3.3.3 Number of foreign customers and tacit knowledge acquisition 
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The number of foreign customers refers to the business-to-business customers that firms have. 

Some exporting firms may concentrate on only a few markets but expand their customer-based 

lines to multiple customer accounts, while some may export to various countries but receive export 

orders from a few customers. For example, a manufacturer exports its products to IKEA stores in 

multiple countries, yet IKEA is counted as one customer. This sub-dimension of export activities 

(number of foreign customers) is overlooked in international business literature, and no evidence 

supporting this notion is found in LBE literature.  

Many research studies argue that focusing too much on customer requirements may limit a firm’s 

to explore novel ideas because customers generally might not provide firms with novel ideas. Their 

product ideas come from their past experiences of using the product, and they do not need to 

concentrate beyond current market trends (Enkel et al., 2005, Hippel, 2005).  

However, one study emphasizes how having a number of customers foster tacit knowledge 

acquisition. A greater number of customers may bring a diversity of ideas and know-how to firms, 

and interactions with foreign customers enable information exchanges and knowledge spillovers 

through export activities. Besides, Firms capable of utilizing and applying customer feedback are 

likely to generate quality improvement ideas  (Linderman et al., 2004, Wirtz et al., 2010), and 

enhance learning (Caemmerer and Wilson, 2010). 

From the organizational learning perspective (Cyert and March, 1963), it is mentioned that firms 

learn when they experience problems since they will search for a new way to solve such problems. 

As SMEs in less developed countries do not have their own current knowledge stocks, looking for 

new knowledge from foreign customers is a vital learning strategy. When firms have more 

customers, a knowledge gap related to unique requirements might be wider, so they have to exert 
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to get know-how and insights to diminish this gap. Therefore, the more problems from customers 

firms face with, the more they can learn and gain knowledge.  

Hypothesis 3:  The number of foreign customers has a positive impact on tacit knowledge 

acquisition. 

 

3.3.4 Export persistence and tacit knowledge acquisition  

 

One of the sub-dimensions of export activities is persistence in exporting. Export persistence refers 

to a period of continuous exports by a firm (Love and Máñez, 2019). The consistency of export 

activities relies on a firm's capacity to stay abreast of and effectively respond to, changes in export 

and domestic demands. 

Persistence in exporting induces a firm's learning process. However, not all exporting firms can 

maintain their export activities. Young firms that have just started exporting for a few years are 

not likely to survive (Besedeš and Prusa, 2006), especially if they cannot manage their operation 

in a fast-changing, uncertain environment. Dealing with the liabilities of foreignness when entering 

into new markets also impairs a firm's survival. 

For firms, not having enough essential information about foreign markets and business practices 

are the greatest obstacles to exporting (Artopoulos et al., 2013). Increasing competition in global 

markets and dynamic market demands that change rapidly also impede firms’ ability to survive. 

As a result, firms, especially those with resource constraints, resort to reduce their foreign 

investment and focus on domestic markets instead since both domestic and export markets always 

compete for resource allocation. The growth rate of the domestic market, which implies devotion 

to domestic sales, is then likely to hamper export persistence (Love and Máñez, 2019). A study by  
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Alvarez and Robertson (2004) that investigates differences in the export performance of the 

sporadic and permanent exporters shows that permanent exporters can maintain their export sales. 

Using Columbian data, Timoshenko (2015) suggests that the duration of export increases the 

chance of persistence in exporting. Learning and experiences gained from exporting might not 

only reduce firms’ chance to exit export markets but will also encourage them to maintain their 

export activities in foreign markets, thus increasing their opportunities to acquire new knowledge.  

Similarly, Love and Máñez (2019)find that learning by recent exporting induces persistence in 

exporting, implying that experiences from firms’ past operations could mitigate risk of their 

international market exit.  

Even though the internationalization process model (Johanson and Vahlne, 1977) indicates that 

firms learn how to modify their products and production process through export activities so as to 

maintain their competitiveness in the international market, not every firm can benefit from short 

involvement in export activities.  

The scope of knowledge covers not only market knowledge and technology knowledge but also 

international operation knowledge, managerial knowledge, and many more. Therefore, firms need 

to continually engage in export activities to absorb those types of knowledge.  

Why do firms need to continually commit to exports in order to acquire tacit knowledge? First, 

continual learning promotes their ability to absorb and acquire tacit knowledge: a short 

involvement in exports does not benefit their learning. In a study conducted on Swedish firms, 

Andersson and Lööf (2009a) emphasize the significant role of the persistence and intensity of 

exporters, revealing that persistent export gives small firms sufficient time and chance to acquire 

knowledge from foreign countries. However, sporadic exporters are not likely to develop sizable 
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export sales, which would have an impact on how they commit to international market involvement 

and build their managerial capabilities (Cieslik et al., 2010, Katsikeas, 1996, Samiee and Walters, 

1991). 

According to organizational learning researches, if small firms lack potentials to develop their own 

knowledge, they should consistently learn from external sources (Sinkula et al., 1997). 

Collaboration with external sources, for example, could promote knowledge transfer and become 

a more efficient way to acquire knowledge than developing their own knowledge (Simonin, 1997, 

Poppo and Zenger, 1998). As learning occurs over time, the persistence of export activities helps 

encourage firms to never stop learning about new skills and new knowledge in order to 

continuously improve their products and manage international operation so that they can keep up 

with business environment more effectively. Therefore, firms’ commitment to continual 

involvement in exporting plays a key role in their tacit knowledge acquisition.  

Secondly, apart from foreign market commitment that stimulates their quest for learning, firms 

need to invest in resources to cultivate a substantial level of foreign relationships (Zhao and Islam, 

2017).  This is because a close relationship with foreign customers enables them to acquire more 

implicit knowledge. Besides, the underlying mechanism is that good coordination between 

exporting firms and foreign customers contributes to an improvement in service level performance 

and customer satisfactions (Blomstermo et al., 2006) and thus leads to the foreign customers’ 

willingness to share crucial information with the firms. Through such a close relationship, firms 

can increase their knowledge stocks. Hence, without a good relationship that is derived from 

persistence in exporting, firms are unlikely to acquire tacit knowledge.  

Hypothesis 4: Export persistency has a positive impact on tacit knowledge acquisition. 
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3.3.5 Tacit knowledge acquisition and innovation performance 

 

Although a number of prior research studies have examined the impact of knowledge on 

innovation performance (Leonard and Sensiper, 1998, Koskinen and Vanharanta, 2002, Cavusgil 

et al., 2003, López-Cabarcos et al., 2019, Seidler‐de Alwis and Hartmann, 2008), only a few put 

an emphasis on specific types of knowledge despite the argument that general knowledge does not 

provide sufficient elements in predicting a firm's innovation performance. Past researches have 

categorized knowledge into two dimensions; one is explicit and the other is tacit knowledge  

(Kogut and Zander, 1992).  

The knowledge-based view of the firm (KBV) suggests that knowledge is a strategic asset that 

adds value to a firm. Tacit knowledge, which is complex, uncodified, and abstract in its nature 

(Dhanaraj et al., 2004, Tsang et al., 2004), can be one of the resources that steer a firm towards 

superior performance  (Grant, 1996). 

Following the characteristics of tacit knowledge, as noted above, this study argues that not all firms 

with export activities have the ability to acquire tacit knowledge so as to pursue their innovation 

performance. Nevertheless, it is presumed that firms with tacit knowledge acquired from foreign 

markets are likely to have better innovation than those without any. 

The process used by a firm to obtain knowledge from foreign customers is also crucial in its effort 

to acquire new important information, skills and competencies (Tsai and Ghoshal, 1998, Kale et 

al., 2000, Yli‐Renko et al., 2001). Previous studies point out that tacit and explicit knowledge are 

complementary  (Nonaka et al., 2000)e, yet tacit knowledge is acquired through experience sharing 

(Kikoski and Kikoski, 2004, Hall and Andriani, 2002). This study emphasizes tacit knowledge 

because explicit knowledge can be obtained and imitated easily by competitors (Seidler‐de Alwis 
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and Hartmann, 2008), thus it is not a critical source of a firm’s competitive advantage (Grant, 

1996).  

The importance of tacit knowledge on a firm’s innovation performance can be explained by a 

number of reasons. First, novel ideas to change and modify a firm's routines require a quality set 

of knowledge and expertise. A lack of deep understanding of a set of knowledge (e.g., managerial 

knowledge, operational knowledge and technology knowledge) is a major obstacle to the change 

process.  

Several past evidences support the association between tacit knowledge and innovation 

performance. Almeida Almeida et al. (2002) suggests that the transfer and application of tacit 

knowledge can foster innovation. Koskinen Koskinen and Vanharanta (2002) indicate that tacit 

knowledge plays an essential role in the innovation processes of small technology companies. 

Similarly, Howells (1996) notes that “intuition based on tacit qualities plays an important role in 

the innovation process, which shows that a great deal of the knowledge that is important to the 

operation or improvement of a given process or product technology is tacit.” 

Given that tacit knowledge is acquired through relationships, firms need to build close connections 

with foreign customers to absorb knowledge and learn from related experiences (Polanyi, 1962).  

Prior literature also stresses that collaboration with external sources could promote knowledge 

transfer and is more efficient than developing one’s own knowledge  (Simonin, 1997, Poppo and 

Zenger, 1998). The close relationship with foreign customers facilitates firms to observe customer 

preferences, market insights and new technology used in foreign countries, therefore enhancing 

their learning capabilities and ability to initiate ideas for innovative products (Fernandes et al., 

2013). 
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Secondly, tacit knowledge acquired from foreign markets indicates a firm’s capabilities to acquire 

and assimilate new knowledge. The different dimensions of tacit knowledge that are examined in 

this study are the output of process acquisition, which include new technology, new product 

development, a new technique of production, marketing, and managerial knowledge (Kafouros et 

al., 2018).  

Considering that it is relatively difficult to extract tacit knowledge from individuals or companies 

in foreign counties, the expertise that firms have accumulated through export activities and 

interactions will alternatively provide them with a deep understanding and how to adapt and use 

acquired knowledge  (Liu et al., 2010, Tsang et al., 2004). 

Furthermore, acquired tacit knowledge reflects a firm’s ability to overcome knowledge ambiguity 

from different environmental contexts (Ho et al., 2019). This is especially significant due to the 

fact that not all firms can succeed in managing knowledge ambiguity. New capabilities a firm has 

developed through international knowledge acquisition consequently provides the basis for 

innovation (Inkpen and Beamish, 1997, Yli‐Renko et al., 2001). In addition, firms that utilize 

knowledge rapidly and effectively can innovate faster and more successfully (Lynn et al., 1999). 

As a result, it can be inferred that tacit knowledge acquisition will enhance firms’ innovation 

performance in terms of both innovation product and innovation process. Therefore, 

Hypothesis 5: Tacit knowledge acquisition has a positive impact on process innovation. 

Hypothesis 6: Tacit knowledge acquisition has a positive impact on product innovation.   

 

3.3.6 Non-linear relationship between export intensity and process Innovation  
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The LBE offers opportunities to investigate the relationship between export intensity and 

innovation performance (Fernández-Mesa and Alegre, 2015, Pla-Barber and Alegre, 2007). In 

addition, export in itself serves as a learning process: firms learn through interactions with foreign 

customers, foreign markets, and foreign competitors when they export their products (Love and 

Ganotakis, 2013). This study principally focuses on export intensity because it reflects a high level 

of export involvement. Export intensity here is proxied by export sales, which is sufficient to 

justify a firm's commitment on resource investments and interactions with foreign customers. A 

strong relationship derived from intense export sales facilitates firms to learn to improve their 

process in a novel way. Unlike export intensity, the numbers of markets and customers can be 

interpreted into different aspects of export dimensions. For example, the number of markets may 

be dependable on other factors such as export strategy: while some firms adopt concentration 

strategy, others might employ diversification strategy. It can therefore be posited that a firm's 

innovation performance may heavily depend on export strategy yet cannot be solely based on the 

number of markets or customers. These constructs can become potentially conflicting factors when 

explaining LBE approaches.  

Process innovation in this study refers to "the implementation of new or significantly improved 

production or delivery methods. This includes significant changes in techniques, equipment and/or 

software" (OECD, 2005). However, process innovation here emphasizes on production-oriented 

improvements or changes that result in a significant increase in productivity (Breschi et al., 2000, 

Hervas-Oliver et al., 2014).  

It takes time and requires a firm's capability to assimilate and acquire knowledge from external 

sources to develop process innovation (Zahra and George, 2002, Damanpour and Gopalakrishnan, 

2001). The nature of process innovation is tacit and complex. Through experiences, firms will 
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enhance their understanding of external sources and expand, as well as refine, their absorptive 

capacity to reach process innovation. At the same time, a critical issue in transferring highly 

complicated tacit knowledge is that there might be a reduction in knowledge quality (Kotabe et 

al., 2007).  

Prior literature illustrates the inverted U-shaped relationship between international knowledge 

transfer and innovation performance (Kotabe et al., 2007). However, past research findings have 

been mixed: while some find a non-linear relationship in this regard  (Kotabe et al., 2007), others 

suggest no relationship, or a linear one (Thakur-Wernz et al., 2019).  

A distinct explanation has been found from the above-mentioned viewpoints. This study thus 

argues that export intensity will enhance a firm's innovation process up to a certain point, then the 

performance will start to decline. The learning process occurs when firms encounter and resolve 

foreign problems and overcome obstacles by modifying and improving their operation process. 

Meanwhile, a high level of export intensity allows them to face a myriad of international issues 

and then utilize their experiences to resolve them as well as assimilating knowledge from them. 

On the contrary, a low level of export intensity may limit firms’ opportunity to enhance their 

process innovation for a number of reasons. First, they do not have enough international 

commitments, which in turn poses a constraint on the acquisition of enough knowledge and know-

how to change their production processes. In the international process model, firms learn gradually 

through market commitment (Eriksson et al., 2015), which leads to a reduction of the liabilities of 

foreignness (Zaheer, 1995).  

 Secondly, firms with a low level of export intensity find it challenging to leverage foreign 

networks. Strong connections require intense interactions and socialization with foreign customers 
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(Nonaka and Takeuchi, 1996). Thus, they need to reach a certain point of export sales to establish 

foreign networks that yield desirable consequences. As a result, firms with low export intensity 

are not likely to have the power to acquire knowledge through their foreign networks. 

 

Lastly, firms with low export intensity may concentrate on sustaining their export markets by 

pushing sales rather than paying attention to any improvement in the process. There might not be 

enough incentives for them to change their process as well. Furthermore, process changes are 

costly and difficult. Therefore, a low level of export intensity limits firms’ capacity and willingness 

to change their process.  

A trigger point that transforms the direction of the relationship between export intensity and 

process innovation from a negative into a positive one is when firms possess sufficient experiential 

knowledge, which is instrumental in their decisions and actions towards the new way of working. 

Likewise, experiential learning occurs when firms acquire essential information and valuable 

insights from foreign customers through time.  

By learning and acquiring knowledge through high and prolonged involvement in export activities, 

firms become more efficient in dealing with market and technological uncertainty and are more 

adaptable to the cultures and norms of the countries they export to. As a result, firms with a set of 

necessary tacit knowledge are more likely to enhance their innovation process.  

 It is an undeniable fact that a high level of commitment in export allows firms to establish 

relationships with foreign customers (Yeoh, 2004, Zhao and Islam, 2017), and the coordination 

between foreign buyers and exporting firms helps the latter improve their customer satisfaction 

(Blomstermo et al., 2006). However, Schwens et al. (2018) argue that knowledge from past 
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experiences accumulated from one location may not be enough for firms to reduce the liabilities 

of foreignness when exporting to a new location. Therefore,  

Hypothesis 7: The relationship between export intensity and process innovation is non-linear, with 

process innovation decreasing at the lower levels of export intensity and increasing at the higher 

levels of export intensity.  

 

3.3.7 Firm’s tacit knowledge acquisition mediates relationship between export intensity and 

process innovation 

 

Tacit knowledge acquisition works as a predictor dictating firms’ innovation process. At the same 

time, LBE posits that export activities enable them to learn to innovate. This study argues that a 

lack of capability to acquire tacit knowledge raises a difficulty for innovation performance. 

Besides, not all export activities have a direct impact on innovation performance.  

Different sub-export activities serve different purposes and provide different direction on a firm's 

learning. The study would like to clarify that, on the innovation front, LBE using only export status 

may not be a good explanation for why innovation occurs after exporting.  

International process literature suggests that firms gain knowledge from entering into new markets. 

However, such knowledge may comprise a general internationalization knowledge (Eriksson et 

al., 2000) that are not superior enough to allow firms to achieve competitive advantages. In this 

connection, specific types of knowledge which have been accumulated through each market-

specific experience may create more advanced learning.  

Tacit Knowledge as Mediating Mechanism 
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Although learning by exporting is usually considered to have a direct impact on innovation (Lööf 

et al., 2015, Love and Ganotakis, 2013, Salomon and Jin, 2010, Salomon and Jin, 2008), this 

relationship requires a broader analysis of the learning process between export and innovation 

performance. Understanding the mediating role of tacit knowledge acquisition in the relationship 

between export activities and innovation performance will give a clearer picture of how firms 

innovate through exporting.  

Improving process innovation is related to establishing or promoting production capabilities, cost 

reduction (Bernstein and Kök, 2009) and flexibilities (Reichstein and Salter, 2006). Firms’ 

incapability to achieve process innovation is mainly attributable to them not knowing how to 

improve the process and not having sufficient valuable knowledge to proceed with it. 

Improving process innovation requires knowledge at the deeper levels. Process innovation is likely 

to be complex, and firms cannot develop it quickly in line with product innovation (Damanpour 

and Gopalakrishnan, 2001, Gopalakrishnan et al., 1999). While product innovation is more about 

customer demands, process innovation concerns internal management, which is less tangible and 

less apparent to customers than product innovation. Some studies posit that process innovation is 

more associated with a firm's value chain (James et al., 2013).  

The knowledge-based view explains how tacit knowledge creates value added to firms and plays 

a critical role in developing sustainable competitive advantages (Nonaka and Takeuchi, 1995, 

Grant, 1996, Spender, 1993). However, some study argues that tacit knowledge may limit firms’ 

aspiration to change, which is detrimental to their innovation development (Ambrosini and 

Bowman, 2001). This study attempts to propose that tacit knowledge acquisition is a crucial 

strategic value asset that justifies a firm’s capability to absorb and apply knowledge acquired from 

foreign markets. Firms who are able to integrate acquired knowledge with their existing one and 
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assimilate it into their expertise are likely to have superior innovation performance. Therefore, it 

is anticipated that tacit knowledge acquired from export activities is a critical mechanism to drive 

a firm's process innovation.  

Tacit knowledge acquisition benefits firms’ innovation process in three ways: 1) knowledge 

related to operation and management assists firms in enhancing their operation and production 

process; 2) marketing knowledge enables firms to improve product and service quality so as to 

satisfy customer preferences; and 3) tacit knowledge obtained through internationalization 

promotes firms’ capabilities to deal with uncertainty, leading to better flexibility and cost 

reduction.  

In conclusion, the key advantage of tacit knowledge acquisition is that it helps firms overcome a 

lack of knowledge which usually constrains their innovation process. This study emphasizes that 

export activities alone are not a sufficient factor for innovation process performance in the context 

of SMEs.  

When firms have a high degree of interactions with foreign customers, they are inclined to develop 

an ability to leverage foreign networks. In other terms, social interactions are likely to promote 

greater tacit knowledge acquisition (Leonard and Sensiper, 1998). Advices from international 

partners (e. g. customers, market intermediaries, etc.), for example, can be an important source of 

tacit knowledge: foreign customers may provide firms with implementable knowledge about a new 

production process. However, it takes time, export intensity and intense interaction to instil trust 

in foreign customers to the extent that they are willing to share invaluable knowledge with firms. 

That is to say, a high degree of involvement in export activities (which indicates export sales) helps 

firms establish a relationship with foreign customers, progressively resulting in knowledge 
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exchanges at the deeper level and, ultimately, establishment of innovation (Terjesen and Patel, 

2017).  

Cumulative knowledge embedded in a foreign context is acquired through learning by doing 

(Polanyi, 1966): firms cannot just absorb knowledge by observing but through ongoing activities. 

While exposure to foreign markets allows them to obtain more ideas and develop a better 

understanding of markets, repeated export orders enable firms to recognize opportunities and 

identify the key tacit knowledge embedded in the foreign context. On the other hand, advanced 

technology and production process may force firms to accelerate process improvement to catch up 

with novel ideas in the markets they enter into. Furthermore, export intensity helps firms 

understand foreign markets more comprehensively and encourages them to boost their capabilities 

to acquire tacit knowledge from their foreign markets. In this way, firms may find new solutions 

to their businesses that pertains to process innovation.   

The mediation of knowledge acquisition on export intensity and innovation performance 

In this study, the enhancement of innovation in SMEs exporters focuses on the knowledge acquired 

from overseas markets derived from export activities. The study argues that sub-dimensions of 

export activities exhibit differing export characteristics that lead them to respond differently in 

foreign context conditions. Knowledge, especially tacit knowledge, is a source of competitive 

advantage  (Day and Wensley, 1988, Barney, 1991)D; embedded in this context creates a challenge 

for firms to obtain. However, by being able to acquire this tacit knowledge, firms are characterized 

with high innovation performance.  

Literature of foreign knowledge acquisition posits that relational mechanism is the main driver for 

firms to obtain knowledge (Zhou et al., 2007, Li et al., 2010b, Bembom and Schwens, 2018, Lu et 
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al., 2010). Haahti et al. (2005) show that an informal cooperative strategy fosters a firm to obtain 

relevant foreign market knowledge and increase knowledge intensity about the export market. 

Networking has become a critical strategy for SMEs to overcome resource constraints (Brass et 

al., 2004, Coviello and Cox, 2006). It helps firms to access the knowledge of the overseas context 

(Lu et al., 2010); to extract a set of valuable knowledge requires strong networks that possess the 

value of market knowledge and technology knowledge that are difficult to access and hard to 

transfer automatically.  

The study integrates export behaviors, knowledge, and innovation and examines each particular 

type of sub-dimensions of export that foster innovation through knowledge acquisition.  

Export intensity is related to the relational establishment for several reasons. The intensity of 

export sales determines how much firms have commitments on their resources to meet foreign 

customer satisfaction. We argue that export intensity is more associated with a relative mechanism.  

Export intensity is the indicator to determine a firm's dependence on foreign markets (Ling-Yee, 

2004, Verwaal and Donkers, 2002). Ellis et al. (2011) find that routines of export involvement 

stimulate marketing know-how among foreign markets. The intensity of interactions allows firms 

to exchange information about market demands, product designs, and acquired manufacturing and 

packaging skills. Prior research shows that cohesive interactions are critical to knowledge transfer, 

and trust can help firms receive tacit knowledge (Levin and Cross, 2004). Dhanaraj et al. (2004) 

showed that strong relational networks facilitate tacit knowledge transfer.  

Having a strong relationship with foreign customers through export intensity allows firms to obtain 

more important information about market needs and learn about consumers' demands in terms of 

product quality (Chandy and Tellis, 1998, Ellis et al., 2011). The study shows the positive 



99 

 

relationship between export intensity and new product development by investigating how firms 

acquire marketing knowledge via foreign markets (Ellis et al., 2011). This deeper understanding 

of customers' demands and markets in foreign countries enables firms' efforts to initiate new ideas 

that meet oversea markets' demands, which leads to product innovation. In addition, the strong ties 

derived from high export intensity motivate firms to devote their resources to improving process. 

As a result, firms are likely to improve their process innovation with high export intensity.  

The number of markets is perceived as the knowledge sources to assist knowledge acquisition. 

Prior studies show different knowledge sources' positive impact on knowledge 

acquisition(Hemmert, 2004). The rationale is derived from the different sources and refers to 

diverse knowledge crucial for innovation development. In contrast, some studies posit that 

geographic proximity facilitates firms to acquire knowledge (Andretsch, 1998). The common 

practice and knowledge sharing among firms facilitate exporters to develop products or change 

some processes to better suit their customers needs, especially for small firms that can tailor their 

products to meet customer requirements. 

Therefore, we propose that  

8a: Tacit knowledge acquisition mediates the relationship between export intensity and product 

innovation 

8b: Tacit knowledge acquisition mediates the relationship between export intensity and process 

innovation 

8c: Tacit knowledge acquisition mediates the relationship between number of foreign markets and 

product innovation 
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8d: Tacit knowledge acquisition mediates the relationship between number of foreign markets and 

process innovation 

3.3.8 The moderating role of firm age  

 

The age of a firm plays a significant role in explaining the relationship between export intensity 

and tacit knowledge acquisition: the firm’s age is associated with learning process, resources, and 

dynamic capabilities, all of which contribute to its innovation performance (Huergo and 

Jaumandreu, 2004, Coad et al., 2013, Gkypali et al., 2015).  Young and Mature firms do not share 

core characteristics. That is, young firms would exhibit export behaviors similar to those among 

themselves and different from those of mature firms.  

According to previous research studies, SMEs share some common characteristics but are 

categorizable by their sizes. This study, on the other hand, aspires to investigate the other points 

of view by using their ages instead of sizes in revealing some differing aspects regarding 

knowledge acquisition from foreign markets, a factor that helps boost their innovation 

performance. 

A mechanism that drives innovation performance in young and mature firms is different. This 

study would like to point out that while mature firms need tacit knowledge acquisition to drive 

innovation performance, young firms are better off leveraging export activities to innovate 

directly.  

Existing studies using data from innovative Greek companies show that young and mature 

innovative firms influence the relationship between export and innovation performance differently. 

The reason is that different firms face different market environments with different existing 

knowledge capital and different resource constraints. For young firms, export activities seem to be 
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a primary knowledge source for their innovation performance since they have unseasoned 

knowledge-based view, hence forcing them to rely on knowledge from abroad. The results show 

that young firms exhibit the LBE effects, while mature firms pertains to  the self-selection (Gkypali 

et al., 2015).  

In connection with innovation performance, Pellegrino (2018)’s study using data from Spanish 

firms examines barriers that hamper innovation, and the findings indicate that young and mature 

firms perceive obstacles differently. Young firms have higher tendency to innovate as compared 

to longer-established firms, while mature firms concentrate more on their market structure and 

demands.   

Several empirical studies on innovation focus on a crucial role of a firm’s age in innovation 

performance, using qualifications of employees as key consideration factors. It is noted that highly 

qualified employees serve as drivers that helps firms absorb knowledge from export activities, 

which consequently enables the firms to develop absorptive capacity (Cohen and Levinthal, 1990). 

In this connection, mature firms with absorptive capacity are likely to innovate better than young 

firms. However, some studies argue that young firms have more flexibility and better access to 

highly skilled employees (Baron et al., 2001). Besides, they are more likely to have an 

entrepreneurial mindset, are more willing to take risks, and have more flexibility than mature firms 

(Zahra and Filatotchev, 2004). A prior research study also mentions that young firms have a higher 

probability of initiating innovation activities and success in innovation output than mature firms 

(Audretsch et al., 2020).   

However, a lack of critical information and essential know-how are obstacles facing young firms 

in acquiring tacit knowledge from foreign countries (Katila and Shane, 2005, Gort and Klepper, 

1982). In addition, small firms are more prone to have financial constraints (Katila and Shane, 
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2005). Thus, young firms with less experiences need to accelerate themselves vigorously in 

changing and modifying their products so as to meet foreign customer preferences.  

Without a long-established relationship, it will be difficult for young firms to obtain tacit 

knowledge from foreign customers. Meanwhile, the liabilities of newness and liabilities of 

foreignness force them to focus on survival and sustainability in their markets. Therefore, young 

firms are likely to experience a direct effect of export activities on innovation performance. 

In contrast to young firms, with their long experiences, mature firms are likely to leverage foreign 

networks more effectively than young firms, and leveraging foreign social ties with customers or 

partners subsequently allows them to acquire the tacit knowledge embedded in their counterparts. 

However, there are some obstacles facing mature firms in their move to innovate despite the fact 

that they have more available resources and skills.  

First, they have to deal with their legitimate and complicated structure, which makes them reluctant 

to change. Mature firms with high rigidity and long experiences may find it difficult to change 

rapidly or move quickly enough to meet market demand conditions (Nelson and Winter, 1982, 

Hannan and Freeman, 1984, Dougherty, 1992). Existing researches show that the complex 

structures of mature firms limit their capabilities to change because they have well-established 

organizational routines and business practices that impede innovation engagement (Nelson and 

Winter, 1982, Baron et al., 2001).  In addition, when mature firms decide to pursue innovation, 

they may need to restructure and invest in new expertise. 

Secondly, according to several previous studies, mature firms may rely too much on their past 

successful strategies (Ferriani et al., 2008). This results in their resistance to adjustment. On a 

different note, their export capabilities enable them to sense a market opportunity in foreign 
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markets more adroitly as well as helping them acquire critical market and technology knowledge 

better than young firms do.  

Regarding innovation performance, mature firms are more likely to rely on their experiential 

knowledge rather than using export activities as a primary knowledge source to initiate innovation. 

While innovating through acquired tacit knowledge, sub-dimensions of export activities (number 

of customers, number of markets, and export intensity) facilitate them to extract key market and 

technology-related information through close and long-term relationships with foreign customers 

and market intermediaries. Consequently, bundles of new knowledge that is integrated with their 

existing experiences will foster their product innovation and process innovation. 

In sum, while the IB literature has discussed the differences between young and mature firms, this 

study deviates from previous findings in some points. First, tacit knowledge acquisition as the 

mediating mechanism may not be a driver for young firms due to their lack of absorptive capacity. 

Secondly, under LBE literature, no study has been found to distinguish between the export 

behaviors of young firms and those of mature firms in the model using sub-dimensions of export 

to examine innovation through tacit knowledge acquisition. Therefore,  

Hypothesis 9: There is a difference in the relationship among export activities, tacit knowledge 

acquisition, and innovation performance between young and mature firms at model level.  

Sub-hypotheses (path level analysis) 

H9.1: There is a difference in the relationship between export intensity and tacit knowledge 

acquisition varying across firm age. 

H9.2: There is a difference in the relationship between number of markets and tacit knowledge 

acquisition varying across firm age. 



104 

 

H9.3: There is a difference in the relationship between number of foreign customers and tacit 

knowledge acquisition varying across firm age. 

H9.4: There is a direct impact between number of markets and product innovation varying across 

firm age. 

H9.5: Tacit knowledge acquisition mediates the relationship between export intensity and process 

innovation varying across firm age. 

 

3.3.9 Machine import positively moderates relationship between number of markets and 

tacit knowledge acquisition 

 

Machine import is one of the knowledge-seeking strategies that firms utilize. Knowledge from 

importing machines is in an explicit form, and firms acquire this ready-to-use knowledge through 

studying technical specifications and manuals (Polanyi, 1966). In this way, learning-by-machine 

import may alleviate the negative impact of diverse and overloaded information from multiple 

countries on tacit knowledge acquisition (Wang and Tao, 2019). 

Although the relationship among importing, exporting, and firms’ innovation have been explored, 

the role of machine imports that influences LBE on their tacit knowledge acquisition is still much 

overlooked in the LBE literature. An example of this is a study by (Almodovar et al., 2014) that 

investigates the import and export relationships on a firms’ innovation. The result shows that 

import activities can enhance their new product development but does not promote their patenting 

activities. The reason behind this statement is that import helps firms obtain more advanced 

technology (Blalock and Veloso, 2007) and reduces the need for developing their own R&D. In 
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contrast, export generates greater learning for them than FDI does and also leads to an increase in 

both innovation and patents since participating in foreign activities enables firms to access more 

advanced technological knowledge (Kogut and Chang, 1991, Myles Shaver and Flyer, 2000). 

This study investigates the negative effect of the number of markets on tacit knowledge acquisition 

-- from insufficient capacities to multiple requirements from diverse countries. In this connection, 

SMEs in emerging markets may not have enough potentials to leverage foreign networks (Love 

and Ganotakis, 2013). With the fact that knowledge is more complex and difficult to absorb, firms 

may shift their focus to tasks that are crucial for generating sales rather than obtaining tacit 

knowledge from foreign countries. The asymmetric information from diverse cultures also creates 

difficulty for them to catch up with new tacit information. Moreover, firms may mainly utilize 

their resources to fulfil production capacity in order to minimize costs; thus, they may not have 

enough capabilities to acquire new tacit knowledge. From this view, machine import may mitigate 

the negative impact of dealing with these issues in some aspects. 

First, learning by importing could be an alternative source of international knowledge, which in 

turn lessens the crucial role of LBE. Explicit knowledge firms have acquired through import gives 

them international experiences since they have to interact with multiple foreign customers: at least 

firms become familiar with foreign suppliers and global practices. For example, firms may 

recognize the usefulness of acquiring new technology-related knowledge from machinery 

suppliers in foreign countries, and experiences obtained via interactions with these suppliers will 

probably complement their learning from exporting to a greater number of countries. This is in 

line with a prior literature in knowledge-based theory evidencing that explicit and tacit knowledge 

is intended to complement the learning process. Therefore, the experiences gained through 

machine import allays difficulties in dealing with various requirements from different countries.  
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Secondly, machine import primarily pertains to facilitating productivities and cost minimization 

in manufacturing (Kotabe and Omura, 1989). SMEs in emerging countries tend to focus more on 

cost reduction than on seeking new knowledge, yet the import of foreign technology allows them 

to absorb foreign technology and develop new imported products(Zhou et al., 2020). 

Consequently, firms can achieve a rapid improvement in production capacity. When imported 

machinery promotes an improvement in their production, firms may shift their limited attention to 

seeking novel knowledge and establishing their relationship with foreign customers. In this regard, 

firms will possibly pay more attention to acquiring various knowledge from various markets to 

satisfy market needs. This process then leads to better tacit knowledge acquisition.  

It is hypothesized that exporting to a greater number of markets does not necessarily lead firms to 

acquire tacit knowledge from foreign countries. However, machine import is capable of lessening 

the negative effect of a number of markets on tacit knowledge acquisition. Therefore, 

Hypothesis10 Machine import intensifies moderates the relationship between a number of markets 

and tacit knowledge acquisition. 

 

3.3.10 Machine import negatively moderates the relationship between export intensity and 

tacit knowledge acquisition  

 

In this hypothesis, the role of machine import on the relationship between the positive effect of 

export intensity and tacit knowledge acquisition is examined. It is hypothesized that machine 

import is likely to hamper a firm’s tacit knowledge acquisition through export intensity.  
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The study borrows the learning organization theory to explain changes in an organization’s 

knowledge that occur as a function of experience (Fiol and Lyles, 1985). Firms can accumulate 

knowledge from learning by exporting and investing in technology imports (Chittoor et al., 2015). 

Accumulation here refers to an investment in technology import, while the assimilation approach 

refers to the idea of 'learning-by-doing, which is LBE.  

Machine import is considered an essential source of international knowledge acquisition. 

Importing machines help firms leverage international knowledge from interactions with their 

foreign suppliers. Instead of relying heavily on export intensity to acquire tacit knowledge, firms 

have accumulated international experience through importing processes. Nevertheless, while most 

prior researches find the positive impact of technology import on innovation performance (Li-Ying 

and Wang, 2015), some studies argue that importing technology reduces firms' investment in 

R&D, which therefore leads to decreased innovation performance (Blalock and Gertler, 2009).   

In addition, some previous researches have discussed whether export and import are 

complementary or substitute for each other (Wang and Tao, 2019). Several studies that examine 

the relationship between international outwards and international inwards mention that both 

learning mechanisms allow knowledge spillovers among international markets, and an integration 

of both inwards and outwards activities is needed to enhance a firm's productivities (Alvarez and 

López, 2005).  

However, links between the role of machine import on export intensity and tacit knowledge 

acquisition have not been investigated. Therefore, while it is hypothesized in the previous section 

that machine import intensifies the negative effect of the number of markets on tacit knowledge 

acquisition, the study suspects that machine import is likely to weaken the positive effect of export 

intensity on tacit knowledge acquisition.  
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How machine import reduces the effect of export intensity on tacit knowledge acquisition can be 

explained as follows: first, firms learn through the trial-and-error process until they can integrate 

new knowledge into the existing knowledge and then develop tacit knowledge. However, when 

firms decide to import machines that come with manuals, they can follow instructions in the 

manuals, thus eliminating the trial-and-error process. As a result, firms are not likely to acquire a 

good extent of tacit knowledge when they import machines, as compared to those who do not 

import machines.  

For example, bakery manufacturing firms take time to accumulate knowledge about how to 

produce higher quality bakeries through foreign customers' feedback. They have to learn about 

appropriate baking temperatures and the right amount of ingredients, which have to be adjusted 

many times along the trial-and-error process until they achieve the best results, justified via 

collective feedback from their foreign customers. This cumulative learning therefore brings them 

tacit knowledge. However, when these manufacturing firms decide to import machines, they do 

not necessarily develop a 'cumulative learning process' since all tasks of making bakeries are 

accomplished by the imported machines. As a result, machine import is likely to diminish the 

impact of export intensity on tacit knowledge acquisition.  

Secondly, investing in machine import can serve as inward international activities by generating 

knowledge spillovers and then decreasing firms’ propensity to acquire tacit knowledge from 

abroad. Li et al. (2012) find that inward international activities in emerging countries negatively 

affect firms' participation in outward international activities.  

Similar to export intensity, import enables firms to establish relationships with foreign suppliers, 

leading to the acquisition of critical technological knowledge. Normally, firms exposed to foreign 

markets face intense market competitiveness that stimulates an improvement in product designs 
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and quality (Tokatli and Kızılgün, 2009); hence, they need to, and seek to, acquire substantial 

knowledge to fulfil this mission. However, when these firms import machines, they may neglect 

to acquire other dimensions of tacit knowledge, such as marketing knowledge. The learning 

capacity which should be built through a learning by doing process would then be reduced. 

Therefore, the above-mentioned rationales lead to this hypothesis: 

Hypothesis 11: Machine import weakens the relationship between export intensity and tacit 

knowledge acquisition.  

 

3.4 summary 

The hypotheses are developed regarding the effect of export activities on innovation performance. 

We focus on the sub-dimensions of export activities instead of using export status as the single 

component. The ideas of learning heterogeneity of each sub-export dimensions lead to the different 

of knowledge acquisition. Hence, we propose that not all export activities have the same direction 

on tacit knowledge acquisition.  While export intensity, number of customers, and export 

persistence enhance firms to acquire tacit knowledge acquisition. However, number of markets is 

likely to be harmful for tacit knowledge acquisition.  

In addition, the study highlights the mediating role of tacit knowledge acquisition on the 

relationship between export activities on both product and process innovation innovation. The 

hypotheses were developed based on the existing LBE literature gaps. The underlying mechanism 

of each hypothesis based on KBV, which emphasizes the important role of tacit knowledge 

acquired from foreign markets.  
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Furthermore, the study attempts to investigate the distinguish learning pattern to innovate between 

young and mature firms. Moreover, the study also points out the alternative knowledge sources by 

investigate the moderating effects of imported machine on the export intensity-tacit knowledge 

acquisition link; and number of markets – tacit knowledge acquisition link.  

 

 

Chapter 4 Research methodology 
 

4.1 Introduction 

This section includes eleven sections that explain the research design, research scope, research 

method, etc. The main methodology for this research is a quantitative approach utilizing 

questionnaire surveys. Furthermore, in-depth interview has also been conducted in order to deeply 

understand the overall problems and nature of SMEs exporters in emerging countries. The focus 

of the scope is SMEs exporters in Thailand, which represents emerging economies. Further details 

are reported in section 4.3.  

LBE literature commonly uses secondary data to investigate research problems but very few 

empirical papers use surveys (Genc et al., 2019, Aliasghar et al., 2019, Dhanaraj et al., 2004). Even 

though there is usefulness in using available data to support LBE research problems, there exist 

limitations to secondary data. For example, the innovation performance in emerging countries 

cannot be explicitly measured from the number of patents, or patent application since exporter 

SMEs in Thailand are not likely to apply for patents. In addition, the available patent information 

is mainly from large companies or corporations.  Therefore, the definitions of innovation product 
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and innovation process that have been used in this research cannot be addressed explicitly. The 

study will show how the data was obtained and the rationale for using the research method that 

may be distinct from current LBE literature.  

Even though there are many methods that may be used to investigate research problems in the LBE 

literature, such as multiple regression, GMM, 2OLS, etc., this research mainly uses path-analysis 

in SEM for testing the main hypotheses. Additionally, other techniques (e.g., chow-test, 

multigroup analysis, SUR) has been utilized for robustness testing.  Utilizing path-analysis in 

testing the hypotheses may be outside the convention of testing methodologies that has been used 

in the current LBE literature. However, the construct such as tacit knowledge acquisition, product 

innovation, and process innovation include unobserved variables and a regression may not be the 

most appropriate method for investigating. 

 

4.2 Research design 

The study starts from the formulation of the research problem: why do exporter SMEs in emerging 

markets have low innovation performance even when the LBE literature shows evidence that they 

should innovate more as a result of exporting? From the primary research problem, we did the 

systematic review in LBE literature, tacit knowledge acquisition, and innovation performance. The 

main findings from the literature review shows that most of the empirical evidence is based on 

secondary data. The available data about export activities is limited to export status (Salomon and 

Jin, 2008, Bratti and Felice, 2012), which may not be the most appropriate factor in explaining 

how firms acquire knowledge, and thus may create additional heterogeneity in innovation 

performance. In order to reconcile the mixed results related to export activities and innovation, we 
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conducted a survey which allows this study to investigate the sub-dimensions of export activities, 

and also investigate the aspect of innovation performance of SMEs in emerging economies.  

 

4.3 Research scope 

Empirical setting: SMEs in the Thai manufacturing sector 

The Fiscal Policy office of Thailand reported that SMEs play a very important role in Asian 

economics: they cover 90 per cent of all businesses in Southeast Asia and contribute significantly 

to the region’s GDP. In Thailand, existing 2,000,000 SMEs account for 85 per cent of the country’s 

total employment and thus contribute to 43 per cent of its 2018 GDP. The majority of Thai SMEs 

(70 per cent) generate sales domestically, and the rest (30 per cent) from exporting. being the 19th 

largest export economy with such key export destinations as the US, China, Japan, Australia and 

Hong Kong, Thailand is considered one of the world’s major players in this sector.  

The definition of SMEs varies from one country to another, and the interpretation depends on sizes 

and has changed from time to time (Peres and Stumpo, 2000), yet, by reviewing literature in 

International Business, a number of similarities are identified. As the Thai Ministry of Commerce 

categorizes manufacturing SMEs as those with fewer than 500 permanent employees or an annual 

turnover of less than 400 million Baht, the definition of SMEs in this study is based on these 

criteria and therefore different from that of other countries.  

This study selected Thai manufacturing SMEs to test hypotheses for several reasons. Firstly, 

according to the LBE concept, small firms are deficient in skills, human resources and financial 

support; hence, contrary to large firms with R&D capability(Delgado et al., 2002), they need to 

rely greatly on external knowledge in order to implement innovation. Secondly, there is only less 
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than 10 per cent of overall patents developed by small- and medium-sized companies in the 

manufacturing sector of Thailand. Understanding driving mechanisms, such as tacit knowledge 

acquisition, will potentially accelerate innovation growth among these SMEs, thus benefiting the 

sector in particular and the country’s economy as a whole. Thirdly, collecting data in single country 

helps us to control the effect of exogenous factors.  

 

4.4 Research method 

The study employs a questionnaire survey for testing the validity of the model and research 

hypotheses. The questionnaire was developed based on the literature review and in-depth interview 

with SMEs owners and managers.  

The main purpose of the in-depth interview is for a deeper understanding of the nature of export 

behaviors, innovation performance, knowledge acquisition, and potentially other factors that may 

help explain why firms are not likely to pursue their innovation performance. Based on the 

feedback obtained from the interview, firms have only one or two new products and collections 

each year. In addition, the definitions of product and process innovation have been perceived 

differently. To mitigate these issues, we will not use the number of new products or the number of 

new processes to justify a firm’s innovation performance like in previous studies(Abubakar et al., 

2019). The same can be said about using the number of patent or patent applications that 

pervasively proxy for innovation performance (Salomon and Jin, 2008, Salomon and Jin, 2010). 

Therefore, measuring a product and process innovation in this context requires them to be treated 

as unobserved variables. Therefore, we obtained the scales of process innovation from previous 

studies that focus on innovation process of SMEs (Hervas-Oliver et al., 2014, Aliasghar et al., 
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2019), and product innovation were adapted from previous studies (Dai et al., 2019, Prajogo et al., 

2007) 

The method tool for testing hypotheses 

Unlike multiple regression, path analysis has been used for testing the hypotheses in this model 

since this method can deal with the direct effect and indirect effect simultaneously, i.e. the effect 

of independent variables on the dependent variable through a mediating variable.  In addition, the 

model includes moderators (such as ages, and machine import) and more than one dependent 

variables (product and process innovation).  

Furthermore, the conditions of path analysis allow the relationship between independent variables 

to be integrated in explaining the dependent variables. As a result, path analysis seems to reflect 

the real phenomenon more so than simply using a multiple regression. Consequently, path analysis 

is likely to be the most appropriate tools for dealing with this study which has multiple dynamic 

relationships.   

The LBE literature pervasively use regression (e.g., OLS, GMM, Probit regression, etc.), however, 

the previous studies that need to investigate indirect effect by introducing mediating variable are 

likely to apply  

 

4.5 Operationalization of construct 

The concept of innovation performance both innovation product and innovation process were 

undertaken through the feedback obtained from in-depth interview and the literature review. We 

found that one indicator may be not appropriate to capture the overall concept of tacit knowledge 

acquisition and innovation performance in emerging market contexts. Thus, we chose to explain 
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the concept of innovation performance and tacit knowledge acquisition through the set of multiple 

indicators to measure each concept.  

 

Measures and scale assessment  

 

This study used multiple items to measure each construct of the conceptual model: number of 

markets, number of foreign customers, export intensity, export persistency, tacit knowledge 

acquisition from foreign markets, and innovation performance--both product innovation and 

process innovation. The survey was scrutinized from the previous literature and refined to reflect 

the specific context of the study.  

4.5.1 Dependent variable  

 Product Innovation 

Product innovation was assessed using a four-item scale (α = 0.894). In this process, the 

respondents were asked to evaluate their firm's innovation performance against a major competitor 

in the industry. The five-points Likert Scale (worst in the industry [1] to best in the industry [5]) 

was used to measure: 1) the level of newness (novelty) of the firm's new product; 2) the use of 

latest technological innovations in our new products; 3) the speed of our new product development; 

4) the number of new products our firm has introduce to the market; and, 5) the number of our new 

products that is first-to-market (early market entrants). These items were adapted from previous 

studies (Dai et al., 2019, Prajogo et al., 2007) 

Process Innovation 

Process innovation involves the processes that enhance a firm's performance by reducing 

costs(Bernstein and Kök, 2009) as well as increasing quality(Terziovski and Guerrero-Cusumano, 
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2009), flexibilities (Reichstein and Salter, 2006), and responsiveness  (Craighead et al., 2009). 

This article will capture all these aspects that have been used in prior innovation literature of SMEs 

(Hervas-Oliver et al., 2014). 

The innovation process questions were adapted from the extant literature (Hervas-Oliver et al., 

2014, Aliasghar et al., 2019). In this study, the construct was operationalized using the 5 Likert 

scales (5=Strongly agree and 1= Strongly disagree) (α = 0.865). The questions referred to activities 

related to the productivities and efficiency of production process: 1) labor cost reduction; 2) 

production flexibility; 3) improved capacity; and, 4) reduction of materials.  

 

4.5.2 Mediator variable: tacit knowledge acquisition 

 

Measure from the previous literature (Gupta and Govindarajan, 2000, Shenkar and Li, 1999) were 

drawn and adjusted to fit this research. There were five items to measure knowledge acquisition 

through export activities. The respondents were asked whether, through export activities and 

interaction with foreign customers, they have acquired: 1) new technical skills from foreign 

customers; 2) knowledge and skills of international market development from foreign customers; 

3) knowledge and skills of new products and service development from foreign customers; (4) 

knowledge and skills of management from foreign customers; and, 5) knowledge and skills of 

operations and production from foreign customers.    

4.5.3 Export Activities 

 

Export intensity is assessed by the share of exports in total sales. This variable is pervasively used 

in LBE literature (Tse et al., 2017, Sánchez-Marín et al., 2020). Nevertheless, as SMEs in Thailand 
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are not inclined to reveal their exact number of sales, they were requested to provide the percentage 

of export sales over their total sales instead of the exact number of their export sales.  

Number of markets refers to the number of export countries that firms export to. It addresses the 

export scope that may impact on how firms learning and acquire knowledge (Yeoh, 2004, Hitt et 

al., 1997, Zahra et al., 2000) The respondents were asked to count the number of countries that a 

firm export.  

Number of customers refers to the overall number of foreign B2B customers in oversea markets. 

Some firms may have one customer but have many branches in different countries. Thus, we 

counted one customer in this case.  

Export persistence refers to continuous export activities. The continuously interaction with 

international markets allows firms to accumulate knowledge from foreign countries, which may 

foster firms’ capabilities to innovate. The respondents were asked to indicate ‘1’ if their firms have 

been stopped exporting for more than one year, and ‘0’ for never.  

4.5.4 Moderating variable; machine import 

 

In this study, machines import refers to an investment in advanced technology machines or 

equipment that support a firm’s productivities and facilitate R&D to launch new products. Prior 

research studies generally used foreign technology licensing (Wang and Tao, 2019) to proxy 

technology import since technology spillovers may occur through interactions with foreign 

importers and learning new working processes. However, as SMEs, especially those in developing 

countries, are not capable of affording costly licenses, this study utilized machine import instead 

of technology import. to In this connection, the respondents were asked to rate 1 if their firm has 
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imported physical machines (exclude any digital software or digital infrastructure) and 0 if 

otherwise.  

4.5.5 Control variables 

Innovation performance of a firm may be conditioned by size, government support, R&D intensity, 

platform capability and the type of industry. At the same time, R&D intensity is a source of 

knowledge input that directly impacts innovation (Leiponen, 2005, Love and Ganotakis, 2013, 

Roper and Love, 2002). Naturally, firms with high R&D spending are expected to have higher 

capability regarding innovation performance(Cohen and Levinthal, 1990). In the survey, the 

respondents were asked about their company’s R&D spending as a percentage of net sales. 

Government support: For SMEs to acquire and increase innovation, institutional support from 

their government is indispensable. Such support might come in a form of government programs 

encouraging SMEs to access knowledge sources or financial support which will enhance SMEs’ 

capabilities to innovate. In the questionnaire, the participants were asked to rate 1 if their firm was 

involved in any government support program and 0 if otherwise. Digital capabilities: a firm’s 

competency in accessing information and market knowledge through online channels enables it to 

explore new ideas and process, eventually enhancing its innovation performance. (Sedera et al., 

2016, Nylén and Holmström, 2015). According to the extant researches from which this study 

drew upon, digital platform capability refers to the extent of a firm’s ability to apply various 

functions and services regarding exporting that platforms offer (Jean and Kim, 2020). At this stage, 

a seven-points Likert Scale (1= minimal usage; 7= maximal usage) was employed in answering 

five questions on the degree in which the respondents’ firm 1) communicate and coordinate on 

product/price/delivery/payment information with foreign customers; 2) disseminate 

product/service information; 3) understand product and market preference; 4) use a platform's 
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matching service to match with foreign customers; and, 5) get more foreign customers. The firm 

size here was also controlled by means of the number of employees. Since large firms have more 

resources, they are more likely to have the capabilities to pursue their innovation performance than 

smaller ones.  

Table 3. Summary of scale measurements 

 

No Constructs Constru

cts 

Measures Questions References  

1 

TACIT 

KKOWLEDGE 

ACQUISITION 

M_TAC

IT 

Used a 5-item Likert 

scale: technological, 

marketing, product 

development, 

managerial, and 

manufacturing 

techniques or 

expertise. 

To what extent does your firm 

acquire the following knowledge 

from foreign customers? 

1) New technological expertise 

2) New product development 

expertise 

3) New manufacturing expertise 

4) New marketing expertise 

5) New Managerial expertise 

Ho et al. (2019), 

Tsang Tsang et al. 

(2004), and Liu et 

al. (2010) 

 

2 

PROCESS 

INNOVATION 

M_PRO

C 

Used a 5-item Likert 

scale, where 1 

indicated the value 

strong disagreement 

and 5 strong 

agreements.  

To what extend do you agree that 

your firm has improve in process 

innovation on: 

1. Higher production flexibility 

(product or service) 

2. Higher production capacity 

3. Lower labor cost per unit 

4. Fewer materials and energy per 

produced unit 

Breschi et al. 

(2000), Hervas-

Oliver et al. 

(2014) 
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3 

PRODUCT 

INNOVATION 

M_PRD

2 

Used a 5-item Likert 

scale, where worst in 

industry (1) to best in 

industry (5) 

The respondents were asked to 

evaluate the firm's innovation 

performance against the major 

competitor in the industry. 

1. The level of newness (novelty) 

of our firm's new product. 

2. The use of latest technological 

innovations in our new products. 

3. The speed of our new product 

development. 

4. The number of new products 

our firm has introduced to the 

market.  

5. The number of our new 

products that is first-to-market 

(early market entrants) 

 

Prajogo et al. 

(2007), Dai et al. 

(2019),  and  

Prajogo and 

Ahmed (2006) 

4 

EXPORT 

INTENSITY EX_INT 

The percent of firms 

sales derived from 

export revenues 

(export sales/total 

sales) 1) less than 

20% 2) 21-40% 3)41-

60% 4)61-80% 5) 

more than 80% 

What is your export intensity? 

(the overall percentage of your 

export sales over total sales) in 

2016-2019?  

Lu and Beamish, 

2006, Pla-Barber 

and Alegre (2007) 

5 

THE NUMBER 

OF MARKETS 

NO_MK

T 

A number of markets 

(countries) 

How many countries that you 

export to within in each year 

(2010-2019)?  

Boehe and 

Jiménez (2016) 

6 

THE NUMBER 

OF 

CUSTOMERS 

NO_CU

ST 

A number of foreign 

customers 

How many foreign customers 

does your firm have?  

 

7 

EXPORT 

PERSISTENC

Y 

EX_PE

RS 

Dummy: Yes =1, 

No=0 

Have you ever stopped exporting 

for more than one year? 

Andersson and 

Lööf (2009a) 

8 

MATURE 

FIRM VS 

YOUNG FIRM AGE 

Dummy: Young 

firms have been 

established less than 

15 years (dummy 

=0), and Mature firms 

have been established 

at least 15 years 

(dummy= 1) 

How many years has your firm 

been in business?  

Gkypali et al. 

(2015), Coad et 

al. 

(2013),Sapienza 

et al. (2006) 

9 

MACHINE 

IMPORT  MINVT 

Dummy: Yes =1, 

No=0 

Did you import technologically 

advanced equipment and 

machinery during 2016-2019?   

Wang and Tao 

(2019) 
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10 SIZE SIZE  

Number of permanent 

employees 

How many total full-time 

employees do your firm have?  

Acs and 

Audretsch (1987) 

11 

DIGITAL 

CAPABILITIE

S 

M_PLA

T 

Used a 7-item Likert 

scale: Please indicate 

the extent to which 

your use of platform 

to: (1=Minimal use; 7 

Greater use) 

 

Please indicate the extent to 

which you use of platform to:  

1. Communicate and coordinate 

product/price/delivery/payment 

information with foreign 

customers. 

2. Disseminate product/service 

information 

3. Understand product and market 

preference. 

4. Use platform's match service to 

match with foreign customers. 

5. Aggregate more foreign 

customers. 

 

Jean et al. (2020) 

12 

GOVERNMEN

T SUPPORT GOVN 

Dummy: Yes =1, 

No=0 

Does firm have involved any 

government support program?  Xie and Li (2015) 

13 

R&D 

EXPENDITUR

E RD2 

The average 

percentage of R&D 

spending in each 

year. 

Please inform us about your 

estimated percentage of R&D 

expenditure. 

Lane and 

Lubatkin 

(1998),Cohen and 

Levinthal (1990) 

 

Sample size and questionnaire contribution 

To ensure the accuracy of data, it is essential to identify the right target participants. This study set 

the scope of data collection at the firm level, and data of exporting manufacturing SMEs in 

Thailand from multiple sources were duly gathered. One of the sources was the list from the 

Department of International Trade Promotion, Ministry of Commerce Thailand, which provides 

contact details of manufacturers and their industries.  

A number of 1,000 SMEs were randomly chosen from the list. To ensure the validity and reliability 

of responses, only owners or top managers who understand their businesses' overall activities and 
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have sufficient knowledge about their firm's innovation performance and knowledge acquisition 

were entitled to complete the questionnaire. As a result, there is no concerning issue related to the 

Degree of knowledge. 

A random sample was drawn from exporting SMEs located in different provinces of Thailand. The 

sampling firms' geographical locations covered every region. The sample represented a wide range 

of industries, such as textile, hand-crafts, ceramics, foods, furniture, leathers, etc.,  

 

4.6 Questionnaire design process 

The survey has been used for testing the model and the hypotheses. The survey was developed 

from the existing literature and interview results. The component of the survey focused on 1) a 

firm’s background information 2) export activities (export sales, number of markets, number of 

customers, export persistence) 3) tacit knowledge acquisition 4) innovation performance.  

Prior to the actual research, a pilot study was conducted to determine its accuracy as well as to 

detect possible errors. The preliminary study was conducted with three academic experts in 

International Business and Marketing. They were asked to validate the survey instrument in order 

to ensure that the scales are understandable and align with theories for the study context.  

Furthermore, we did a face-to-face interview, engaging top executives or company owners as 

primary contacts and targeting professionals at both managerial and operational levels as 

respondents. The target respondents could be senior R&D managers, CEOs and international 

project leaders, who are most knowledgeable in cross-border knowledge acquisition (Ho et al., 

2018). It is because these personnel are likely to understand their company’s main strategies to 
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achieve innovation and abreast with its export activities. The pilot study was then conducted using 

semi-structured interviews with 15-20 participants and about 45 minutes to 1 hour per person.   

The interview put an emphasis on eliciting the participants' perspectives and experiences regarding 

export activities, such as their experiences with interactions with foreign customers, the key 

information or knowledge from entering to several markets, and the motivation to decide exit or 

continue exporting. Additionally, they were asked to identify the characteristics of their export 

activities, innovation performance, knowledge acquisition and machine import investment.  Before 

the interview, the interviewer gave details about the specific objectives and privacy policy of this 

study to ensure the confidentiality of the survey. 

In this connection, a well-produced questionnaire capable of generating adequate data was 

developed. The scales of constructs were mostly adopted and adjusted during an in-depth interview 

process. The questionnaire was originally written in English and was translated into Thai language 

by using back-translation method.  

 

Interview Results 

Below are samples of direct quotes from exporting SME owners; 

Firm A: “Our manufacturers gain new knowledge from importers and distributors from foreign 

countries. Those foreign customers always tell us about their local customers’ demands and tastes 

as well as updates on a market trend. We then use the market knowledge we have obtained to 

improve our products.”  
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Firm B: “We love to visit physical stores at local markets to discuss and ask for feedback from 

salespersons and directly from customers. A good connection with foreign distributors that we get 

through export activities enables us to identify any customer dissatisfaction, and we use this 

information to initiate innovative products accordingly.”  

Firm C: “After exporting to many countries, customers suggest that we adopt new technology and 

import machines to help with production processes. Taking the advice of our foreign customers 

into account, we can therefore reduce waste and increase productivities.”  

From the interview, it can be seen that innovation involving these SMEs are likely to be 

incremental rather than radical innovation, with only 1-2 new products having been introduced per 

year. Most firms have co-developed their designs with foreign customers and developed 

incremental production processes. 

The depth interviews are likely to explain that firms have interactions with foreign customers in a 

different level, and acquire some useful information from foreign markets. However, there is a 

small number of their innovation performance.  

 

4.7 Fieldwork procedures 

Following this, a data collection team was set with the responsibilities of contacting SME owners 

and following up with them on answering the questionnaire. In order to cover every area, we have 

five members come from different parts of Thailand, which comprises six regions: the North, the 

East, the West, the Northeast, the Central region and the South. All of the team members were 

well-trained before making a contact with manufacturers or the management who understand their 

firm’s overall international strategy and innovation performance.  
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Phase 1 

Regarding the pandemic, it was more plausible for the participants to complete the questionnaire 

online than via a hardcopy sent by post. In addition to saving distribution costs, sending an 

electronic version could eliminate a possibility that the recipients might miss the postal parcel as 

most manufacturers were required to abide by the Thai Government’s work-from-home policy.  

For this reason, the survey was therefore conducted online.  

After making sure that the acquired contact email addresses were the current ones, the data 

collection team called the entrepreneurs to confirm their email addresses before sending them a 

link to the online questionnaire. Attached with the questionnaire were a letter informing the 

participants about the objectives of this study and promising that they will be provided with the 

research’s managerial implication section once data analysis is finished.  

All of the 500 surveys were distributed electronically in November 2020. However, the response 

rate was very low at five per cent despite the team’s several attempts to follow up with the 

recipients.  

Phase 2  

To make up for the low response rate in Phase 1, the team decided to change the strategy by looking 

out for trade exhibitions in which hundreds of exporters attend in order to show their products and 

find trade partners. Next, the team contacted exhibition organizers, who are mainly from the 

Commercial or Trade Ministries, to ask for their permission to perform data collection at an 

intended exhibition. After receiving an authorization, data were collected at the exhibition using a 

hard-copy questionnaire. The response rate of data collection at the exhibition hall was found to 

rise to 50 per cent with a total of 60 returned questionnaires. 
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Phase 3  

To reach a targeted minimum of 200 participants, informal networks, including the alumni of 

Chiang Mai University’s Executive MBA program, were engaged in the survey. The team called 

the chosen alumni to inform them about this study and ask them to help complete the questionnaire 

in one week. We follow-up by phone call and send LINE (online messenger) to the participant 

every two weeks. We also offered a summary result of the study to encourage participants to 

respond the survey.  

The overall process from phase 1 to phase 3 took almost three months (November and December 

2020, and January 2021). Of 265 returned questionnaires, only 220 were applicable for data 

analysis, and the 45 inapplicable questionnaires were subsequently dismissed.  

4.8 Demographic characteristics of the study sample 

The majority of respondents were firms that have employee less than 19 (50.5%), and the rest of 

them are medium and large. The average age of firms is 19.1 years. Furthermore, Among the 

respondent firms, 25.5% are food and beverage industry, and the remainder are other industry.  

 

Table 4. Sample profile (N= 220) 

 

Industry   Frequency % 

 Food and beverage 56 25.5 

  

Textiles, clothing, leather, 

and footwear 
19 8.6 

  Furniture 12 5.5 

  Facecare and skincare 13 5.9 

  Toys and Jewelry 31 14.1 

  Medical equipment 5 2.3 

  Clothing 11 5 
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  Automotive 4 1.8 

  Electronics 5 2.3 

  Mining 1 0.5 

  Agriculture 16 7.3 

  Printing 1 0.5 

  Others 46 20.9 

  Total 220 100 

Sizes Number of employees Frequency % 

  1-19 111 50.5 

  20-49 39 17.7 

  50-99 23 10.5 

  100-249 23 10.5 

  more than 250 24 10.8 

  Total 220 100 

Ages Years Frequency % 

  1-5 43 19.5 

  6-10 45 20.5 

  11-19 39 17.7 

  20-39 69 31.4 

  40 onwards 24 10.9 

  Total 220 100 

 

4.9 Self-selection and non-response bias 

Non-Response Bias 

For non-response bias, the study followed Armstrong and Overton (1977)’s procedure. Upon 

dividing the respondents into early and late ones, the t-statistics suggested no significant difference 

between these two groups, indicating that non-response bias was not a serious concern.  

 

Common Method Variance (CMV) 

In each firm, information was drawn from different participants: the SME owner and one of the 

management team were asked to provide operational level information, such as new foreign 
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markets, production processes and knowledge shared from customers. To ensure that the 

participants were pertinent and reliable, only the owners or top management were contacted and 

requested to complete the questionnaire. In the case that two informants per one firm were not 

feasible, various procedural remedies were applied so as to avoid the issue of self-reporting from 

a single informant.  These measures included: 1) using different scales and changing the Likert 

Scale anchors (Podsakoff et al., 2003);  2) calling every informant before sending him/her a survey 

to inform him/her that there is no right or wrong answer as well as providing him/her with the 

definition of key terms; 3) informing the respondents that the data they provided would be 

confidential throughout the survey process; 4) making sure that at certain firms, the questionnaire 

was given to at least two respondents.  

For a statistical remedy, a method suggested by Podsakoff et al. (2003) was deployed to examine 

the severity of common method variance. Common Method Bias was handled using Harman's one-

factor test (Harman, 1967). In this connection, all of the items concerning tacit knowledge 

acquisition (M_TACIT), product innovation (M_PRD), process innovation (M_PROC), and 

digital capabilities (M_PLAT) constructs were entered into an exploratory factor analysis. The 

results showed that no single factor emerged from the analysis. The first factor accounted for 27.99 

per cent of the explained variance. The un-rotated single factor containing all variables accounted 

for less than 50 per cent of the variance. Therefore, it can be concluded that CMV should not be a 

concern for this study.  

4.10 Endogeneity issue 

Within the context for LBE, non-endogenous links between export and innovation has been 

discussed pervasively in the literature. Cassiman and Golovko (2011), using a matching model 

framework, found that productivities affect both innovation and export simultaneously. In 
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addition, firms with high productivities are likely to have the potential to export since the fixed 

costs have been controlled. Wei and Liu (2006) found support that increased productivities 

facilitate firms to accumulate resource slacks and promote R&D. Salomon and Jin (2010) posit 

that export activities can enhance a firms R&D through learning from interactions with foreign 

markets.  

In the context of this research, endogeneity as a result of sample selection is not an issue due to 

the randomness in sample selection. Thus, the issue of simultaneity and omitted variable must be 

dealt with. From a methodological perspective, the literature offers ways to correct for endogeneity 

bias. de Oliveira et al. (2021) uses fixed effects to control for time-variant between years and to 

handle the impact of firm characteristics. Nguyen et al. (2008), using data from Vietnam, employs 

both the instrumental variable approach and the bivariate probit model to deal with the endogeneity 

of innovation. Furthermore, prior research has used propensity score matching (PSM) (Cassiman 

and Golovko, 2011) and Heckman selection model (Heckman, 1979) in dealing with endogeneity 

issue. We apply this PSM methodology to match non-export persistent firms with export persistent 

firms and the result is presented below;  

Propensity score matching (PSM) 

 

 (1) (2) 

VARIABLES M_PRD2 M_PROC 

   

EX_PERS 0.5162*** 0.4536*** 

 (0.1998) (0.1387) 

   

Observations 10 10 

Observations % 4.7% 4.7% 

 



130 

 

Propensity score matching (PSM) is used for further robustness to match non-export persistent 

firms with export persistent firms based on the following characteristics: firm size, industry, 

foreign ownership, and government support. A logit model and nearest neighbor matching (1:1) 

utilized in the PSM procedure. This procedure allows for two sub samples of export persistent 

firms to be created based on these covariates, with 10 firms in each export persistent group being 

matched. The results show that there is an increase in product innovation and process innovation 

of 0.52 and 0.45, respectively, for firms that stop exporting for one year when compared to firms 

that continue to export year after year.  

Additionally, we also apply a qualitative approach through evidence gathered from interviews in 

order to prove no endogeneity.  

Evidence from Case Study 

This approach follows the suggestion of prior research that raise endogeneity concerns in IB (Reeb 

et al., 2012) and suggest researchers observe real-world phenomena. The in-depth interviews were 

conducted with general managers, SMEs owners, and marketing managers to understand the nature 

of causality between export and innovation. The summary of the case studies below shows that 

most of the firms in Thailand acquired a piece of crucial market information and production 

techniques to enhance their innovation processes from foreign customers. They are not likely to 

rely on their internal resources to innovate before exporting. Thus, this phenomenon aligns with 

the empirical research studies that the LBE concept is pertaining to exporting firms in emerging 

economies and less developed countries (de Oliveira et al., 2021, Aliasghar et al., 2019). A case 

study approach, as details below, show that my result do not suffer from endogeneity and 

establishes a causal link between export activity and innovation performance.  
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Firm A (De Leaf Tanaka), a beauty and skincare product company, was first launched in 2011in 

the Burmese market. The main market share is from Myanmar and Thailand with secondary market 

shares from Laos and Malaysia. Other export markets include Vietnam, India, Indonesia, and 

China. The main distribution channel relies on local retailing stores (> 95%).  

The firm has built a relationship with middlemen in Myanmar and learned from the middlemen 

about the customers’ tastes. The owner also made several market visits (every month for their 

primary market) to discuss and ask the feedback from salespeople and customers at the retail stores.  

The owner stated that a market visit allows him to learn about consumer behaviors and preferences. 

For example, the owner found the pain point of using the product (Tanaka powder) that is difficult 

to use from interviewing with customers at the retail stores in Myanmar. Therefore, they developed 

the product (Duo powder and foundation), combining two products into one product package. This 

innovative product is much easier for customers to use. This new product innovation is derived 

from customer feedback from market visits.  

In addition, the firm learnt that Myanmar customers use social media to communicate. As a result, 

the firm utilized social media to interact with consumers through online comments, chat boxes on 

social platforms, and one-on-one interviews to get consumer insights. The owner mentioned that 

entering Myanmar helped them accumulate market knowledge and international knowledge to 

initiate innovative product ideas and expand product lines.  

"The more we visit and talk with end consumers and local distributors in Myanmar, the better we 

gain market insights. As a result, this interaction helps us develop ideas to initiate new products."  

Firm B (Ceramics Qualitier) is a manufacturer of porcelain tableware. The main market is in the 

Netherlands and other European countries (70 per cent of total sales). The main sources of 
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innovation products and processes are derived from the local distributors, which provide firms 

with customer needs, new market trends, and new technology for production improvement. For 

example, the main customer in the Netherlands sent their designers to Thailand and taught them 

how to design products to meet market trends and improve efficiency in their production processes. 

The firm has an R&D team that has specialists in using clay and uses robot warehouses to manage 

their inventory.  

Furthermore, the customers taught them to use different techniques to create specific colors that 

meet market trends and customers' demands. However, developing the production process did not 

occur quickly. The company needed to go through several trials and follow the suggestions from 

customers. For example, the firm learned new technique of coloring allowing the firm to add the 

coloring at the time of clay molding rather than applying the color after clay firing. This new 

technique required special glazing and gloss firing at 1300 degrees.  

New products or new collections in each season come from foreign orders. However, the company 

acquired new techniques and production processes from advice from foreign customers and 

distributors. The owner revealed that lack of market knowledge is the primary cause of business 

failure. However, the failure to enter into a new market without market knowledge leads the firm 

to see the importance of participation with foreign customers and extract valuable knowledge and 

information to develop their products and processes. The regular meeting between the marketing 

team and customers and market visits fosters knowledge acquisition. The owner stated that their 

employees had developed their expertise from increased interactions with the customers. After 

exporting, foreign customers' ideas and market information allow the firm to access market 

insights and technology knowledge that firms can utilize to differentiate their products from global 
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competitors. Furthermore, firms have more flexibility in continuously improving their operational 

processes. 

Firm C (Ton Tum Rub) sells healthy beverages with Cambodia as the primary export market. 

The main distribution channel is gas stations convenience stores and family-owned shops. The 

critical knowledge source is the local agents in each country. The state agency leads firms to have 

connections with foreign customers.  

"Thai local farmers still lack knowledge and experiences in international marketing so the product 

development, pricing, packaging, and transportation are critical issues that need to be guided and 

trained by experts." Currently, support from the government is insufficient. Therefore, the 

company needed to build an informal network to know the customers wants and needs. This firm 

does not focus on NPD (New Product Development) but pays more attention to optimizing the 

manufacturing process, such as product shelf-life extension based on information gained from the 

local agents. 

In summary, this subset of interviews confirm that firms are likely to learn from exporting before 

they initiate both innovative products and processes. The results of in-depth interview 

demonstrates that firms in emerging market may not be able to leverage their innovative ideas in 

promoting their export activities. Even though many firms try to upgrade their products but they 

may use only simpler technologies that do not enough to initiate innovation products to export.  

In addition, the owners and managers also highlight the importance of regular interaction with 

foreign customers that facilitate them to acquire market insights and obtain deep knowledge 

embedded in foreign customers and institutional contexts abroad. Nevertheless, most interviewees 
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pay more attention to process innovation rather than product innovation since process or 

production directly affects the firm’s efficiencies and costs.  

 

4.11 Data analysis 

The confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) with maximum likelihood estimation was applied to 

investigate the validity of the measurement model (The details are shown in Chapter 6: Validity 

and Reliability Analysis). We check loading coefficients and modified by eliminating only one 

items from product innovation due to weak loading coefficients.                     

As we use multiple questions to measure each construct, the structural equation model (SEM) was 

applied to examine relationships between and among independent and dependent variables. CFA 

has been confirmed by SEM.  

However, when we check all multiple fit indices, the path-analysis provides the better fit than 

SEM. This implied that using path-analysis will more appropriate to examine in this study.  
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Chapter 5: Findings of Descriptive Statistics 
 

 

5.1 Descriptive statistics and correlation matrix 
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Table 5. Descriptive statistics, correlation Matrix, and VIF 

N

o Descriptions 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 

Mea

n 

Std. 

Deviati

on 

VIF

1 

VIF

2 

1 
PRODUCT 

INNOVATION 1.00                         3.39 0.96     

2 
PROCESS 

INNOVATION .212** 1.00                       3.78 0.85     

3 
TACIT KNOWLEDGE 

ACQUISITION .242** .415** 1.00                     3.52 0.86 1.11   

4 EXPORT INTENSITY 0.06 .208** 0.07 1.00                   2.37 1.52 1.40 1.37 

5 NO OF MARKETS 0.04 0.03 -0.06 .334** 1.00                 7.17 8.74 1.69 1.66 

6 NO OF CUSTOMERS 0.07 0.01 0.00 .293** .651** 1.00               16.56 29.91 1.35 1.35 

7 EXPORT PERSISTENCY 0.01 -0.03 -0.01 

-

.302** 

-

.364** 

-

.340** 1.00             0.32 0.47 1.32 1.31 

8 FIRM AGE -0.08 -0.07 -0.11 0.12 .557** .341** 

-

.244** 1.00           19.10 16.93 1.37 1.36 

9 MACHINE IMPORT 0.08 .212** -0.02 .222** .187** .133* -.156* .145* 1.00         0.50 0.50 1.27 1.27 

10 SIZE -0.02 0.10 -0.03 .344** .444** .350** 

-

.410** .373** .417** 1.00       2.20 1.57 2.06 2.05 

11 R&D EXPENSES 0.09 .156* 0.01 .215** .151* 0.09 -0.12 -0.07 .277** .207** 1.00     11.64 15.67 1.16 1.16 

12 
GOVERNMENT 

SUPPORT -0.01 .176** -0.03 -0.02 .178** .149* -0.12 0.05 0.02 0.00 0.12 1.00   0.65 0.48 1.07 1.07 

13 DIGITAL CAPABILITY .250** 0.12 .221** -.142* 0.06 0.10 -0.09 -0.03 0.06 -0.06 .169* 0.12 1.00 4.74 1.68 1.25 1.19 

 

** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed), * Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed), VIF 1: Dependent variable are 

product and process innovation, VIF 2: Dependent variable is tacit knowledge acquisition 
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Chapter 6: Validity and Reliability Analysis 
 

A confirmation factor analysis (CFA) using AMOS was performed to assess the scales' properties 

and ensure that the model fits the data relatively well.  

The chi-square/df ratio is another measure that is difficult to interpret as it is unclear what is a good 

or bad cutoff (Kenny, 2014). Therefore, other indices -- for example the incremental fit indices 

(CFI, NFI), which should be greater than 0.95, -- was taken into consideration. The absolute fit 

indices (GFI, AGFI), which should be greater than 0.9 in order to be considered as a good fit 

(Jöreskog and Sörbom, 1993), was also contemplated. Finally, the root-mean-square error of 

approximation (RMSEA), which should be less than 0.05 to indicate a good fit (MacCallum et al., 

1996, Browne et al., 1993), was examined. 

The result of CFA showed the chi-square/degree of freedom ( 𝜒2/𝑑𝑓) =1.644, p<0.001; 

comparative fit index (CFI) = 0.961; Tucker-Lewis’s index (TLI) = 0.952; incremental fit index 

(IFI) = 0.961; goodness-of-fit index (GFI) = 0.918; adjusted goodness-of-fit index (AGFI) = 0.886; 

and root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) = 0.054. The CFA model indicated a close 

fit to the data, as detailed below, suggesting that the model fit was acceptable.  
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Figure 2. Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) with maximum likelihood estimation 

 

 

Chi-square = 180.824, DF = 110, P=.000, Chi-square/DF = 1.644, GFI=.918, AGFI =.886, 

CFI=.961, RMSEA =.054, Model = Standardized estimates. 

All items achieved adequate reliability, validity, and construct reliability, as detailed below. 

To evaluate the reliability of the indicator, squared multiple correlations and item-total correlations 

were examined. The result showed that squared multiple correlations of all items were greater than 

0.5, which are considered substantial. Furthermore, the item-total correlations of all items were 

greater than 0.3 or 0.4, which are also considered substantial.  

In addition, the factors loading was greater than 0.6 (Nunnally, 1994), and all of them were 

significant at the p-value of less than 0.05. 
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To evaluate construct reliability, the Cronbach's alpha of Tacit knowledge acquisition 

(M_TACIT), product innovation (M_PRD), and process innovation (M_PROC) were scrutinized 

and found to be greater than 0.70 (Nunnally and Bernstein, 1994). Besides, the Composite 

Reliability (CR) of all items was greater than 0.6 (Bagozzi and Yi, 2012), and the Average 

Variance Extracted (AVE) were greater than 0.50 (Fornell and Larcker, 1981). Therefore, the 

results showed good reliability and validity as mentioned in the table below;  

 

Table 6. Scale assessment and confirmatory factor analysis results 

 

 

 

Model Fit Assessment  

Multi-collinearity among any variables was examined by calculating the variance inflation factor 

(VIF) for each independent variable.  All variation inflation factor (VIF) of independent variables 

Validity

Factor 

Loadings

Average 

Variance 

Extracted 

(AVE)

Composite 

Reliability 

(CR)

Cronbach's 

Alpha

TACIT1 New  technological expertise 0.742

TACIT2 New product development expertise 0.830

TACIT3 New manufacturing expertise 0.892

TACIT4 New marketing expertise 0.766

TACIT5 New managerial expertise 0.785 0.648 0.901

PROC1 Labor cost reduction 0.789

PROC2 Product flexibility 0.853

PROC3 Improved capability 0.800

PROC4 Reduction of materials 0.712 0.624 0.869

PRD1 The level of newness of new products 0.767

PRD2
The use of lastest technological innovations in new product 

development
0.692

PRD3 The speed of new product development 0.824

PRD4
The number of new prodcuts our firm has introduced to the 

market
0.909

PRD5 The number of our new products that is first-to-market 0.794 0.641 0.898

0.899

0.865

0.894

Construct Reliability

TACIT 

KNOWLEDGE 

ACQUISITION

PROCESS 

INNOVATION

PRODUCT 

INNOVATION

DescriptionsIndicatorsConstructs
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were ranged from 1.07 to 2.06, which were lower than the threshold level of 5.0, which indicates 

that multi-collinearity not a major concern (Hair et al., 2009).  

 

 

Chapter 7: Results of Hypotheses Tests  
 

 

7.1 Structural model and hypothesis testing  

After confirming that the data fit the model by means of CFA, path analysis was performed using 

the AMOS program. We did not use multiple regression analysis because this method is able to 

simultaneously examine a series of dependent relationships (Shook et al., 2004). In addition, path 

analysis provides us a better new fit index.  

In overall, the general hypothesized model fits the data reasonably well. The overall χ2 value was 

found to be 29.742, with a degree of freedom equal to 17 (P-value < 0.01), and the ratio of the chi-

square statistic to the respective degree of freedom (𝜒2/𝑑𝑓) equal to 1.75. This ration ≤ 2 

indicates a fit between the hypothesized model and the data (Cole, 1987). 

However, since the 𝜒2/𝑑𝑓  ratio was likely to be difficult for interpretation because it is unclear 

what is a good or bad cutoff (Kenny, 2014), multiple fit indices were therefore assessed in order 

to check the overall model fit.  

The incremental fit indices indicate how much the fit has improved from the null model to 

hypothesized model. Here, the Comparative Fit Index (CFI), which weighs heavily on any model 

misspecification errors, was 0.993; the Normed Fit Index (NFI) = 0.986; the Tucker-Lewis 
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Coefficient (TLI) = 0.96; the Incremental Fit Index (IFI) = 0.994; and the Relative Fit Index (RFI) 

was 0.911. Regarding the literature of Bagozzi and Yi (2012), these indices indicate a good fit. 

This means the model acceptably fits the data. 

The root means square error of approximation (RMSEA), which focuses on the discrepancy 

between reproduced and actual variance-covariance matrices, showed a reasonable fit at 0.059 (< 

0.08), based on the fit indices as suggested by Browne et al. (1993) and MacCallum et al. (1996). 

Therefore, it can be presumed that this model achieves a good fit.  

 

 

Figure 3. The full model of path analysis 
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Table 7. Variable descriptions 

Abbreviation Description Measures 

EX_INT2 Export intensity (quadratic) (EX_INT) ^2 

EX_INT Export intensity  The percentage of export sales over 

total sales 

(1) less than 20%    

(2) 21-40%    

(3)41-60%     

(4)61-80%    

(5) more than 80% 

NO_MKT Number of markets Continuous variables 

NO_CUST Number of foreign customers Continuous variables 

EX_PERS Export persistence yes =0, no=1 

IMP Import machine import =1, no import =0 

IMP X 

NO_MKT 

Interaction term between import machine and No of 

markets 

MINVI (0 vs1) x NO_MKT 

IMP X 

EX_INT 

Interaction term between import machine and Export 

intensity 

MINVI (0 vs1) x EX_INT 

SIZE Number of employees Continuous  

RD2 Average percentages of R&D budget percent 

GOVN Government support  yes =1, no=0 

M_PLAT Digital capability 7 points- Likert scales 

M_TACIT  Tacit knowledge acquisition 5 points Likert scales 

M_PROC Process innovation 5 points Likert scales 

M_PRD Product innovation 5 points Likert scales 
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7.1.1 Relationship between export activities (export intensity, export persistency, number of 

markets and number of customers) and tacit knowledge acquisition 

 

Table 8. Summary of main effects results 

Hypotheses Model relationships Standardized 

Regression 

Weights 

Unstandardized 

Regression 

Weights 

P-

Value 

Results 

1 Export intensity --> Tacit knowledge 

acquisition 

0.329 0.186 0.001 Support 

2 No of markets--> Tacit knowledge 

acquisition 

-0.531 -0.052 0.001 Support 

3 No of customers --> Tacit knowledge 

acquisition 

0.056 0.002 0.439 Unsupported 

4 Export persistency --> Tacit 

knowledge acquisition 

0.041 0.076 0.552 Unsupported 

5 Tacit knowledge acquisition --> 

Process innovation 

0.445 0.439 0.001 Support 

6 Tacit knowledge acquisition --> 

Product innovation 

0.228 0.254 0.001 Support 

 

According to the abovementioned table of summary of main effects results,  

the value in hypothesis 1 shows that export intensity has a positive impact on tacit knowledge 

acquisition (β=.186, p < 0.01). The more export sales the firms generate, the higher the tacit 

knowledge acquisition from foreign countries. As a direct link between export intensity and tacit 

knowledge acquisition is significant, this hypothesis is therefore supported.  

Hypothesis 2 predicts that there would be a negative relationship between the number of markets 

and tacit knowledge acquisition. The result is negative and significant (β=-0.052, p < 0.001). it 

means the more markets a firm exports its products to, the less tacit knowledge it has acquired.  

With reference to the previous literature, the negative significance can be explained as follows; 

when firms have to deal with too many complex and complicated regulations and requirements, 
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they do not have enough potentials and skills to manage diverse requirements from each of the 

different countries. Hence, Hypothesis 2 is supported. 

Hypothesis 3 suggests that the number of foreign customers has a positive impact on tacit 

knowledge acquisition. However, the coefficients for a number of foreign customers to tacit 

knowledge acquisition link is very low (β=.002, p >0.10), which is not significant. Therefore, 

hypothesis 4 is unsupported.  

Hypothesis 4 shows insignificant results: the standardized coefficients for the direct part between 

export persistence and tacit knowledge acquisition are very low (β=.076, p>0.10). Hence, 

Hypothesis 4 is unsupported.  

 

7.1.2 Relationship between tacit knowledge acquisition and innovation performance (both 

product and process innovation) 

Hypothesis 5 and 6 predict that tacit knowledge acquisition will positively impact process 

innovation and product innovation respectively. The coefficient for tacit knowledge to process 

innovation is found to be positive and significant (β=.439, p < 0.01), and it is also positive and 

significant for tacit knowledge to product innovation (β=.254, p < 0.01). Therefore, hypothesis 5 

and 6 are supported.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                          

 

7.1.3 Non-linear relationship between export intensity and process innovation 

Hypothesis 7 suggests that there is a non-linear relationship between export intensity and process 

innovation. In this regard, export intensity (INT2) was squared and put in the path analysis model, 

then linear export intensity and squared export intensity were compared. The result shows the 
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quadratic significance (β = .862, p < 0.01). Meanwhile, the linear model is also significant in the 

negative sign (β = -.668, p < 0.05). The result portrays the non-linear U shape of the relationship 

between export intensity and process innovation, indicating that an increase in export intensity at 

the low level (less than 20 per cent of export sales over total sales) lessens process innovation at a 

certain point, and afterwards process innovation increases in alignment with export intensity. In 

this respect, it can be stated that the more export intensity, the higher process innovation will be.  

Therefore, it can be concluded that hypothesis 7 is supported. 

 

7.1.4 Mediation effect analysis of tacit knowledge acquisition 

It is purposed in Hypothesis 8a that tacit knowledge acquisition mediates the relationship between 

export intensity and a firm's process innovation. To test the mediating effects of tacit knowledge 

acquisition, the bootstrapping method (Preacher and Hayes, 2004) was adopted using a bootstrap 

sample size of 1,000 plus replacement with bias-corrected confidence intervals at the 5 per cent 

level and maximum likelihood estimation. With regards to mediating effects, the results are as 

follows: 

Table 9. Mediating effects 

Relationships AMOS Bootstrap 95% CI Indirect 

effects  

Standardiz

ed Indirect 

Effects 

Result 

Lower 

Bounds  

Upper 

Bounds  

Two Tailed 

Significance  

EX_INT --> M_TACIT--> M_PROC 0.036 0.273 0.007 0.007*** 0.147*** mediation 

EX_INT --> M_TACIT--> M_PRD 0.010 0.181 0.013 0.015** 0.075** mediation 

NO_MKT --> M_TACIT--> M_PROC -0.309 -0.020 0.003 0.005*** -0.236*** mediation 

NO_MKT --> M_TACIT--> M_PRD -0.451 -0.073 0.013 0.017** -0.121** mediation 
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Notes:  *, ** and *** indicate statistical significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% level respectively. 

‘ns’ in parentheses indicates non-statistical significance 

 

The Sobel tests indicate that the indirect effects of export intensity (EX_INT) on product 

innovation (M_PRD) and process innovation (M_PROC) via tacit knowledge acquisition 

(M_TACIT); and the indirect effects of number of markets (NO_MKT) on product innovation 

(M_PRD) and process innovation (M_PROC) via tacit knowledge acquisition (M_TACIT) are 

significant at the 5% level, confirming that tacit knowledge acquisition mediates among those 

relationships above.  

 

7.1.5 Moderator effect (Multigroup analysis) 

 

Hypothesis 9 suggests that the relationship among these export activities (EX_INT, NO_MKT, 

NO_CUST) and innovation performance (PROC, PRD2) are different in young and mature firms.  

To investigate whether firm age can moderate the proposed relationship of export activities (export 

intensity, number of markets, and number of customers) and tacit knowledge acquisition, multiple-

group SEM was performed to test these moderation effects. In this connection, age was used in 

justifying young and mature firms: a young firm refers to a firm that has been in operation for less 

than 15 years (N=111), while a mature firm is a firm that has been operated for 15 years and longer 

(N=109).  

In the first place, firm ages were applied as moderators at the model level. Testing for cross-group 

invariance involved a comparison between two nested models: one was an unconstrainted model, 

where all parameters were allowed to be freely estimated, and the other was structural weights 
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model, where all paths were constrained to be invariant between two groups, leaving covariates 

free in the model. The fit indices for unconstrained model are as follows; χ2 (40) of 27.286. For 

the constrained model; χ2 (37) of 46.69. All of the indices indicate acceptable fit (Bagozzi and Yi, 

2012).  

Next, we checked the Nested model comparison, the χ2 between the unconstrained and constrained 

model were compared, and changes in chi-square (Δχ2) were checked. The chi-square change is 

found to be insignificant (P=0.976): χ2 = 1.224, degree of freedom =6.  

These indicators indicate that groups are not different at the model level with 90 per cent 

confidence. Therefore, the relationships amongst export intensity, number of markets, number of 

customers, and tacit knowledge acquisition are not different between young and mature firms.  

We also conduct Chow-test to robust that whether there is a different among the variables between 

mature and young firms at model level. The result shows insignificant at model level and these 

results align with the test by using multigroup analysis in SEM. 

Therefore, Hypothesis 9 is not supported at the model level.  

Thus, we continue to check the difference at the path level for testing the sub-hypotheses H9a-H9f 

H9.1: There is a difference in the relationship between export intensity and tacit knowledge 

acquisition varying across firm age. 

H9.2: There is a difference in the relationship between number of markets and tacit knowledge 

acquisition varying across firm age. 

H9.3: There is a difference in the relationship between number of foreign customers and tacit 

knowledge acquisition varying across firm age. 
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H9.4: There is a direct impact between number of markets and product innovation varying across 

firm age. 

H9.5: Tacit knowledge acquisition mediates the relationship between export intensity and process 

innovation varying across firm age. 

The details of path level and the chow-test results show in Table 10 and Table 11 as below;  
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Table 10. Multigroup analysis and chow-test results 

    Group 1 = Young firms (N=111) Group 2 = Mature firms (N=109) 
Chow-test 

Results 

From  To 
Standardiz

ed 

estimates 

Unstandard

ized 

estimates 

S.E. C.R. P 

Standardiz

ed 

estimates 

Unstandar

dized 

estimates 

S.E. C.R. P  

Export 

intensity 

Tacit 

knowledge 

acquisition 

0.352** 0.186** 0.074 2.518 0.012 0.268* 0.161* 0.089 1.813 0.070 
Not 

significant 

No of 

markets 

Tacit 

knowledge 

acquisition 

-0.08 -0.022 0.038 -0.571 0.568 
-

0.657*** 

-

0.053*** 
0.017 -3.079 0.002 

Not 

significant 

No of 

customers 

Tacit 

knowledge 

acquisition 

-0.076 -0.002 0.003 -0.811 0.417 0.222** 0.006** 0.003 1.969 0.049 Significant 

Export 

persistence 

Tacit 

knowledge 

acquisition 

-0.019 -0.033 0.169 -0.192 0.848 0.028 0.057 0.197 0.291 0.771 
Not 

significant 

Tacit 

knowledge 

Process 

innovation 
0.427*** 0.446*** 0.082 5.457 0.000 0.440*** 0.414*** 0.076 5.454 0.000 

Not 

significant 

Tacit 

knowledge 

Product 

innovation 
0.161* 0.185* 0.101 1.826 0.068 0.158* 0.170* 0.097 1.761 0.078 

Not 

significant 

Export 

intensity 

Process 

innovation 
-1.174** -0.649** 0.271 -2.397 0.017 -0.481 -0.271 0.249 -1.088 0.276 

Not 

significant 

Export 

intensity2 

Process 

innovation 
1.454*** 0.138*** 0.047 2.909 0.004 0.667 0.064 0.042 1.512 0.131 

Not 

significant 

No of 

markets 

Product 

innovation 
0.328*** 0.103*** 0.03 3.487 0.000 -0.001 0.000 0.009 -0.014 0.989 Significant 

Import 

machine 

Tacit 

knowledge 

acquisition 

0.186 0.306 0.309 0.991 0.322 0.11 0.2 0.329 0.607 0.544 
Not 

significant 
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Import 

machine * 

no of 

markets 

Tacit 

knowledge 

acquisition 

0.286 0.08 0.053 1.528 0.127 0.445* 0.035* 0.019 1.806 0.071 
Not 

significant 

Import 

machine * 

export 

intensity 

Tacit 

knowledge 

acquisition 

-

0.621*** 
-0.294*** 0.105 -2.81 0.005 -0.225 -0.115 0.117 -0.98 0.327 

Not 

significant 

Controls 

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

Size 
Process 

innovation 
-0.103 -0.092 0.086 -1.064 0.287 -0.006 -0.003 0.055 -0.061 0.952 

Not 

significant 

Size 
Product 

innovation 
0.022 0.018 0.073 0.244 0.807 0.072 0.033 0.04 0.835 0.404 

Not 

significant 

R&D 

expenses 

Process 

innovation 
0.146 0.008 0.005 1.597 0.11 0.072 0.005 0.007 0.763 0.446 

Not 

significant 

R&D 

expenses 

Product 

innovation 
0.03 0.001 0.004 0.363 0.717 0.029 0.002 0.005 0.331 0.741 

Not 

significant 

Governmen

t support 

Process 

innovation 
-0.05 -0.099 0.177 -0.556 0.578 -0.093 -0.187 0.186 -1.01 0.312 

Not 

significant 

Governmen

t support 

Product 

innovation 
0.119 0.211 0.143 1.478 0.139 0.208** 0.366** 0.145 2.53 0.011 

Not 

significant 

Platform 

capabilities 

Process 

innovation 
0.133 0.071 0.048 1.49 0.136 0.06 0.029 0.041 0.698 0.485 

Not 

significant 

 

  Notes:  *, ** and *** indicate statistical significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% level respectively. 



151 

 

 

Table 11. The chow-test results 

From To  F - Value P>F Results Interpretation 

Export intensity, 

no of markets, no 

of customers, and 

Export persistence  

Tacit 

knowledge 

acquisition 1.25 0.29 

Not 

significant 

The mature and 

young firms are the 

same at model 

level.  

Export intensity 

Tacit 

knowledge 

acquisition 0.6 0.44 

Not 

significant   

No of market 

Tacit 

knowledge 

acquisition 1.8 0.18 

Not 

significant   

No of customer 

Tacit 

knowledge 

acquisition 4.26 0.040** Significant 

There is a 

difference at the 

path level 

Export persistence 

Tacit 

knowledge 

acquisition 0.01 0.92 

Not 

significant   

Export intensity  

Process 

innovation 0.69 0.50 

Not 

significant   

Tacit knowledge 

acquisition 

Process 

innovation 0.04 0.96 

Not 

significant   

Tacit knowledge 

acquisition 

Product 

innovation 0.25 0.78 

Not 

significant   

No of markets 

Product 

innovation 5.65 0.004*** Significant 

There is some 

difference at the 

path level 

 

Notes:  *, ** and *** indicate statistical significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% level respectively.  

The results show that only H9.3 and H9.4 are different in path level. However, the findings 

demonstrate the non-significant for H9.1, H9.2, and H9., meaning that it is no difference 

between young and mature firms.  

Hypothesis 9.3 states that there is a difference in the relationship between the number of 

customers and tacit knowledge acquisition which varies across firm age  
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The result shows the insights that mature firms can acquire tacit knowledge from a multitude 

of foreign customers (β=0.006, p<0.05), but we do not find any significant result in young 

firms. The underlying mechanism is that mature firms have a long-lasting, strong relationship 

with foreign customers, and this relationship engenders the customers’ trust, thus leading to 

their willingness to share and exchange knowledge with the firms (Dhanaraj et al., 2004). In 

addition, the existing knowledge stocks accumulated through long experiences accommodate 

a profound comprehension of new knowledge and help firms sense new opportunities from 

interactions with a variety of foreign networks. Therefore, the number of customers positively 

impacts firms’ tacit knowledge acquisition for mature firms. 

On the contrary, young firms in emerging countries do not have the capabilities to acquire tacit 

knowledge through exporting to a greater number of customers. A lack of experience to 

simultaneously manage multiple contacts accompanying complicated international 

transactions is found to be the main reason for these non-impactful results. 

Unlike mature firms, young firms have much more of a challenge to acquire tacit knowledge 

deriving from having a greater number of customers. The liabilities of newness become one of 

the issues that limit young firms to establish trust with customers.  In addition, the fewer 

experiences in doing business, compared to mature firms, hamper young firms to extract 

implicit knowledge from foreign networks.  

 

Hypothesis 9.4 states that there is a direct impact between the number of markets on product 

innovation, which varies across firm age. 

The empirical results of this study provide supportive evidence that young firms in emerging 

countries do not have the capabilities to acquire tacit knowledge through exporting to a greater 

number of markets. The result in this connection shows negative insignificance.  
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Even though export to multiple markets does not facilitate firms to acquire tacit knowledge, 

the number of markets has a direct impact on increasing product innovation for the young firms 

(β = 0.103, 𝑝 < 0.001). The direct effect of the number of markets on product innovation can 

be explained by the need to sustain their business and survive in the diverse markets they export 

to (Bartelsman et al., 2005). Young firms seek to maintain flexibility in adapting themselves to 

changing circumstances and in promptly creating new products to satisfy diverse market 

demands.  

The study focuses on the direct effect between the number of markets on product innovation, 

not process innovation since process innovation takes more time to develop and is more likely 

to be complex, requires changes in firms’ operational routines, and involves additional or even 

new human resources(Gopalakrishnan et al., 1999).  If young firms are not likely to acquire 

tacit knowledge, process innovation is even harder to develop.  

Therefore, hypothesis 9.4 is supported. 

In summary, even though the result shows unsupported of the model level in main hypothesis 

9, the path level analysis provides significant to support sub-hypothesis 9.3 and 9.4.  

 

7.1.6 Moderator effect of machine import on the relationship between export intensity 

and tacit knowledge acquisition  

At this step, the study seeks to examine the moderating effects of importing advanced machines 

on the relationship between number of market and tacit knowledge acquisition (Hypothesis 10) 

and the relationship between the export intensity and tacit knowledge acquisition (Hypothesis 

11). The full model was thereby run by including interaction effects and control variables. 

The results support both Hypotheses 10 and 11. For Hypothesis 10 is noted: machine import 

strengthens the relationship between the number of markets and tacit knowledge acquisition 
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(β= 0.472, p < 0.01). That is, the negative link between the number of markets and tacit 

knowledge acquisition is intensified by importing technology, implying that firms are not likely 

to acquire more tacit knowledge when they import machines. The rationale is that importing 

process creates an obstacle, thus hindering tacit knowledge acquisition.   

 

Figure 4. The moderating effects for hypothesis 10 

 

For Hypothesis 11, the impact of export intensity on tacit knowledge acquisition is declined 

when firms import machines. Specifically, firms show less inclination to acquire tacit 

knowledge from export intensity when they import machines. The rationale in this regard can 

be explained by the learning-by-importing concept, which suggests that learning-by-importing 

could serve as an alternative source of foreign knowledge (Wang and Tao, 2019). The result 

yields at (β= -0.314, p < 0.05); therefore, machine import weaken the relationship between 

export intensity and tacit knowledge acquisition.  

Hypothesis 11: Machine import dampens the positive relationship between export intensity and 

tacit knowledge acquisition 
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Figure 5. The moderating effects for hypothesis 11 

 

Therefore, hypotheses 11 and 10 are supported. 

Machine import for multigroup (young and mature firm) 

Different results are detected when examining the interaction of technology import across 

multigroup: machine import is negative and significant in the relationship between export 

intensity and tacit knowledge acquisition (β= -0.294, p < 0.01) in young firms, but there is no 

significant moderating effect in the mature firm. 

In contrast, machine import has a positive and significant moderating effect on the link between 

the number of markets and tacit knowledge acquisition (β= 0.035, p < 0.1) in mature firms, 

but there is no moderating effect in young firms.  
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A conceptual framework with the results 

 

Figure 6. A conceptual framework with the results 
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Table 12. Results summary 

 

Hypotheses From To 

Standardized 

regression 

weights 

Unstandardized 

regression 

weights 

S.E. C.R. 
P-

value 
Results 

1 Export intensity  Tacit knowledge acquisition 0.329 0.186 0.057 3.271 0.001 Support 

2 Number of markets Tacit knowledge acquisition -0.531 -0.052 0.014 -3.644 0.001 Support 

3 Number of customers Tacit knowledge acquisition 0.056 0.002 0.002 0.773 0.439 Unsupported 

4 Export persistency Tacit knowledge acquisition 0.041 0.076 0.127 0.595 0.552 Unsupported 

5 Tacit knowledge acquisition Process innovation 0.445 0.439 0.056 7.844 0.001 Support 

6 Tacit knowledge acquisition Product innovation 0.228 0.254 0.074 3.453 0.001 Support 

7 
Export intensity  Process innovation -0.668 -0.372 0.177 -2.106 0.035 

Support 
Export intensity (Quadratic) Process innovation 0.862 0.082 0.03 2.727 0.006 

10 Import machine X No of market Tacit knowledge acquisition 0.472 0.046 0.016 2.891 0.004 Support 

11 
Import machine X Export 

intensity Tacit knowledge acquisition -0.314 
-0.154 0.077 -1.999 0.046 Support 

Moderator Import machine Tacit knowledge acquisition 0.057 0.098 0.216 0.455 0.649   

         

Control Size Product innovation -0.092 -0.056 0.05 -1.129 0.259   

Control Size Process innovation 0.041 0.022 0.033 0.679 0.497   

Control R&D Expenses Product innovation 0.14 0.009 0.004 2.064 0.039   

Control R&D Expenses Process innovation 0.063 0.003 0.003 1.076 0.282   

Control Government support Product innovation -0.027 -0.055 0.134 -0.408 0.683   

Control Government support Process innovation 0.174 0.31 0.1 3.092 0.002   

Control Digital platform capability Tacit knowledge acquisition 0.217 0.111 0.034 3.279 0.001   

  Export Intensity Product innovation 0.023 0.015 0.046 0.318 0.75   

  Number of markets Product innovation 0.055 0.006 0.009 0.666 0.506   

  Export persistency Product innovation -0.027 -0.056 0.15 -0.37 0.711   

  Number of customers Product innovation 0.002 0 0.002 0.029 0.977   
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7.2 Robustness tests 

The interaction of age on the relationship between export activities and tacit knowledge 

acquisition  

We also conduct the interaction term in STATA. The results from interaction with age dummy (1 

= Mature firm; 0 = young firm) yields consistent results as seen in the Chow test. Number of 

customers has significantly more of an impact on tacit knowledge acquisition (0.100) for mature 

firms as compared to younger firms. Furthermore, the impact of number of markets on product 

innovation (-0.101) is significantly lower for mature firms as compared to young firms. 

Table 13. Table of robustness test for the Chow-test 

Dependent Variable: M_TACIT M_PROC M_PROC M_PROD M_PROD 

  (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

  
    

  

AGE_DUMMY -0.187 -0.128 -0.079 -0.123 0.321* 

  (-0.67) (-0.29) (-0.38) (-0.23) (1.68) 

EX_INT 0.042 
 

0.156*** 
 

  

  (0.75) 
 

(2.91) 
 

  

EX_PERS 0.036 
   

  

  (0.20) 
   

  

NO_CUST -0.002 
   

  

  (-0.70) 
   

  

NO_MKT 0.015 
   

0.100*** 

  (0.52) 
   

(3.32) 

M_TACIT 
 

0.440*** 
 

0.202*   

  
 

(5.05) 
 

(1.86)   

AGE_DUMMY * EX_INT 0.063 
 

-0.032 
 

  

  (0.78) 
 

(-0.43) 
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AGE_DUMMY * EX_PERS 0.028 
   

  

  (0.10) 
   

  

AGE_DUMMY * 

NO_CUST 0.009** 
   

  

  (2.06) 
   

  

AGE_DUMMY * NO_MKT -0.042 
   

-0.101*** 

  (-1.34) 
   

(-3.30) 

AGE_DUMMY * 

M_TACIT 
 

0.016 
 

0.020   

  
 

(0.14) 
 

(0.14)   

  
    

  

Observations 220 220 220 220 220 

R2 0.06 0.26 0.09 0.10 0.11 

Notes:  *, ** and *** indicate statistical significance at the 10%, 5%, and 1% level respectively. 

The results remained the same as the test by using multigroup analysis.  

 

 

7.3 Summary of the results 

Table 14. Summary of hypotheses statement and results 

 

Hypot

heses 

Hypotheses and expected 

sign 

Statement Result Results 

1  EX_INT ----> TACIT (+) Export intensity has a positive 

effect on tacit knowledge 

acquisition.  

+ Supported 

2  NO_MKT ---> TACIT (-) Number of foreign markets has 

a negative effect on tacit 

knowledge acquisition. 

- Supported 

3 NO_CUST ---> TACIT (+) Number of foreign customers 

has a positive effect on tacit 

knowledge acquisition. 

Not 

significant 

Not 

Supported 
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4 EX_PERS ---> TACIT (+) Export persistency has a 

positive effect on tacit 

knowledge acquisition. 

Not 

significant 

Not 

Supported 

5 TACIT --> M_PROC (+) Tacit knowledge acquisition has 

a positive effect on process 

innovation. 

+ Supported 

6  TACIT --> M_PRD (+) Tacit knowledge acquisition has 

a positive effect on product 

innovation. 

+ Supported 

7  EX_INT --> M_PROC (-

/+) 

There is a nonlinear relationship 

between export intensity and 

process innovation. 

-/+ Supported 

8a,8b,

8c 

and 

8d 

 EX_INT --> M_TACIT --> 

M_PRD 

EX_INT --> M_TACIT --> 

M_PROC 

NO_MKT --> M_TACIT --

> M_PRD 

NO_MKT --> M_TACIT --

> M_PROC 

 
mediation Supported 

9 Age of a firm moderates the 

relationship among export 

intensity, no of markets, no 

of customers, tacit 

knowledge, and innovation.   

There are the difference 

relationships among young 

firms and mature firms 

No Different 

relationships 

among two 

groups in 

model level 

but there is 

significant in 

path-level  

Unsupported  

10  The import machine 

positively moderates the 

relationship between 

number of markets and tacit 

knowledge acquisition. 

The negative effect of number 

of markets on tacit knowledge 

acquisition strengthen by import 

machine. 

positive 

moderate 

Supported 
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11 The import machine 

negatively moderates the 

relationship between export 

intensity and tacit 

knowledge acquisition 

The positive effect of export 

intensity on tacit knowledge 

acquisition weakens by 

importing machine.  

negative 

moderate 

Supported 

 

7.4 Additional analysis  

Given that the tacit knowledge acquisition is only significant only for some dimensions of export 

activities (export intensity and number of markets) in the main conceptual model. However, the 

finding shows insignificant effect of export persistence on tacit knowledge acquisition. Therefore, 

we ran the additional model to see whether tacit knowledge acquisition can play as alternative role 

as the moderator among export persistence and innovation relationship. We used seemingly 

unrelated regression (SUR) to see the effects. Here below are the results  

 

The results of seemingly unrelated regression (SUR)  

 

 (1) (2) (3) (4) 

VARIABLES M_PRD2 M_PROC M_PRD2 M_PROC 

     

NO_CUST -0.000321 -0.00133 -0.000486 -0.00128 

 (0.00238) (0.00187) (0.00236) (0.00182) 

NO_MKT 0.00426 -0.00309 0.00486 -0.00236 

 (0.00897) (0.00703) (0.00888) (0.00685) 

M_TACIT 0.208*** 0.419*** 0.0393 0.636*** 

 (0.0746) (0.0584) (0.148) (0.114) 

EX_PERS   0.564 1.771*** 

   (0.629) (0.485) 

EX_PERS x M_TACIT   -0.155 -0.442*** 

   (0.171) (0.132) 

EX_INT 0.0513 0.129*** -0.263 0.310** 

 (0.0476) (0.0373) (0.185) (0.143) 

EX_INT x M_TACIT    0.0893* -0.0504 

   (0.0506) (0.0390) 

RD2 0.00596 0.00126 0.00541 0.00266 

 (0.00420) (0.00329) (0.00421) (0.00325) 

M_PLAT 0.107*** 0.0306 0.113*** 0.0287 
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 (0.0405) (0.0318) (0.0403) (0.0311) 

GOVN -0.0921 0.343*** -0.0875 0.350*** 

 (0.133) (0.104) (0.132) (0.102) 

SIZE -0.0322 0.0615 -0.0367 0.0619 

 (0.0498) (0.0391) (0.0494) (0.0381) 

EX_PERS 0.0223 0.185   

 (0.152) (0.119)   

Constant 2.059*** 1.467*** 2.628*** 0.675 

 (0.354) (0.277) (0.571) (0.441) 

     

Observations 219 219 219 219 

R-squared 0.106 0.298 0.125 0.334 

 

Standard errors in parentheses 

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

 

 

Note: Export persistence (EX_PERS) is measured by dummy variable (1 means firms used to stop 

exporting at least one year, and 0 is otherwise)  

The result shows the significant result that export persistence itself is not significantly impact on 

a firm’s innovation product, but impact on process innovation. This means that firms that 

experienced exit from foreign market at least one year, are likely to develop process innovation.   

This result aligns with the current study of Klammer and Gueldenberg (2009) mentions that firms 

a rapid withdrawal from foreign markets may not diminish firms learning. The rationale is that 

when firms have assimilated knowledge, they tend to develop suitable routines that may difficult 

to change or unlearn the process.   

In addition, the model shows that tacit knowledge acquisition influences the relationship between 

export persistence and process innovation. This means that firms with high tacit knowledge 

acquired from foreign markets, and persistence in exporting, are likely to yield process innovation 

more than those firms with low tacit knowledge acquisition. Firms that have high level of 

knowledge tend to utilize valuable foreign knowledge to add value to the firms (García et al., 

2012). 



163 

 

Chapter 8: Discussion, Implications, and Limitations 
 

This study seeks to emphasize the mediating role of tacit knowledge acquisition as one of the 

crucial mechanisms to enhance firms’ innovation performance from export activities. Previous 

studies lack scrutiny in diverse and different contexts and conditions. The study draws upon the 

concept of learning by exporting (LBE), also adopting knowledge-based view theory. The 

assessment of the hypotheses developed in this paper comprehensively explains the mixed results 

between learning by exporting and innovation performance, thereby substantially filling both 

research and knowledge gaps in the IB discipline. Furthermore, the results will add insights to IB 

literature in the context of emerging countries.  

Additionally, distinguishing LBE for product and process innovation is crucial since the results 

show that both innovation types required different sub-dimensions of export activities. Export 

intensity itself enhance process innovation but not product innovation. While firms that export to 

a number of markets needs to acquired tacit knowledge acquisition in order to improve their 

process innovation. In addition, the results have not shown the direct and indirect effect of export 

activities on product innovation. Previous LBE research studies are not likely to disentangle the 

distinguish between product and process innovation (Adner and Levinthal, 2001, Robertson et al., 

2012). Here below are more details about theoretical contribution, managerial implication, and 

implications for public policy makers. 

8.1 Theoretical contributions  

This study furnishes the LBE literature with the following novel building blocks:  

8.1.1 Sub-dimensions of export activities 
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This study contributes to the existing LBE literature in several aspects. First, whereas previous 

research studies offer mixed results regarding the relationship between export activities and 

innovation  (Fernandes and Isgut, 2005, Golovko and Valentini, 2011), this research provides 

comprehensive results of an integrative investigation into the relationship between the sub-

dimensions of export activities and innovation performance through tacit knowledge acquisition. 

Similarly, when only a few empirical studies specify which sub-dimensions of export are good 

determinants for tacit knowledge acquisition, or what the relationships between each sub-

dimension and tacit knowledge acquisition look like, this research, on the other hand, illustrates 

how export activities can exhibit firms' knowledge acquisition differently, thus adding to the extant 

LBE literature. 

Specifically, the study highlights the sub-dimensions of export activities that provide different 

patterns of knowledge acquisition, hence differing from the previous LBE studies that are likely 

to focus only on each of them such as export intensity and export status. This research decomposes 

export activities and elaborates on attributes of each sub-dimensions so as to emphasize that, in 

order to fully explain the impact of learning by exporting on innovation performance, it may not 

be sufficient to investigate only one dimension of export activities. The different results of the sub-

dimensions of export activities illustrated in this research can probably add value to the existing 

LBE literature to a good extent.  

Apart from clarifying the inconclusive effect of LBE on innovation performance, the study 

emphasizes that the aspects of export status used pervasively in the previous literature (Blalock 

and Gertler, 2004, Aw et al., 2000, Greenaway and Kneller, 2007, Salomon and Jin, 2008, Salomon 

and Jin, 2010) should be scrutinized at a deeper level. Focusing on export status alone can be too 

insubstantial or superficial to identify how a learning process occurs.  
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This study aspires to explain why it is necessary to classify the sub-dimensions of export activities. 

First, export intensity is closely associated with a commitment in a firm’s resources (Kiss et al., 

2018, Pla-Barber and Alegre, 2007, Wang and Ma, 2018). An intense involvement in export 

activities includes regular interactions with foreign customers, which consequently leads to 

knowledge transfer, especially in-depth customer knowledge. A strong relationship with customers 

resulted from intense export sales then provides firms with opportunities to absorb and acquire 

tacit knowledge. Therefore, the higher the firm’s export intensity is, the more comprehensive tacit 

knowledge it gains. 

Furthermore, the study addresses the number of markets to offer an argument with the existing 

literature, which posits that diverse knowledge sources are necessary for learning and innovation  

(Lu and Beamish, 2004, Yeoh, 2004). However, the study predicts that the number of markets has 

a negative impact on tacit knowledge acquisition. This is because multiple export markets come 

with complexity in terms of market requirements. Different cultures and business practices from 

multiple international networks are issues that require firms' resources and capabilities to manage 

them effectively. Moreover, language barriers apparently diminish firms' potentials to leverage the 

multiple networks acquired when exporting to many countries. The above-mentioned problems go 

beyond the capability of SMEs in emerging economies, such as Thailand, to deal with, not to 

mention acquiring tacit knowledge from those markets. The results support the hypothesis stating 

that the number of markets has a significantly negative impact on tacit knowledge acquisition.  

These results seem to be in contradictory to a notion suggested in the previous studies  (Hitt et al., 

1997, Lu and Beamish, 2004, Zahra et al., 2000), which argue that firms need a diversity of 

knowledge to build their knowledge stocks and to enhance new knowledge acquisition. However, 

they may become a set of evidences for further research in this area.  
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The next element included in the sub-dimensions of export activities is the number of customers, 

the characteristics of which may not be observed before in the extant LBE literature. This study 

stands out from others by showing that some firms probably have several foreign customers while 

exporting to only a few countries. On the other hand, there are a number of firms that export to 

multiple countries but have only one customer per country. The study’s results demonstrate that 

the number of customers does not significantly affect tacit knowledge acquisition. However, upon 

investigating young versus mature firms, there is a certain degree of significance in mature firms’ 

tacit knowledge acquisition through having multiple foreign customers, while the same does not 

exist among young firms.   

The last element of the sub-dimensions of export activities covers export persistence. It is evident 

in the prior literature that persistence in exporting allows firms to accumulate market experiences, 

thus leading to their enhanced performance (Alvarez and Robertson, 2004). Similarly, another set 

of evidences show that persistence in exporting is related to learning (Timoshenko, 2015). 

However, it is also found that the ability to learn suffers if information is not renewed. Continuous 

exporting therefore allows firms to acquire a substantial amount of new necessary information and 

business practices (Artopoulos et al., 2013) from the markets. Nevertheless, the study’s results in 

this regard might not make a significant contribution as the finding is consistent with the existing 

studies indicating that export persistence gives firms sufficient opportunities to acquire knowledge 

from foreign countries (Andersson and Lööf, 2009a). Moreover, limitations in the explanatory 

ability of this construct may vary across contexts.  

In summary, the major aim of examining different patterns of a link between export and a firm's 

tacit knowledge acquisition is addressed by decomposing export activities into the above-

mentioned sub-dimensions. This also helps to reconcile the inconsistent relationship between LBE 
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and innovation performance as well as to clarify 'how' and 'why' some firms may not improve their 

innovation performance despite the fact that they have been involved in export activities for a 

period of time.  

8.1.2. Tacit knowledge as learning mechanism 

 

This study advances the LBE literature by introducing the role of tacit knowledge acquisition, 

using the knowledge-based view (KBV) to answer the question as to why the LBE concept is 

practicable only to some, not all, exporting firms. Principally, the study emphasizes that firms that 

acquire tacit knowledge are likely to enhance their innovation performance.  

Even though several studies have explored the importance of tacit knowledge in product 

innovation  (Lijuan and Xiaoying, 2014, López-Cabarcos et al., 2019), they do not integrate tacit 

knowledge acquisition into the LBE literature. This study stresses that tacit knowledge, not general 

knowledge (or explicit knowledge), is counted as a firm's valuable assets under KBV.   

Hence, tacit knowledge acquisition as a mediator answers a research question as to why exporting 

firms perform innovation differently. Omitting tacit knowledge acquisition mechanism may lead 

to a bias in the LBE literature.  

8.1.3. Multigroup of firm age 

 

The study adds another layer of analysis to enrich the existing LBE literature by examining 

moderating effects that render different conditions from the previous studies. This research 

accentuates that firms' characteristics, such as ages, can provide sufficient conditions in the LBE 

process. With the multigroup analysis method, young and mature firms can be investigated 

simultaneously, and the relationships among groups can be distinguished. 
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The rationale behind an inclusion of firms age is that age reflects accumulated experiences 

(Gkypali et al., 2015). The experiences of young and mature firms make them react differently 

when confronting foreign market demand conditions. While young firms may aggressively pursue 

product innovation without paying attention to knowledge acquisition, acquiring tacit knowledge 

through foreign connections and use it to achieve innovation might be a more worthwhile mean 

for mature firms.  

While results in this regard show an insignificant difference, indicating that both young and mature 

firms are not different in their relationships across the group at the model level, the analysis of a 

relationship in each construct reveals unique learning patterns. The findings of the analysis show 

two different novel relationships: one is that the number of customers positively impacts tacit 

knowledge acquisition of only mature firms, not young firms; and the other is the direct effect of 

the number of markets on product innovation in young firms but not in mature firms.  

The relationship between the number of customers and tacit knowledge acquisition of mature firms 

can be explained by a firm's experiences. Mature firms' experiences can help them gain new 

knowledge from foreign customers, and, at the same time, their existing knowledge stocks enable 

them to leverage their connections with customers and understand customer or market needs better 

than young firms. 

Unlike mature firms, a non-significant relationship between the number of customers and tacit 

knowledge acquisition in young firms can be due to the fact that young SMEs have limited 

resources and experiences in managing their relationship with foreign customers. In addition, the 

difficulty of coping with many requirements from too many customers may obstruct their 

capabilities to acquire and digest new knowledge from customers.  
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On the other hand, the results reveal a direct link between the number of markets and product 

innovation in young firms but not in mature firms. This is in line with this research’s emphasis, 

which states that the unique characteristics of young and mature firms result in different 

mechanisms to enhance their innovation. In this case, young firms have to accelerate themselves 

to pursue a market position in foreign markets, and they strive to produce innovative products in 

order to sustain their immature businesses.  

This study therefore provokes IB researchers to consider the age of firms in their further LBE 

research as well as adding new insights to the LBE and Knowledge Acquisition literature in the 

context of SMEs in emerging economies. 

8.1.4. Moderating role of machine import 

 

This research poses another question from the current literature: ‘what’ are other factors 

influencing the impact of export on tacit knowledge acquisition? Besides, what makes firms differ 

in their tacit knowledge acquisition through export activities? As previous evidences show that 

manufacturing-exporting firms pay most of their attention to production-oriented tasks, it is 

speculated that factors facilitating their production processes could be imported machines, which 

is previously overlooked in the LBE literature. This study aims to verify that LBE can also be 

improved by considering the inflow of alternative knowledge sources under the KBV theory. The 

underlying mechanism to justify this construct is the embedded knowledge of imported machines 

and international participation through import activities.  

Empirical evidences strongly suggest that export activities and tacit knowledge acquisition are 

significantly yet differently moderated by machine import from foreign countries. In this 

connection, this study highlights the importance of considering whether learning through machine 
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import can strengthen or weaken the impact of export activities on tacit knowledge acquisition. It 

is then discovered that 1) machine import intensifies the negative effect of the number of markets 

on tacit knowledge acquisition; and 2) machine import weakens the positive effect of export 

intensity on tacit knowledge acquisition. 

At the same level as export, machine import provides technological knowledge and, consequently, 

market knowledge through information exchanges. However, the extant literature posits that 

machine import is likely to associate with explicit knowledge rather than tacit knowledge (). The 

moderating role of machine import then enables an opportunity to make a theoretical contribution 

to the LBE notion in the emerging economies’ context.  

8.1.5. Non-linear relationship of export intensity and process innovation  

 

The study contributes to the LBE literature by raising questions regarding the existing linear 

relationship between export intensity and innovation performance. The complexity of learning to 

innovate in the context of manufacturing firms in emerging economies needs a better clarification. 

While prior research studies present a linear relationship, this study attempts to articulate that a U-

shape relationship occurs in this case.   

A curvilinear relationship between export intensity and innovation process brings a new 

perspective to the traditional LBE literature, which examines only linear relationships. The results 

support the hypothesis indicating that the impact of export intensity on firms’ process innovation 

is likely to be more pronounced after they achieve a certain volume of export and have learned 

throughout export processes. That is, at the early stage of export, firms have a tendency to prioritize 

export sales boost over other tasks, hence a decline in process innovation. After reaching a certain 
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level of export intensity, firms then look to develop and innovate their process so as to enhance 

productivity, therefore resulting in more emphasis on process innovation.  

 

8.2 Managerial implication 

The result of this study supports to answer; what should SMEs in emerging countries do to promote 

their innovation performance? 

Firstly, the results show the significant of tacit knowledge from foreign markets. This signals that 

SMEs should focus not only on generating sales from exporting but also focus on the mechanism 

to facilitate them to master new knowledge in different areas, such as marketing, operation, new 

product development and technology from interactions with foreign markets. Therefore, SMEs 

should emphasize on learning and leverage their foreign networks for becoming the expert in the 

areas that pursue their innovation performance.  

Secondly, the effects of sub-dimension of export activities provide the signal for firms to carefully 

consider their export strategies since different export behaviors that pertain to different learning 

pattern. For example, export to a greater number of markets may reduce their capabilities to acquire 

tacit knowledge which is necessary for innovation development. On the other hand, it is advantage 

for continually boost export sales, which are the crucial factor for knowledge spillovers from 

foreign countries. The intense interactions allow knowledge spillovers.  

Thirdly, this study also a difference at the path level of multigroup analysis prevails that young 

versus mature firms have in different conditions to pursue their innovation performance. 

For young firms, this study aspires to export to many markets benefits young firms to increase 

their product innovation as compared to mature firms. The reason is that young firms are more 
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flexible than mature firms, changes in their product so as to meet customer requirements can be 

made more easily. 

For mature firms, it is suggested that they pay more attention and put effort into acquiring new 

skills from foreign markets. Tacit knowledge, which covers marketing, managerial, production 

and so on, plays a crucial role in their endeavor to pursue process innovation. In addition, the 

evidence indicates that the number of foreign customers supports firms more significantly than 

what export sales does in new knowledge and expertise acquisition, it is recommended that mature 

SMEs leverage foreign networks and assimilate knowledge from them. When firms gain enough 

tacit knowledge stocks, they will have enough potentials to pursue their process innovation.  

Lastly, regarding the implication for the influence of importing technology, this study gives 

exporters a clear picture that machine import is an alternative mean to acquire foreign knowledge. 

Even though machine import enables them to acquire new technology and knowledge through 

interactions with foreign machine vendors, learning from import machine occurred in short-term. 

Machine may impede the attention of firms to obtain experiential learning that have accumulated 

from personal interactions with foreign customers. Therefore, firms that import machine needs to 

be pay attention to foreign customers’ needs otherwise firms may overlook the acquisition of value 

and useful tacit knowledge.    

Import machine might worsen the learning from export to multiple markets because firms are not 

likely to have the capabilities to manage complex requirements and multiple foreign networks 

simultaneously. Adding more tasks to exporters who are already occupied with responding to 

diverse needs may hamper the knowledge acquisition process.  
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8.3 Implications for public policy makers 

For policy makers, the results emphasize the role of tacit knowledge acquired from exporting 

activities on firms’ innovation performance, which lead to overall growth national innovation. The 

study shows that sub-dimension of export, particularly in export intensity, plays a crucial role in 

process innovation, not product innovation. Thus, governmental innovation policies can promote 

firms’ export activities by incentivising firms to increase export intensity to increase process 

innovation. 

Additionally, governments should support SMEs in pursuing export sales to reap the benefits from 

foreign customers by acquiring new knowledge and skills for their product and process 

development. While high export intensity can benefit firms in process innovation through tacit 

knowledge acquisition, the evidence suggests that exporting to multiple countries decreases a 

firm's tacit knowledge acquisition. These findings remind policymakers to launch support schemes 

for SMEs to concentrate on exporting to core markets at first and not encourage them to expand 

markets too quickly without giving them the necessary tools for acquiring valuable knowledge 

from their foreign customers. Furthermore, there are also negative consequence of rapidly 

increasing the number of export market on firm’s product innovation (D’Angelo et al., 2020).  

Moreover, governments should support SMEs to concentrate on leveraging their foreign networks 

by establishing their reliability and trust with foreign customers because strong social interactions 

facilitate knowledge acquisition and knowledge transfer (Laursen and Salter, 2006). As supported 

by the evidence in this study, acquiring valuable knowledge leads to increased firm innovation 

performance. From a macroeconomic perspective, process innovation is crucial for gross domestic 

product growth (GDP), and policy makers should encourage SMEs in emerging markets to have 

intense export sales to enhance their innovation processes. 
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Similarly, the result of multigroup analysis between young and mature firms provides empirical 

evidence to policymakers that the government needs to be more selective in choosing the policy 

for driving innovation of SMEs in Thailand. Specifically, young and mature SMEs may require 

different mechanisms to enhance their innovation performance. Young firms can innovate directly 

from export activities due to the required flexibility in responding to new opportunities in order to 

survive. In contrast, mature firms have the advantage of stronger long-term relationships with 

foreign customer and, as a result, tacit knowledge acquisition is essential for them to innovate. The 

distinct learning mechanisms necessary for both young and mature firms require governmental 

policy makers to have differing incentive programs in order to enhance innovation performance.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Chapter 9: Summary 
 

Innovation has pervasively been discussed vis-à-vis export activities. It is apparent that export 

activities promote innovation, and the effectiveness of learning from exporting is reflected through 

a firm’s innovation performance (Salomon and Shaver, 2005, Salomon, 2006, Salomon and Jin, 

2008, Salomon and Jin, 2010) rather than productivity, as indicated in the previous findings that 

use productivity to determine how much firms learn from export (Aw et al., 2000, Van 

Biesebroeck, 2005).  
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The advent of the LBE concept implies that firms learn from interaction with foreign customers, 

supply chain partners, and foreign competitors (Love and Ganotakis, 2013). Knowledge spillover 

experienced when entering foreign markets gives firms new information they cannot acquire 

domestically, especially in emerging countries with insufficient resources and knowledge.  

This study’s scope covers Southeast Asia’s emerging economies, namely Thailand, which 

effectively represents a middle-income country in the region, and some export-led countries such 

as Malaysia, Indonesia and Vietnam. The income that generates these countries’ economic growth 

primarily comes from export activities. Unfortunately, it has been found that their high 

involvement in export activities is not likely to benefit their innovation performance. The poor 

innovation performance of these firms despite export activities hence leads to the motivation of 

this study: what factor(s) distinguish(es) a firm's innovation performance, and why the LBE 

concept fails to explain this issue.  

A review of the existing LBE literature from the international business perspective allows us to 

notice some underexplored areas. Firstly, the results of pervasive studies about the direct effect of 

LBE on innovation performance could play a vital role in explaining the heterogeneity of 

innovation performance after firms’ engagement in export. Therefore, the study proposes tacit 

knowledge as a mediator, among other constructs.  

Besides, the relationship between export and innovation may not be necessarily linear. In this 

context, a curvilinear relationship tends to be more plausible to explain the phenomena. The study 

therefore proposes that export intensity has a non-linear relationship with process innovation.  

Secondly, mixed results between LBE and innovation performance are probably caused by a lack 

of scrutiny over the nature of export activities’ sub-dimensions, which drive firms to acquire tacit 
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knowledge differently. Hence, the study deconstructs export activities into sub-dimensions, 

namely export intensity, number of markets, number of customers and export persistence. It is 

predicted that each element poses a different impact on tacit knowledge acquisition.  

Thirdly, the previous LBE literature overlooks the unique characteristics of young versus mature 

SMEs. Long-established firms’ business experiences are likely to facilitate them to leverage strong 

connections, consequently enabling them to acquire tacit knowledge crucial for innovation 

improvement. Unlike mature firms, young firms with less experiences in establishing strong 

business connections may have difficulty acquiring tacit knowledge from foreign markets. Thus, 

this research postulates different patterns for these two groups in their pursuit of innovation 

through tacit knowledge acquisition.   

The last point involves alternative knowledge sources that may foster or hamper export activities 

and tacit knowledge acquisition. Cost-effectiveness is one of the key concerns for every 

production-oriented manufacturer, and it is achievable via productivity improvement. While 

importing machines is one solution to enhance productivity, it is also regarded as a channel for the 

inflow of knowledge from overseas. However, to the best knowledge of the researcher, machine 

import as a construct has not been considered in the previous LBE literature. Thus, this study 

regards machine import as an alternative knowledge source that, according to the findings, 

weakens the relationship between export intensity and tacit knowledge acquisition. On the other 

hand, the machine import construct intensifies the negative impact of the number of markets on 

tacit knowledge acquisition. 

To examine the gaps addressed above, the study has borrowed the KBV and learning theories 

under the framework of the LBE literature. Data were collected through in-depth interviews with 

owners or managers and then utilized to create a survey questionnaire. In this connection, 220 
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usable responses were received from manufacturing-exporting SMEs in Thailand. Next, path-

analysis in structural equation model (SEM) with Amos v. 27 program was employed. The 

bootstrapping procedures were used to test the mediating effects of tacit knowledge acquisition, 

and a Chow test and multigroup analysis were applied to test the variance and invariance between 

mature and young firms.  

Overall, the hypotheses are supported. The results confirm that tacit knowledge acquisition 

partially mediates export intensity and process innovation performance. These results answer to 

the primary research motivation: firms in export-led countries, such as Thailand, still cannot have 

good innovation performance after exporting to foreign destinations despite the LBE concept 

suggesting that they should learn and innovate more after export. Firms that lack tacit knowledge 

are not likely to perform well on innovation, especially on process innovation. In addition, the 

findings support the existence of a curvilinear relationship between export intensity and process 

innovation but not product innovation.  

The findings also reconcile the mixed results of the current LBE on innovation by introducing the 

sub-dimensions of export activities (export intensity, number of markets, number of customers and 

export persistence) and examining their roles on innovation performance. The results align with 

the anticipation and reveal that different sub-dimensions of export activities exhibit different 

unique learning patterns, as described below; 

Export intensity positively impacts knowledge acquisition: higher commitment and involvement 

in export activities leads to firms' potentials to extract tacit knowledge from foreign customers. 

While export intensity benefits firms’ tacit knowledge acquisition, the number of markets, on the 

contrary, has a negative impact on tacit knowledge acquisition. Nevertheless, the complexities of 
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entering multiple markets create issues and hurdles that might go beyond a firm’s capabilities to 

manage them. Such hurdles include diverse cultures, language barriers, business practices, and 

technological distance between a host and home markets  (Yeoh, 2004, Zahra et al., 2000). 

The next element under the sub-dimensions of export activities is the number of customers. Firms 

may have only one or few foreign customers, yet it is viable that these customers require firms to 

export to many of their business branches dispersed across the world.  

Hence, one foreign customer who comes with multiple markets may have different impacts on a 

firm's tacit knowledge acquisition from several foreign customers in several markets. For instance, 

one manufacture has IKEA as a primary customer who generates more than sixty percent of their 

overall sales, and IKEA requests that the firm export products to its branches in several countries.   

Even though the finding shows that the number of customers has no impact on tacit knowledge 

acquisition in the primary conceptual model, when two groups of firms -- young and mature -- are 

separately tested in the path level, it appears that the number of customers directly impacts product 

innovation in mature firm while there is no significant result in young firms. A discussion in this 

aspect will be extended in following paragraph.  

According to the multigroup analysis and Chow test, which are utilized to examine differences in 

the relationships among young versus mature firms in this conceptual model, the results show no 

difference between these two groups at the model level. However, they reveal new insights when 

considering each path of the relationship. The findings help us understand two relationships that 

are significantly different at the path level. First, the role of age in differences between the impact 

of the number of customers on tacit knowledge acquisition in young versus mature firms. This can 

be explained that mature firms with absorptive capabilities and plenty of experiences can increase 
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their tacit knowledge acquisition by having more foreign customers. In contrast, young firms may 

not have enough capabilities to manage multiple foreign customers. Thus, mature firms and young 

firms exhibit different results.  Second, the impact of the number of markets on product innovation, 

which is significantly different in young versus mature firms.  

This can possibly be explained that young firms have more flexibility to innovate and develop new 

products. Moreover, since young firms have to accelerate their business growth in order to sustain 

their survival and maintain their market position overseas, they are more eager to satisfy market 

demands by rapidly embracing product innovation. Also, it is very challenging for young firms to 

extract or acquire tacit knowledge from immature relationships with foreign partners, unlike 

mature firms who are already adept in leveraging strong connections from different markets. As a 

result, both links confirm that there are some distinctions in the characteristics of young versus 

mature firms upon pursuing innovation performance with different driving mechanisms.  

 

Lastly, this study confirms the synergizing effect of learning by exporting and machine import.  

The learning that firms acquire during the import process and a machine that firms import can 

become alternative international knowledge sources that diminish the importance of acquiring tacit 

knowledge from export activities. Drawing on the previous LBE literature which may overlook 

the interactions between export and import activities, this study’s results regarding the interactions 

between the sub-dimensions of export activities and machine import fill the void in the literature 

by explaining how both of them are related, emphasizing firms’ learning process in tacit 

knowledge acquisition. The results reveal that machine import benefits firms in a sense that it 

generates knowledge spillovers as well as allowing firms to gain international operational 
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experiences. Machine import is found to lessen the role of export intensity in tacit knowledge 

acquisition. In addition, it intensifies the negative impact of the number of markets on tacit 

knowledge acquisition. This result aligns with previous inward – outward internationalization 

relationship studies (Li et al., 2012; Li, Yi and Cui, 2017), which suggest that inward 

internationalization reduces the propensity to seek external technological knowledge from outward 

international activities. 

This study makes theoretical contributions to the LBE literature as mentioned in chapter six by 

highlighting the crucial mediating role of tacit knowledge acquisition between export activities 

and innovation performance. Furthermore, it encompasses the multifaceted nature of export 

activities, elucidating that each aspect of the sub-dimensions of export activities exhibit different 

learning patterns on tacit knowledge acquisition.  

 

9.1 Limitations and Future Research Directions 

This study has some limitations that should be addressed in further research. First, the study 

collected data from exporting SMEs in Thailand. While Thailand can well represent the emerging 

countries, data analyses of this study would be more generalizable, especially for the LBE 

literature, if the data were obtained from a multitude of countries, including developed countries 

for the comparison purpose. Besides, the questionnaire could not provide the exact percentage of 

export intensity since the participants were reluctant to disclose their information. In this respect, 

they were asked to identify their export sales in the categories instead. Therefore, using data from 

the secondary sources might yield more accurate results. 
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Secondly, this study concentrated on business-to-business (B2B) firms, not business-to-consumer 

(B2C) firms or those adopting an e-commerce model (consumer-to-consumer/ C2C firms).  

Each type of business has its own unique aspects and characteristics, leading to a different strategy 

to pursue innovation. While it is found that tacit knowledge acquisition is an adequate mechanism 

for enhancing B2B’s innovation performance, other driving mechanisms may suit B2C and C2C 

better.  

Most export sectors in emerging economies have been driven through B2B, which fits the notion 

of tacit knowledge acquisition through interactions with customers, referring in this context to 

business partners. Unlike B2B, B2C or C2C have a tendency to innovate through other 

mechanisms. For example, e-commerce businesses can utilize their online information to initiate 

new solutions and set new trends for their online customers. Tacit knowledge may not be necessary 

in this case. 

It may be interesting for further research to also consider B2C and C2C in order to investigate 

whether B2B and the others have a different patterns or perspectives regarding the impact of 

learning by exporting on innovation performance. Would e-commerce firms still need export 

activities to acquire tacit knowledge? Can e-commerce firms acquire marketing knowledge and 

other tacit knowledge through data analytics without replying too much on interactions through 

export activities? Alternatively, firms may not need to acquire tacit knowledge to enhance their 

innovation performance if they have sufficient data literacy.  

Thirdly, this study examined the contingent roles of machine import in the relationship between 

1) the positive impact of export intensity on tacit knowledge acquisition; and 2) the negative impact 

of the number of markets on tacit knowledge acquisition. Nevertheless, other moderating factors, 
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such as the level of global supply chain’s involvement, are also worth exploring. It is possible that 

firms having an intensive engagement with global supply chain (GVC) may obtain advanced 

technological and operational knowledge from their global supply chain partners.  

This is because these GVC partners serve as firms’ knowledge sources, providing valuable 

knowledge and equipping them with necessary technologies. Besides, as firms need to keep abreast 

of global quality standards, they perpetually maintain their learning capabilities in order to sustain 

their competitiveness. 

As a result, the high level of engagement with global supply chain may devalue the LBE practices. 

In addition, further research might look into other inward or outward factors, apart from export 

and import.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



183 

 

References 
 

A. GILES, J. & WILLIAMS, C. L. 2000. Export-led growth: a survey of the empirical literature and some 
non-causality results. Part 1. The Journal of International Trade & Economic Development, 9, 
261-337. 

ABOR, J. 2011. Do export status and export intensity increase firm performance? Thunderbird 
International Business Review, 53, 9-18. 

ABUBAKAR, Y. A., HAND, C., SMALLBONE, D. & SARIDAKIS, G. 2019. What specific modes of 
internationalization influence SME innovation in Sub-Saharan least developed countries (LDCs)? 
Technovation, 79, 56-70. 

ACHARYA, R. C. & KELLER, W. 2009. Technology transfer through imports. Canadian Journal of 
Economics/Revue canadienne d'économique, 42, 1411-1448. 

ACS, Z. J. & AUDRETSCH, D. B. 1987. Innovation, market structure, and firm size. The review of 
Economics and Statistics, 567-574. 

ADNER, R. & LEVINTHAL, D. 2001. Demand heterogeneity and technology evolution: implications for 
product and process innovation. Management science, 47, 611-628. 

AGHION, P., BERGEAUD, A., LEQUIEN, M. & MELITZ, M. J. 2018. The impact of exports on innovation: 
Theory and evidence, National Bureau of Economic Research Cambridge, MA. 

ALIASGHAR, O., ROSE, E. L. & CHETTY, S. 2019. Where to search for process innovations? The mediating 
role of absorptive capacity and its impact on process innovation. Industrial Marketing 
Management, 82, 199-212. 

ALMEIDA, P., SONG, J. & GRANT, R. M. 2002. Are firms superior to alliances and markets? An empirical 
test of cross-border knowledge building. Organization science, 13, 147-161. 

ALMODOVAR, P. M., BRIONES, J. S. & SILVERMAN, B. 2014. Learning through Foreign Market 
Participation: The Relative Benefit of Exporting and Foreign Direct Investment. 

ALVAREZ, R. & LÓPEZ, R. A. 2005. Exporting and performance: evidence from Chilean plants. Canadian 
Journal of Economics/Revue canadienne d'économique, 38, 1384-1400. 

ALVAREZ, R. & ROBERTSON, R. 2004. Exposure to foreign markets and plant-level innovation: evidence 
from Chile and Mexico. The Journal of International Trade & Economic Development, 13, 57-87. 

AMBOS, T. C., AMBOS, B., EICH, K. J. & PUCK, J. 2016. Imbalance and isolation: How team configurations 
affect global knowledge sharing. Journal of International Management, 22, 316-332. 

AMBROSINI, V. & BOWMAN, C. 2001. Tacit knowledge: Some suggestions for operationalization. Journal 
of Management studies, 38, 811-829. 

AMITI, M. & KONINGS, J. 2007. Trade liberalization, intermediate inputs, and productivity: Evidence 
from Indonesia. American Economic Review, 97, 1611-1638. 

ANDERSON, E. & GATIGNON, H. 1986. Modes of foreign entry: A transaction cost analysis and 
propositions. Journal of international business studies, 17, 1-26. 

ANDERSSON, M. & LÖÖF, H. 2009a. Learning-by-Exporting Revisited: The Role of Intensity and 
Persistence. The Scandinavian Journal of Economics, 111, 893-916. 

ANDERSSON, M. & LÖÖF, H. 2009b. Learning‐by‐exporting revisited: The role of intensity and 
persistence. Scandinavian Journal of Economics, 111, 893-916. 

ARGOTE, L. & MIRON-SPEKTOR, E. 2011. Organizational learning: From experience to knowledge. 
Organization science, 22, 1123-1137. 

ARMSTRONG, J. S. & OVERTON, T. S. 1977. Estimating nonresponse bias in mail surveys. Journal of 
marketing research, 14, 396-402. 



184 

 

ARTOPOULOS, A., FRIEL, D. & HALLAK, J. C. 2013. Export emergence of differentiated goods from 
developing countries: Export pioneers and business practices in Argentina. Journal of 
Development Economics, 105, 19-35. 

ATUAHENE-GIMA, K. & LI, H. 2004. Strategic decision comprehensiveness and new product development 
outcomes in new technology ventures. Academy of Management Journal, 47, 583-597. 

AUDRETSCH, D. B., KRITIKOS, A. S. & SCHIERSCH, A. 2020. Microfirms and innovation in the service 
sector. Small Business Economics, 55, 997-1018. 

AW, B. Y., CHUNG, S. & ROBERTS, M. J. 2000. Productivity and turnover in the export market: micro-level 
evidence from the Republic of Korea and Taiwan (China). The World Bank Economic Review, 14, 
65-90. 

BAGOZZI, R. P. & YI, Y. 2012. Specification, evaluation, and interpretation of structural equation models. 
Journal of the academy of marketing science, 40, 8-34. 

BALDWIN, J. R. & GELLATLY, G. 2003. Innovation strategies and performance in small firms, Edward Elgar 
Publishing. 

BALDWIN, J. R. & GU, W. 2003. Export‐market participation and productivity performance in Canadian 
manufacturing. Canadian Journal of Economics/Revue canadienne d'économique, 36, 634-657. 

BARNEY, J. 1991. Firm resources and sustained competitive advantage. Journal of management, 17, 99-
120. 

BARON, J. N., HANNAN, M. T. & BURTON, M. D. 2001. Labor pains: Change in organizational models and 
employee turnover in young, high-tech firms. American journal of sociology, 106, 960-1012. 

BARTELSMAN, E., SCARPETTA, S. & SCHIVARDI, F. 2005. Comparative analysis of firm demographics and 
survival: evidence from micro-level sources in OECD countries. Industrial and corporate change, 
14, 365-391. 

BAS, M. & STRAUSS-KAHN, V. 2014. Does importing more inputs raise exports? Firm-level evidence from 
France. Review of World Economics, 150, 241-275. 

BAUM, J. A. & SILVERMAN, B. S. 2004. Picking winners or building them? Alliance, intellectual, and 
human capital as selection criteria in venture financing and performance of biotechnology 
startups. Journal of business venturing, 19, 411-436. 

BECKER, S. O. & EGGER, P. H. 2013. Endogenous product versus process innovation and a firm’s 
propensity to export. Empirical Economics, 44, 329-354. 

BEMBOM, M. & SCHWENS, C. 2018. The role of networks in early internationalizing firms: A systematic 
review and future research agenda. European Management Journal, 36, 679-694. 

BERNARD, A. B., EATON, J., JENSEN, J. B. & KORTUM, S. 2003. Plants and productivity in international 
trade. American economic review, 93, 1268-1290. 

BERNSTEIN, F. & KÖK, A. G. 2009. Dynamic cost reduction through process improvement in assembly 
networks. Management Science, 55, 552-567. 

BESEDEŠ, T. & PRUSA, T. J. 2006. Ins, outs, and the duration of trade. Canadian Journal of 
Economics/Revue canadienne d'économique, 39, 266-295. 

BINDROO, V., MARIADOSS, B. J. & PILLAI, R. G. 2012. Customer clusters as sources of innovation-based 
competitive advantage. Journal of International Marketing, 20, 17-33. 

BIRKINSHAW, J. 2002. Managing internal R&D networks in global firms: what sort of knowledge is 
involved? Long Range Planning, 35, 245-267. 

BLALOCK, G. & GERTLER, P. J. 2004. Learning from exporting revisited in a less developed setting. Journal 
of development economics, 75, 397-416. 

BLALOCK, G. & GERTLER, P. J. 2009. How firm capabilities affect who benefits from foreign technology. 
Journal of Development Economics, 90, 192-199. 

BLALOCK, G. & VELOSO, F. M. 2007. Imports, productivity growth, and supply chain learning. World 
Development, 35, 1134-1151. 



185 

 

BLOMSTERMO, A., SHARMA, D. D. & SALLIS, J. 2006. Choice of foreign market entry mode in service 
firms. International Marketing Review. 

BOEHE, D. M. & JIMÉNEZ, A. 2016. How does the geographic export diversification–performance 
relationship vary at different levels of export intensity? International Business Review, 25, 1262-
1272. 

BOERMANS, M. A. 2010. Learning-by-exporting and destination effects: Evidence from African SMEs. 
BRASS, D. J., GALASKIEWICZ, J., GREVE, H. R. & TSAI, W. 2004. Taking stock of networks and 

organizations: A multilevel perspective. Academy of management journal, 47, 795-817. 
BRATTI, M. & FELICE, G. 2012. Are exporters more likely to introduce product innovations? The World 

Economy, 35, 1559-1598. 
BRESCHI, S., MALERBA, F. & ORSENIGO, L. 2000. Technological regimes and Schumpeterian patterns of 

innovation. The economic journal, 110, 388-410. 
BROWNE, M. W., CUDECK, R., BOLLEN, K. A. & LONG, J. S. 1993. Testing structural equation models. 
CAEMMERER, B. & WILSON, A. 2010. Customer feedback mechanisms and organisational learning in 

service operations. International Journal of Operations & Production Management. 
CANTWELL, J. & PISCITELLO, L. 2005. Recent location of foreign-owned research and development 

activities by large multinational corporations in the European regions: The role of spillovers and 
externalities. Regional Studies, 39, 1-16. 

CARNEIRO, A. 2000. How does knowledge management influence innovation and competitiveness? 
Journal of knowledge management. 

CASSIMAN, B. & GOLOVKO, E. 2011. Innovation and internationalization through exports. Journal of 
International Business Studies, 42, 56-75. 

CASTELLANI, D. 2002. Export behavior and productivity growth: Evidence from Italian manufacturing 
firms. Weltwirtschaftliches Archiv, 138, 605-628. 

CAVUSGIL, S. T., CALANTONE, R. J. & ZHAO, Y. 2003. Tacit knowledge transfer and firm innovation 
capability. Journal of business & industrial marketing. 

CHANDY, R. K. & TELLIS, G. J. 1998. Organizing for radical product innovation, Citeseer. 
CHEN, Y.-S., LIN, M.-J. J. & CHANG, C.-H. 2009. The positive effects of relationship learning and 

absorptive capacity on innovation performance and competitive advantage in industrial 
markets. Industrial marketing management, 38, 152-158. 

CHITTOOR, R., AULAKH, P. S. & RAY, S. 2015. Accumulative and Assimilative Learning, Institutional 
Infrastructure, and Innovation Orientation of Developing Economy Firms. Global Strategy 
Journal, 5, 133-153. 

CHOQUETTE, E. 2019. Import-based market experience and firms’ exit from export markets. Journal of 
International Business Studies, 50, 423-449. 

CHOQUETTE, E. & MEINEN, P. 2015. Export spillovers: Opening the black box. The World Economy, 38, 
1912-1946. 

CHRISTENSEN, C. M. & RAYNOR, M. E. 2003. Why hard-nosed executives should care about management 
theory. Harvard business review, 81, 66-75. 

CHUANG, Y.-C. 1998. Learning by doing, the technology gap, and growth. International economic review, 
697-721. 

CHUNG, S. 1998. Plant turnover and productivity dynamics in production and export markets: South 
Korea, 1983-1993, The Pennsylvania State University. 

CIESLIK, J., KACIAK, E. & WELSH, D. H. 2010. The Effect of Early Internationalization on Survival 
Consistency, and Growqth of Export Sales. Journal of Small Business Strategy, 21, 39-64. 

CIRERA, X., MARIN, A. & MARKWALD, R. 2015. Explaining export diversification through firm innovation 
decisions: The case of Brazil. Research Policy, 44, 1962-1973. 



186 

 

CLERIDES, S. K., LACH, S. & TYBOUT, J. R. 1998. Is learning by exporting important? Micro-dynamic 
evidence from Colombia, Mexico, and Morocco. The quarterly journal of economics, 113, 903-
947. 

COAD, A., SEGARRA, A. & TERUEL, M. 2013. Like milk or wine: Does firm performance improve with age? 
Structural Change and Economic Dynamics, 24, 173-189. 

COE, D. T. & HELPMAN, E. 1995. International r&d spillovers. European economic review, 39, 859-887. 
COHEN, W. M. & LEVINTHAL, D. A. 1990. Absorptive capacity: A new perspective on learning and 

innovation. Administrative science quarterly, 128-152. 
COLE, D. A. 1987. Utility of confirmatory factor analysis in test validation research. Journal of consulting 

and clinical psychology, 55, 584. 
COS, P., COLOM, A. & CABASÉS, A. 2019. Geographic export diversification: Determinants and their link 

with export performance. Thunderbird International Business Review, 61, 397-411. 
COVIELLO, N. E. & COX, M. P. 2006. The resource dynamics of international new venture networks. 

Journal of international entrepreneurship, 4, 113-132. 
CRAIGHEAD, C. W., HULT, G. T. M. & KETCHEN JR, D. J. 2009. The effects of innovation–cost strategy, 

knowledge, and action in the supply chain on firm performance. Journal of Operations 
Management, 27, 405-421. 

CRESPI, G., CRISCUOLO, C. & HASKEL, J. 2008. Productivity, exporting, and the learning‐by‐exporting 
hypothesis: direct evidence from UK firms. Canadian Journal of Economics/Revue canadienne 
d'économique, 41, 619-638. 

CUMMINGS, J. N. & KIESLER, S. 2005. Collaborative research across disciplinary and organizational 
boundaries. Social studies of science, 35, 703-722. 

CYERT, R. M. & MARCH, J. G. 1963. A behavioral theory of the firm, Englewood Cliffs, NJ. 
D’ANGELO, A., GANOTAKIS, P. & LOVE, J. H. 2020. Learning by exporting under fast, short-term changes: 

The moderating role of absorptive capacity and foreign collaborative agreements. International 
Business Review, 29, 101687. 

DAI, Y., BYUN, G. & DING, F. 2019. The direct and indirect impact of gender diversity in new venture 
teams on innovation performance. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 43, 505-528. 

DAMANPOUR, F. & GOPALAKRISHNAN, S. 2001. The dynamics of the adoption of product and process 
innovations in organizations. Journal of management studies, 38, 45-65. 

DAMIJAN, J. P. & KOSTEVC, Č. 2006. Learning-by-exporting: Continuous productivity improvements or 
capacity utilization effects? Evidence from Slovenian firms. Review of World Economics, 142, 
599-614. 

DAMIJAN, J. P., KOSTEVC, Č. & POLANEC, S. 2010. From innovation to exporting or vice versa? World 
Economy, 33, 374-398. 

DANNEELS, E. 2003. Tight–loose coupling with customers: the enactment of customer orientation. 
Strategic Management Journal, 24, 559-576. 

DAY, G. S. & WENSLEY, R. 1988. Assessing advantage: a framework for diagnosing competitive 
superiority. Journal of marketing, 52, 1-20. 

DE LOECKER, J. 2013. Detecting learning by exporting. American Economic Journal: Microeconomics, 5, 
1-21. 

DE OLIVEIRA, R. T., NGUYEN, T., LIESCH, P., VERREYNNE, M.-L. & INDULSKA, M. 2021. Exporting to 
escape and learn: Vietnamese manufacturers in global value chains. Journal of World Business, 
56, 101227. 

DELGADO, M. A., FARINAS, J. C. & RUANO, S. 2002. Firm productivity and export markets: a non-
parametric approach. Journal of international Economics, 57, 397-422. 



187 

 

DHANARAJ, C., LYLES, M. A., STEENSMA, H. K. & TIHANYI, L. 2004. Managing tacit and explicit knowledge 
transfer in IJVs: the role of relational embeddedness and the impact on performance. Journal of 
international business studies, 35, 428-442. 

DIERKES, M., ANTAL, A. B., CHILD, J. & NONAKA, I. 2003. Handbook of organizational learning and 
knowledge, Oxford University Press, USA. 

DOUGHERTY, D. 1992. Interpretive barriers to successful product innovation in large firms. Organization 
science, 3, 179-202. 

DOZ, Y., SANTOS, J. & WILLIAMSON, P. 2001. From global to metanational: How companies win in the 
knowledge economy. Ubiquity, 2001, 2. 

DROEGE, S. B. & HOOBLER, J. M. 2003. Employee turnover and tacit knowledge diffusion: A network 
perspective. Journal of Managerial Issues, 50-64. 

DU PLESSIS, M. 2007. The role of knowledge management in innovation. Journal of knowledge 
management. 

EDEN, L. & MILLER, S. R. 2004. Distance matters: Liability of foreignness, institutional distance and 
ownership strategy. " Theories of the Multinational Enterprise: Diversity, Complexity and 
Relevance". Emerald Group Publishing Limited. 

ELLIS, P. D., DAVIES, H. & WONG, A. H.-K. 2011. Export intensity and marketing in transition economies: 
Evidence from China. Industrial Marketing Management, 40, 593-602. 

ENKEL, E., PEREZ‐FREIJE, J. & GASSMANN, O. 2005. Minimizing market risks through customer 
integration in new product development: learning from bad practice. Creativity and Innovation 
Management, 14, 425-437. 

ERIKSSON, K., JOHANSON, J., MAJKGÅRD, A. & SHARMA, D. D. 2000. Effect of variation on knowledge 
accumulation in the internationalization process. International Studies of Management & 
Organization, 30, 26-44. 

ERIKSSON, K., JOHANSON, J., MAJKGÅRD, A. & SHARMA, D. D. 2015. Experiential knowledge and cost in 
the internationalization process. Knowledge, networks and power, 41-63. 

ETTLIE, J. E. & REZA, E. M. 1992. Organizational integration and process innovation. Academy of 
management journal, 35, 795-827. 

EVENSON, R. E. & WESTPHAL, L. E. 1995. Technological change and technology strategy. Handbook of 
development economics, 3, 2209-2299. 

FERNANDES, A. M. & ISGUT, A. 2005. Learning-by-doing, learning-by-exporting, and productivity: 
evidence from Colombia. Available at SSRN 695444. 

FERNANDES, C. I., FERREIRA, J. J. & RAPOSO, M. L. 2013. Drivers to firm innovation and their effects on 
performance: an international comparison. International Entrepreneurship and Management 
Journal, 9, 557-580. 

FERNÁNDEZ-MESA, A. & ALEGRE, J. 2015. Entrepreneurial orientation and export intensity: Examining 
the interplay of organizational learning and innovation. International Business Review, 24, 148-
156. 

FERNÁNDEZ, J. & GAVILANES, J. C. 2017. Learning-by-importing in emerging innovation systems: 
evidence from Ecuador. The Journal of International Trade & Economic Development, 26, 45-64. 

FERRIANI, S., GARNSEY, E. & PROBERT, D. Sustaining breakthrough innovation in large established firms: 
learning traps and counteracting strategies.  Creating Wealth from Knowledge: Meeting the 
Innovation Challenge, 2008. Edward Elgar UK, 177. 

FILIPESCU, D. A., PRASHANTHAM, S., RIALP, A. & RIALP, J. 2013. Technological innovation and exports: 
Unpacking their reciprocal causality. Journal of International Marketing, 21, 23-38. 

FIOL, C. M. & LYLES, M. A. 1985. Organizational Learning. Academy of Management Review, 10, 803-813. 
FLETCHER, M. & HARRIS, S. 2012. Knowledge acquisition for the internationalization of the smaller firm: 

Content and sources. International Business Review, 21, 631-647. 



188 

 

FORNELL, C. & LARCKER, D. F. 1981. Evaluating structural equation models with unobservable variables 
and measurement error. Journal of marketing research, 18, 39-50. 

FREDBERG, T. & PILLER, F. T. 2011. The paradox of tie strength in customer relationships for innovation: 
a longitudinal case study in the sports industry. R&D Management, 41, 470-484. 

FREIXANET, J., MONREAL, J. & SANCHEZ-MARIN, G. Leveraging new knowledge: the learning-by-
exporting effect on leading and lagging family firms.  Academy of Management Proceedings, 
2018. Academy of Management Briarcliff Manor, NY 10510, 14923. 

GARCÍA, F., AVELLA, L. & FERNÁNDEZ, E. 2012. Learning from exporting: The moderating effect of 
technological capabilities. International business review, 21, 1099-1111. 

GARRIDO-PRADA, P., DELGADO-RODRIGUEZ, M. J. & ROMERO-JORDÁN, D. 2019. Effect of product and 
geographic diversification on company performance: Evidence during an economic crisis. 
European Management Journal, 37, 269-286. 

GARVIN, D. A. 1993. Manufacturing strategic planning. California Management Review, 35, 85-106. 
GENC, E., DAYAN, M. & GENC, O. F. 2019. The impact of SME internationalization on innovation: The 

mediating role of market and entrepreneurial orientation. Industrial Marketing Management, 
82, 253-264. 

GIBSON, C. B. & GIBBS, J. L. 2006. Unpacking the concept of virtuality: The effects of geographic 
dispersion, electronic dependence, dynamic structure, and national diversity on team 
innovation. Administrative science quarterly, 51, 451-495. 

GKYPALI, A., LOVE, J. H. & ROPER, S. 2021. Export status and SME productivity: Learning-to-export versus 
learning-by-exporting. Journal of Business Research, 128, 486-498. 

GKYPALI, A., RAFAILIDIS, A. & TSEKOURAS, K. 2015. Innovation and export performance: do young and 
mature innovative firms differ? Eurasian Business Review, 5, 397-415. 

GOH, S. C. 1998. Toward a learning organization: The strategic building blocks. SAM Advanced 
Management Journal, 63, 15-22. 

GOLOVKO, E. & VALENTINI, G. 2011. Exploring the complementarity between innovation and export for 
SMEs’ growth. Journal of international business Studies, 42, 362-380. 

GOLOVKO, E. & VALENTINI, G. 2014. Selective learning‐by‐exporting: Firm size and product versus 
process innovation. Global Strategy Journal, 4, 161-180. 

GOPALAKRISHNAN, S., BIERLY, P. & KESSLER, E. H. 1999. A reexamination of product and process 
innovations using a knowledge-based view. Journal of High Technology Management Research, 
1, 147-166. 

GORT, M. & KLEPPER, S. 1982. Time paths in the diffusion of product innovations. The economic journal, 
92, 630-653. 

GRANT, R. M. 1996. Toward a knowledge‐based theory of the firm. Strategic management journal, 17, 
109-122. 

GREENAWAY, D. & KNELLER, R. 2007. Industry differences in the effect of export market entry: learning 
by exporting? Review of World Economics, 143, 416-432. 

GROSSMAN, G. M. & HELPMAN, E. 1991. Trade, knowledge spillovers, and growth. European economic 
review, 35, 517-526. 

GUAN, J. & LIU, N. 2016. Exploitative and exploratory innovations in knowledge network and 
collaboration network: A patent analysis in the technological field of nano-energy. Research 
policy, 45, 97-112. 

GUNDAY, G., ULUSOY, G., KILIC, K. & ALPKAN, L. 2011. Effects of innovation types on firm performance. 
International Journal of production economics, 133, 662-676. 

GUPTA, A. K. & GOVINDARAJAN, V. 2000. Knowledge flows within multinational corporations. Strategic 
management journal, 21, 473-496. 



189 

 

HAAHTI, A., MADUPU, V., YAVAS, U. & BABAKUS, E. 2005. Cooperative strategy, knowledge intensity and 
export performance of small and medium sized enterprises. Journal of world business, 40, 124-
138. 

HÅKANSON, L., AMBOS, B., SCHUSTER, A. & LEICHT-DEOBALD, U. 2016. The psychology of psychic 
distance: Antecedents of asymmetric perceptions. Journal of World Business, 51, 308-318. 

HALL, R. & ANDRIANI, P. 2002. Managing knowledge for innovation. Long range planning, 35, 29-48. 
HALPERN, L., KOREN, M. & SZEIDL, A. 2015. Imported inputs and productivity. American Economic 

Review, 105, 3660-3703. 
HANLEY, A. & PÉREZ, J. M. 2012. Are newly exporting firms more innovative? Findings from matched 

Spanish innovators. Economics Letters, 116, 217-220. 
HANNAN, M. T. & FREEMAN, J. 1984. Structural inertia and organizational change. American sociological 

review, 149-164. 
HANSEN, M. T. 1999. The search-transfer problem: The role of weak ties in sharing knowledge across 

organization subunits. Administrative science quarterly, 44, 82-111. 
HEMMERT, M. 2004. The impact of internationalization on the technology sourcing performance of 

high-tech business units. Journal of Engineering and Technology Management, 21, 149-174. 
HERVAS-OLIVER, J.-L., SEMPERE-RIPOLL, F. & BORONAT-MOLL, C. 2014. Process innovation strategy in 

SMEs, organizational innovation and performance: a misleading debate? Small business 
economics, 43, 873-886. 

HILMERSSON, M. & JANSSON, H. 2012. International network extension processes to institutionally 
different markets: Entry nodes and processes of exporting SMEs. International Business Review, 
21, 682-693. 

HIPPEL, E. V. 2005. Democratizing innovation: The evolving phenomenon of user innovation. Journal für 
Betriebswirtschaft, 55, 63-78. 

HITT, M. A., HOSKISSON, R. E. & IRELAND, R. D. 1994. A mid-range theory of the interactive effects of 
international and product diversification on innovation and performance. Journal of 
management, 20, 297-326. 

HITT, M. A., HOSKISSON, R. E. & KIM, H. 1997. International diversification: Effects on innovation and 
firm performance in product-diversified firms. Academy of Management journal, 40, 767-798. 

HO, M. H.-W., GHAURI, P. N. & KAFOUROS, M. 2019. Knowledge acquisition in international strategic 
alliances: The role of knowledge ambiguity. Management International Review, 59, 439-463. 

HO, M. H.-W., GHAURI, P. N. & LARIMO, J. A. 2018. Institutional distance and knowledge acquisition in 
international buyer-supplier relationships: The moderating role of trust. Asia Pacific Journal of 
Management, 35, 427-447. 

HOWELL, A. 2016. Firm R&D, innovation and easing financial constraints in China: Does corporate tax 
reform matter? Research Policy, 45, 1996-2007. 

HOWELLS, J. 1996. Tacit knowledge. Technology analysis & strategic management, 8, 91-106. 
HUBER, G. P. 1991. Organizational learning: The contributing processes and the literatures. Organization 

science, 2, 88-115. 
HUERGO, E. & JAUMANDREU, J. 2004. How does probability of innovation change with firm age? Small 

Business Economics, 22, 193-207. 
INKPEN, A. C. & BEAMISH, P. W. 1997. Knowledge, bargaining power, and the instability of international 

joint ventures. Academy of management review, 22, 177-202. 
JAMES, S. D., LEIBLEIN, M. J. & LU, S. 2013. How firms capture value from their innovations. Journal of 

management, 39, 1123-1155. 
JEAN, R.-J. B. & KIM, D. 2020. Internet and SMEs' internationalization: The role of platform and website. 

Journal of International Management, 26, 100690. 



190 

 

JEAN, R.-J. B., KIM, D. & CAVUSGIL, E. 2020. Antecedents and outcomes of digital platform risk for 
international new ventures’ internationalization. Journal of World Business, 55, 101021. 

JOHANSON, J. & VAHLNE, J.-E. 1977. The internationalization process of the firm—a model of knowledge 
development and increasing foreign market commitments. Journal of international business 
studies, 8, 23-32. 

JÖRESKOG, K. G. & SÖRBOM, D. 1993. LISREL 8: Structural equation modeling with the SIMPLIS command 
language, Scientific Software International. 

JOSHI, A., LAZAROVA, M. B. & LIAO, H. 2009. Getting everyone on board: The role of inspirational 
leadership in geographically dispersed teams. Organization science, 20, 240-252. 

KAFOUROS, M., WANG, C., MAVROUDI, E., HONG, J. & KATSIKEAS, C. S. 2018. Geographic dispersion and 
co-location in global R&D portfolios: Consequences for firm performance. Research Policy, 47, 
1243-1255. 

KAFOUROS, M. I., BUCKLEY, P. J., SHARP, J. A. & WANG, C. 2008. The role of internationalization in 
explaining innovation performance. Technovation, 28, 63-74. 

KALE, P., SINGH, H. & PERLMUTTER, H. 2000. Learning and protection of proprietary assets in strategic 
alliances: Building relational capital. Strategic management journal, 21, 217-237. 

KASAHARA, H. & RODRIGUE, J. 2008. Does the use of imported intermediates increase productivity? 
Plant-level evidence. Journal of development economics, 87, 106-118. 

KATILA, R. 2002. New product search over time: past ideas in their prime? Academy of Management 
journal, 45, 995-1010. 

KATILA, R. & SHANE, S. 2005. When does lack of resources make new firms innovative? Academy of 
Management Journal, 48, 814-829. 

KATSIKEAS, C. S. 1996. Ongoing export motivation: differences between regular and sporadic exporters. 
International Marketing Review. 

KATSIKEAS, C. S., SKARMEAS, D. & BELLO, D. C. 2009. Developing successful trust-based international 
exchange relationships. Journal of international business studies, 40, 132-155. 

KIKOSKI, C. K. & KIKOSKI, J. F. 2004. The inquiring organization: Tacit knowledge, conversation, and 
knowledge creation: Skills for 21st-century organizations, Greenwood Publishing Group. 

KISS, A. N., FERNHABER, S. & MCDOUGALL–COVIN, P. P. 2018. Slack, innovation, and export intensity: 
Implications for small–and medium–sized enterprises. Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice, 42, 
671-697. 

KOGUT, B. & CHANG, S. J. 1991. Technological capabilities and Japanese foreign direct investment in the 
United States. The review of economics and statistics, 401-413. 

KOGUT, B. & KULATILAKA, N. 2001. Capabilities as real options. Organization Science, 12, 744-758. 
KOGUT, B. & ZANDER, U. 1992. Knowledge of the firm, combinative capabilities, and the replication of 

technology. Organization science, 3, 383-397. 
KOHLI, A. K. & JAWORSKI, B. J. 1990. Market orientation: the construct, research propositions, and 

managerial implications. Journal of marketing, 54, 1-18. 
KOSKINEN, K. U. & VANHARANTA, H. 2002. The role of tacit knowledge in innovation processes of small 

technology companies. International journal of production economics, 80, 57-64. 
KOSTOVA, T. & ROTH, K. 2002. Adoption of an organizational practice by subsidiaries of multinational 

corporations: Institutional and relational effects. Academy of management journal, 45, 215-233. 
KOTABE, M., DUNLAP-HINKLER, D., PARENTE, R. & MISHRA, H. A. 2007. Determinants of cross-national 

knowledge transfer and its effect on firm innovation. Journal of International Business Studies, 
38, 259-282. 

KOTABE, M. & OMURA, G. S. 1989. Sourcing strategies of European and Japanese multinationals: a 
comparison. Journal of international business studies, 20, 113-130. 



191 

 

LAGES, L. F., JAP, S. D. & GRIFFITH, D. A. 2008. The role of past performance in export ventures: a short-
term reactive approach. Journal of International Business Studies, 39, 304-325. 

LAHIRI, N. 2010. Geographic distribution of R&D activity: how does it affect innovation quality? Academy 
of Management Journal, 53, 1194-1209. 

LANE, P. J. & LUBATKIN, M. 1998. Relative absorptive capacity and interorganizational learning. Strategic 
management journal, 19, 461-477. 

LASAGNI, A. 2012. How can external relationships enhance innovation in SMEs? New evidence for 
Europe. Journal of small business management, 50, 310-339. 

LAURSEN, K. & SALTER, A. 2006. Open for innovation: the role of openness in explaining innovation 
performance among UK manufacturing firms. Strategic management journal, 27, 131-150. 

LEI, D., HITT, M. A. & BETTIS, R. 1996. Dynamic core competences through meta-learning and strategic 
context. Journal of management, 22, 549-569. 

LEIPONEN, A. 2005. Organization of knowledge and innovation: the case of Finnish business services. 
Industry & Innovation, 12, 185-203. 

LEONARD, D. & SENSIPER, S. 1998. The role of tacit knowledge in group innovation. California 
management review, 40, 112-132. 

LEONIDOU, L. C. & KATSIKEAS, C. S. 1996. The export development process: an integrative review of 
empirical models. Journal of international business studies, 27, 517-551. 

LEVIN, D. Z. & CROSS, R. 2004. The strength of weak ties you can trust: The mediating role of trust in 
effective knowledge transfer. Management science, 50, 1477-1490. 

LEVINTHAL, D. A. & MARCH, J. G. 1993. The myopia of learning. Strategic management journal, 14, 95-
112. 

LEVINTHAL, D. A. & WARGLIEN, M. 1999. Landscape design: Designing for local action in complex worlds. 
Organization Science, 10, 342-357. 

LI-YING, J. & WANG, Y. 2015. Find them home or abroad? The relative contribution of international 
technology in-licensing to “indigenous innovation” in China. Long Range Planning, 48, 123-134. 

LI, J., CHEN, D. & SHAPIRO, D. M. 2010a. Product Innovations in Emerging Economies: The Role of 
Foreign Knowledge Access Channels and Internal Efforts in Chinese Firms. Management and 
Organization Review, 6, 243-266. 

LI, J., LI, Y. & SHAPIRO, D. 2012. Knowledge seeking and outward FDI of emerging market firms: The 
moderating effect of inward FDI. Global Strategy Journal, 2, 277-295. 

LI, J. J., POPPO, L. & ZHOU, K. Z. 2010b. Relational mechanisms, formal contracts, and local knowledge 
acquisition by international subsidiaries. Strategic Management Journal, 31, 349-370. 

LIAO, J., KICKUL, J. R. & MA, H. 2009. Organizational dynamic capability and innovation: An empirical 
examination of internet firms. Journal of small business management, 47, 263-286. 

LIJUAN, Z. & XIAOYING, T. 2014. Analysis of tacit knowledge and its dominant path. Canadian Social 
Science, 10, 50-55. 

LINDERMAN, K., SCHROEDER, R. G., ZAHEER, S., LIEDTKE, C. & CHOO, A. S. 2004. Integrating quality 
management practices with knowledge creation processes. Journal of operations management, 
22, 589-607. 

LING-YEE, L. 2004. An examination of the foreign market knowledge of exporting firms based in the 
People's Republic of China: Its determinants and effect on export intensity. Industrial Marketing 
Management, 33, 561-572. 

LIU, C.-L. E., GHAURI, P. N. & SINKOVICS, R. R. 2010. Understanding the impact of relational capital and 
organizational learning on alliance outcomes. Journal of World Business, 45, 237-249. 

LIU, X. & BUCK, T. 2007. Innovation performance and channels for international technology spillovers: 
Evidence from Chinese high-tech industries. Research policy, 36, 355-366. 



192 

 

LÖÖF, H. & ANDERSSON, M. 2010. Imports, productivity and origin markets: The role of knowledge‐
intensive economies. World Economy, 33, 458-481. 

LÖÖF, H., LARIJANI, P. N., COOK, G. & JOHANSSON, B. 2015. Learning-by-exporting and innovation 
strategies. Economics of Innovation and New Technology, 24, 52-64. 

LÓPEZ-CABARCOS, M. Á., SRINIVASAN, S., GÖTTLING-OLIVEIRA-MONTEIRO, S. & VÁZQUEZ-RODRÍGUEZ, 
P. 2019. Tacit knowledge and firm performance relationship. The role of product innovation and 
the firm level capabilities. Journal of Business Economics and Management, 20, 330-350. 

LOVE, J. H. & GANOTAKIS, P. 2013. Learning by exporting: Lessons from high-technology SMEs. 
International business review, 22, 1-17. 

LOVE, J. H. & MÁÑEZ, J. A. 2019. Persistence in exporting: Cumulative and punctuated learning effects. 
International Business Review, 28, 74-89. 

LOVE, J. H., ROPER, S. & VAHTER, P. 2014. Learning from openness: The dynamics of breadth in external 
innovation linkages. Strategic management journal, 35, 1703-1716. 

LOVE, J. H., ROPER, S. & ZHOU, Y. 2016. Experience, age and exporting performance in UK SMEs. 
International Business Review, 25, 806-819. 

LU, J. W. & BEAMISH, P. W. 2004. International diversification and firm performance: The S-curve 
hypothesis. Academy of management journal, 47, 598-609. 

LU, Y., ZHOU, L., BRUTON, G. & LI, W. 2010. Capabilities as a mediator linking resources and the 
international performance of entrepreneurial firms in an emerging economy. Journal of 
international Business studies, 41, 419-436. 

LYNN, G. S., SKOV, R. B. & ABEL, K. D. 1999. Practices that support team learning and their impact on 
speed to market and new product success. Journal of Product Innovation Management: AN 
INTERNATIONAL PUBLICATION OF THE PRODUCT DEVELOPMENT & MANAGEMENT 
ASSOCIATION, 16, 439-454. 

MACCALLUM, R. C., BROWNE, M. W. & SUGAWARA, H. M. 1996. Power analysis and determination of 
sample size for covariance structure modeling. Psychological methods, 1, 130. 

MACHER, J. T. & MOWERY, D. C. 2003. “Managing” learning by doing: an empirical study in 
semiconductor manufacturing. Journal of Product Innovation Management, 20, 391-410. 

MAKINO, S. & DELIOS, A. 1996. Local knowledge transfer and performance: Implications for alliance 
formation in Asia. Journal of international business studies, 27, 905-927. 

MARCH, J. G. & SIMON, H. A. 1958. Organizations, Oxford, England, Wiley. 
MARTIN, X. & SALOMON, R. 2003. Tacitness, learning, and international expansion: A study of foreign 

direct investment in a knowledge-intensive industry. Organization Science, 14, 297-311. 
MEYER, K. E., VAN WITTELOOSTUIJN, A. & BEUGELSDIJK, S. 2017. What’s in ap? Reassessing best 

practices for conducting and reporting hypothesis-testing research. Springer. 
MONREAL-PÉREZ, J., ARAGÓN-SÁNCHEZ, A. & SÁNCHEZ-MARÍN, G. 2012. A longitudinal study of the 

relationship between export activity and innovation in the Spanish firm: The moderating role of 
productivity. International Business Review, 21, 862-877. 

MORGAN-THOMAS, A. & BRIDGEWATER, S. 2004. Internet and exporting determinants of success in 
virtual export: channels, international marketing review. Vol21, 393. 

MORRIS, S. S., ZHONG, B. & MAKHIJA, M. 2015. Going the distance: The pros and cons of expanding 
employees’ global knowledge reach. Journal of International Business Studies, 46, 552-573. 

MUDAMBI, R. & SWIFT, T. 2012. Multinational enterprises and the geographical clustering of innovation. 
Industry and Innovation, 19, 1-21. 

MUDAMBI, R. & ZAHRA, S. A. 2018. The survival of international new ventures. International 
Entrepreneurship, 85-130. 

MYLES SHAVER, J. 2011. The benefits of geographic sales diversification: How exporting facilitates capital 
investment. Strategic Management Journal, 32, 1046-1060. 



193 

 

MYLES SHAVER, J. & FLYER, F. 2000. Agglomeration economies, firm heterogeneity, and foreign direct 
investment in the United States. Strategic management journal, 21, 1175-1193. 

NAVARETTI, G. B., GALEOTTI, M. & MATTOZZI, A. 2004. Moving skills from hands to heads: does 
importing technology affect export performance in textiles? Research Policy, 33, 879-895. 

NELSON, R. R. & WINTER, S. G. 1982. The Schumpeterian tradeoff revisited. The American Economic 
Review, 72, 114-132. 

NONAKA, I. & TAKEUCHI, H. 1995. The knowledge-creating company: How Japanese companies create 
the dynamics of innovation, Oxford university press. 

NONAKA, I. & TAKEUCHI, H. 1996. The knowledge-creating company: How Japanese companies create 
the dynamics of innovation. Long range planning, 4, 592. 

NONAKA, I., TOYAMA, R. & KONNO, N. 2000. SECI, Ba and leadership: a unified model of dynamic 
knowledge creation. Long range planning, 33, 5-34. 

NUNNALLY, J. C. 1994. Psychometric theory 3E, Tata McGraw-hill education. 
NYLÉN, D. & HOLMSTRÖM, J. 2015. Digital innovation strategy: A framework for diagnosing and 

improving digital product and service innovation. Business Horizons, 58, 57-67. 
O'DWYER, M., GILMORE, A. & CARSON, D. 2009. Innovative marketing in SMEs. European journal of 

marketing. 
PAUL, C. J. M. & YASAR, M. 2009. Outsourcing, productivity, and input composition at the plant level. 

Canadian Journal of Economics/Revue canadienne d'économique, 42, 422-439. 
PELLEGRINO, G. 2018. Barriers to innovation in young and mature firms. Journal of Evolutionary 

Economics, 28, 181-206. 
PERES, W. & STUMPO, G. 2000. Small and medium-sized manufacturing enterprises in Latin America and 

the Caribbean under the new economic model. World Development, 28, 1643-1655. 
PERRI, A., ANDERSSON, U., NELL, P. C. & SANTANGELO, G. D. 2013. Balancing the trade-off between 

learning prospects and spillover risks: MNC subsidiaries’ vertical linkage patterns in developed 
countries. Journal of World Business, 48, 503-514. 

PISANO, G. P. 1997. The development factory: unlocking the potential of process innovation, Harvard 
Business Press. 

PLA-BARBER, J. & ALEGRE, J. 2007. Analysing the link between export intensity, innovation and firm size 
in a science-based industry. International Business Review, 16, 275-293. 

PODSAKOFF, P. M., MACKENZIE, S. B., LEE, J.-Y. & PODSAKOFF, N. P. 2003. Common method biases in 
behavioral research: a critical review of the literature and recommended remedies. Journal of 
applied psychology, 88, 879. 

POLANYI, M. 1962. Tacit knowing: Its bearing on some problems of philosophy. Reviews of modern 
physics, 34, 601. 

POLANYI, M. 1966. The logic of tacit inference. Philosophy, 41, 1-18. 
POLANYI, M. & SEN, A. 2009. The tacit dimension, University of Chicago press. 
POPPO, L. & ZENGER, T. 1998. Testing alternative theories of the firm: transaction cost, knowledge‐

based, and measurement explanations for make‐or‐buy decisions in information services. 
Strategic management journal, 19, 853-877. 

PRAJOGO, D. I. & AHMED, P. K. 2006. Relationships between innovation stimulus, innovation capacity, 
and innovation performance. R&D Management, 36, 499-515. 

PRAJOGO, D. I., LAOSIRIHONGTHONG, T., SOHAL, A. & BOON‐ITT, S. 2007. Manufacturing strategies and 
innovation performance in newly industrialised countries. Industrial Management & Data 
Systems. 

PREACHER, K. J. & HAYES, A. F. 2004. SPSS and SAS procedures for estimating indirect effects in simple 
mediation models. Behavior research methods, instruments, & computers, 36, 717-731. 



194 

 

REEB, D., SAKAKIBARA, M. & MAHMOOD, I. P. 2012. From the editors: Endogeneity in international 
business research. Springer. 

REICHSTEIN, T. & SALTER, A. 2006. Investigating the sources of process innovation among UK 
manufacturing firms. Industrial and Corporate change, 15, 653-682. 

REN, S., EISINGERICH, A. B. & TSAI, H.-T. 2015. How do marketing, research and development 
capabilities, and degree of internationalization synergistically affect the innovation performance 
of small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs)? A panel data study of Chinese SMEs. 
International Business Review, 24, 642-651. 

ROBERTSON, P. L., CASALI, G. L. & JACOBSON, D. 2012. Managing open incremental process innovation: 
absorptive capacity and distributed learning. Research policy, 41, 822-832. 

ROPER, S. & LOVE, J. H. 2002. Innovation and export performance: evidence from the UK and German 
manufacturing plants. Research policy, 31, 1087-1102. 

ROSENBERG, N. & NATHAN, R. 1982. Inside the black box: technology and economics, cambridge 
university press. 

ROSENBUSCH, N., BRINCKMANN, J. & BAUSCH, A. 2011. Is innovation always beneficial? A meta-analysis 
of the relationship between innovation and performance in SMEs. Journal of business Venturing, 
26, 441-457. 

ROSENKOPF, L. & NERKAR, A. 2001. Beyond local search: boundary‐spanning, exploration, and impact in 
the optical disk industry. Strategic management journal, 22, 287-306. 

ROTH, K. 1992. International configuration and coordination archetypes for medium-sized firms in global 
industries. Journal of international business studies, 23, 533-549. 

ROTHAERMEL, F. T. & DEEDS, D. L. 2006. Alliance type, alliance experience and alliance management 
capability in high-technology ventures. Journal of business venturing, 21, 429-460. 

SALOMON, R. & JIN, B. 2008. Does knowledge spill to leaders or laggards? Exploring industry 
heterogeneity in learning by exporting. Journal of International Business Studies, 39, 132-150. 

SALOMON, R. & JIN, B. 2010. Do leading or lagging firms learn more from exporting? Strategic 
Management Journal, 31, 1088-1113. 

SALOMON, R. M. 2006. Spillovers to foreign market participants: assessing the impact of export 
strategies on innovative productivity. Strategic organization, 4, 135-164. 

SALOMON, R. M. & SHAVER, J. M. 2005. Learning by exporting: new insights from examining firm 
innovation. Journal of Economics & Management Strategy, 14, 431-460. 

SAMIEE, S. & WALTERS, P. G. 1991. Segmenting corporate exporting activities: sporadic versus regular 
exporters. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 19, 93-104. 

SÁNCHEZ-MARÍN, G., PEMARTÍN, M. & MONREAL-PÉREZ, J. 2020. The influence of family involvement 
and generational stage on learning-by-exporting among family firms. Review of Managerial 
Science, 14, 311-334. 

SANDBERG, B. & AARIKKA-STENROOS, L. 2014. What makes it so difficult? A systematic review on 
barriers to radical innovation. Industrial Marketing Management, 43, 1293-1305. 

SAPIENZA, H. J., AUTIO, E., GEORGE, G. & ZAHRA, S. A. 2006. A capabilities perspective on the effects of 
early internationalization on firm survival and growth. Academy of management review, 31, 
914-933. 

SCHWENS, C., ZAPKAU, F. B., BROUTHERS, K. D. & HOLLENDER, L. 2018. Limits to international entry 
mode learning in SMEs. Journal of International Business Studies, 49, 809-831. 

SEDERA, D., LOKUGE, S., GROVER, V., SARKER, S. & SARKER, S. 2016. Innovating with enterprise systems 
and digital platforms: A contingent resource-based theory view. Information & Management, 
53, 366-379. 

SEIDLER‐DE ALWIS, R. & HARTMANN, E. 2008. The use of tacit knowledge within innovative companies: 
knowledge management in innovative enterprises. Journal of knowledge Management. 



195 

 

SENKER, J. 1995. Tacit knowledge and models of innovation. Industrial and corporate change, 4, 425-
447. 

SHENG, M. L. & HARTMANN, N. N. 2019. Impact of subsidiaries' cross-border knowledge tacitness 
shared and social capital on MNCs' explorative and exploitative innovation capability. Journal of 
International Management, 25, 100705. 

SHENKAR, O. & LI, J. 1999. Knowledge search in international cooperative ventures. Organization 
Science, 10, 134-143. 

SHOOK, C. L., KETCHEN JR, D. J., HULT, G. T. M. & KACMAR, K. M. 2004. An assessment of the use of 
structural equation modeling in strategic management research. Strategic management journal, 
25, 397-404. 

SIBA, E. & GEBREEYESUS, M. 2016. Learning to export and learning from exporting: The case of Ethiopian 
manufacturing. Journal of African Economies, 1-23. 

SIMONIN, B. L. 1997. The importance of collaborative know-how: An empirical test of the learning 
organization. Academy of management Journal, 40, 1150-1174. 

SINKULA, J. M., BAKER, W. E. & NOORDEWIER, T. 1997. A framework for market-based organizational 
learning: Linking values, knowledge, and behavior. Journal of the academy of Marketing Science, 
25, 305-318. 

SONG, J., ALMEIDA, P. & WU, G. 2003. Learning–by–hiring: When is mobility more likely to facilitate 
interfirm knowledge transfer? Management science, 49, 351-365. 

SOUSA, C. M. & BRADLEY, F. 2006. Cultural distance and psychic distance: two peas in a pod? Journal of 
international marketing, 14, 49-70. 

SPENDER, J. C. Competitive Advantage from Tacit Knowledge? Unpacking the Concept and Its Strategic 
Implications.  Academy of Management Proceedings, 1993. Academy of Management Briarcliff 
Manor, NY 10510, 37-41. 

STIGLITZ, J. E. 2001. From miracle to crisis to recovery: lessons from four decades of East Asian 
experience. Rethinking the East Asian Miracle, 509-526. 

STIRBAT, L., RECORD, R. & NGHARDSAYSONE, K. 2015. The experience of survival: Determinants of 
export survival in Lao PDR. World Development, 76, 82-94. 

SZULANSKI, G. 1996. Exploring internal stickiness: Impediments to the transfer of best practice within 
the firm. Strategic management journal, 17, 27-43. 

TERJESEN, S. & PATEL, P. C. 2017. In search of process innovations: The role of search depth, search 
breadth, and the industry environment. Journal of Management, 43, 1421-1446. 

TERZIOVSKI, M. & GUERRERO-CUSUMANO, J.-L. ISO 9000 QUALITY SYSTEMS CERTIFICATION AND ITS 
IMPACT ON INNOVATION PERFORMANCE.  Academy of Management Proceedings, 2009. 
Academy of Management Briarcliff Manor, NY 10510, 1-6. 

THAKUR-WERNZ, P., CANTWELL, J. & SAMANT, S. 2019. Impact of international entry choices on the 
nature and type of innovation: Evidence from emerging economy firms from the Indian bio-
pharmaceutical industry. International Business Review, 28, 101601. 

TIMOSHENKO, O. A. 2015. Learning versus sunk costs explanations of export persistence. European 
Economic Review, 79, 113-128. 

TOKATLI, N. & KıZıLGÜN, Ö. 2009. Coping with the changing rules of the game in the global textiles and 
apparel industries: evidence from Turkey and Morocco. Journal of Economic Geography, 10, 
209-229. 

TOPALOVA, P. & KHANDELWAL, A. 2011. Trade liberalization and firm productivity: The case of India. 
Review of economics and statistics, 93, 995-1009. 

TSAI, W. & GHOSHAL, S. 1998. Social capital and value creation: The role of intrafirm networks. Academy 
of management Journal, 41, 464-476. 



196 

 

TSANG, E. W., NGUYEN, D. T. & ERRAMILLI, M. K. 2004. Knowledge acquisition and performance of 
international joint ventures in the transition economy of Vietnam. Journal of International 
Marketing, 12, 82-103. 

TSE, C. H., YU, L. & ZHU, J. 2017. A multimediation model of learning by exporting: Analysis of export-
induced productivity gains. Journal of Management, 43, 2118-2146. 

TURNER, K. L. & MAKHIJA, M. V. 2006. The role of organizational controls in managing knowledge. 
Academy of management review, 31, 197-217. 

TYBOUT, J. R. 2000. Manufacturing firms in developing countries: How well do they do, and why? 
Journal of Economic literature, 38, 11-44. 

VAN BIESEBROECK, J. 2005. Exporting raises productivity in sub-Saharan African manufacturing firms. 
Journal of International economics, 67, 373-391. 

VENDRELL-HERRERO, F., DARKO, C. K., GOMES, E. & LEHMAN, D. W. 2022. Home-market economic 
development as a moderator of the self-selection and learning-by-exporting effects. Journal of 
International Business Studies, 1-17. 

VERHEES, F. J., MEULENBERG, M. T. & PENNINGS, J. M. 2004. The role of current customers for radical 
product innovation in small-firms. 

VERWAAL, E. & DONKERS, B. 2002. Firm size and export intensity: Solving an empirical puzzle. Journal of 
International Business Studies, 33, 603-613. 

WAGNER, J. 2007. Exports and productivity: A survey of the evidence from firm‐level data. World 
Economy, 30, 60-82. 

WANG, K. & TAO, W. 2019. Exploring the complementarity between product exports and foreign 
technology imports for innovation in emerging economic firms. European Journal of Marketing. 

WANG, M.-C., CHEN, P.-C. & FANG, S.-C. 2018. A critical view of knowledge networks and innovation 
performance: The mediation role of firms' knowledge integration capability. Journal of Business 
Research, 88, 222-233. 

WANG, W. & MA, H. 2018. Export strategy, export intensity and learning: Integrating the resource 
perspective and institutional perspective. Journal of World Business, 53, 581-592. 

WELCH, L. S. & LUOSTARINEN, R. K. 1993. Inward-outward connections in internationalization. Journal of 
international Marketing, 1, 44-56. 

WERNERFELT, B. 1984. A resource‐based view of the firm. Strategic management journal, 5, 171-180. 
WESTPHAL, L. E., RHEE, Y. W. & PURSELL, G. 1984. Sources of technological capability in South Korea. 

Technological capability in the third world. Springer. 
WIRTZ, J., TAMBYAH, S. K. & MATTILA, A. S. 2010. Organizational learning from customer feedback 

received by service employees: A social capital perspective. Journal of Service Management. 
WU, H., CHEN, J. & JIAO, H. 2016. Dynamic capabilities as a mediator linking international diversification 

and innovation performance of firms in an emerging economy. Journal of business research, 69, 
2678-2686. 

XIE, Z. & LI, J. 2015. Demand Heterogeneity, Learning Diversity and Innovation in an Emerging Economy. 
Journal of International Management, 21, 277-292. 

XIE, Z. & LI, J. 2018. Exporting and innovating among emerging market firms: The moderating role of 
institutional development. Journal of International Business Studies, 49, 222-245. 

YEOH, P. L. 2004. International learning: antecedents and performance implications among newly 
internationalizing companies in an exporting context. International Marketing Review. 

YLI‐RENKO, H., AUTIO, E. & SAPIENZA, H. J. 2001. Social capital, knowledge acquisition, and knowledge 
exploitation in young technology‐based firms. Strategic management journal, 22, 587-613. 

ZAHEER, S. 1995. Overcoming the liability of foreignness. Academy of Management journal, 38, 341-363. 
ZAHRA, S. A. & FILATOTCHEV, I. 2004. Governance of the entrepreneurial threshold firm: A knowledge‐

based perspective. Journal of Management studies, 41, 885-897. 



197 

 

ZAHRA, S. A. & GEORGE, G. 2002. Absorptive capacity: A review, reconceptualization, and extension. 
Academy of management review, 27, 185-203. 

ZAHRA, S. A., IRELAND, R. D. & HITT, M. A. 2000. International expansion by new venture firms: 
International diversity, mode of market entry, technological learning, and performance. 
Academy of Management journal, 43, 925-950. 

ZHAO, M. & ISLAM, M. 2017. Cross-regional R&D collaboration and local knowledge spillover. 
Geography, location, and strategy. Emerald Publishing Limited. 

ZHOU, L., WU, W.-P. & LUO, X. 2007. Internationalization and the performance of born-global SMEs: the 
mediating role of social networks. Journal of international business studies, 38, 673-690. 

ZHOU, S., WANG, Y. & YANG, M. 2020. Importing and Firm Productivity in China: The Self-Selection 
Effect or the Learning Effect? Emerging Markets Finance and Trade, 56, 1462-1473. 

 


